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Introduction 

 

A general state of malaise seems to have taken hold of humani-
ty. Is the problem with us, or the circumstances in which we 
live? Many voices are raised in the belief that we are the prob-
lem. Religious leaders tell us that, by our very nature, humans 
are evil. Politicians tell us we need to change our ideology. 
Therapists tell us we need to change the way we think. Marriage 
counselors tell us we need to communicate. Educators tell us we 
need more education. Scientist tell us we need more progress. 
Governments tell us we need to obey the law. Atheists tell us 
we need to discard our belief in God, so we can think rationally. 
And gurus tell us that to know peace of mind, we need to men-
tally disconnect ourselves from our circumstances, from time to 
time. In other words, if we would just change ourselves, our 
thoughts, attitudes, and behavior, then everything would be 
OK.  

But the idea that humans need to change is not only unrealistic 
(we all know that you can’t change people), it overlooks some-
thing important. Humans have thrived on this planet, as a dis-
tinct species, for upwards of two hundred thousand years. How 
could we possibly have survived that long, if we were inherently 
dysfunctional? I prefer to think, and have reason to believe, that 
there is something wrong with our circumstances, not with us. 
If so, then what is wrong, how did it happen, and what are we 
to do about it?  

This book has four parts. Part One, “The Game of Life,” tells 
the story of how humanity lost touch with our natural feelings, 
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some thousands of years ago, when there was a sea change in 
the human way of life. Prior to the change, humans had lived in 
the moment, mostly in a state of intimacy. Ever since the 
change, humans have lived in the future, and largely in a state of 
anxiety.  

Part two, “Releasing the Reins” is about the enormous difficul-
ties that face anyone who wants to regain spiritual freedom—
the freedom to live in the moment—and how we can overcome 
those difficulties, by placing our trust in the human spirit.   

Part three, “Take Us Home, Girls,” presents a vision for how 
humanity can reconnect with our feelings, a reconnection that I 
have come to believe is essential, if we are to survive as a spe-
cies, and know spiritual fulfillment in the process.  

Part Four, “The Test For Happiness” is a summary of the phi-
losophy presented in this book, first as exemplified by the lives 
of two men, Pope Francis and Jesus. I then include my reply to 
two friends, Bill and Bob. Their excellent and well-considered 
critiques of my work exemplify how many people feel, when 
any idea challenges how we see ourselves in the overall scheme 
of things. With my answer to their questions, I hope to address 
the concerns shared by many. I end the book with “The Quest 
for Intimacy.” That quest is what this book, Take Us Home, 
Girls! is about.    

In sum, this book is not an instruction manual on how to live. 
We don’t need another set of instructions! Given the uncounta-
ble ways in which institutions have governed our lives—since 
the first social contract necessitated the first institution—it 
would be difficult to explain the source of modern humanity’s 
general state of unhappiness and turmoil in any other way. Iron-
ically—and at unfathomable human cost—we are so steeped in 
institutional instructions that we actively seek more and better 
ones, so convinced are we that instructions are the panacea for 
all problems.  

I believe that we, as expressions of Nature, are not built to live 
by prescribed rules, but by something far more profound and 
enduring—and real. Evolution imprinted in our genes the emo-
tional prerequisite that our species can thrive only when we are 
free to live our lives in concert with the wisdom of our souls. In 
this, we differ not at all from any other living being on this 
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planet, yet, uniquely, human lifestyles ignore this absolute genet-
ic requirement.  

This book is about getting us in touch with our real wisdom, the 
soul’s internal gyroscope that needs no lists, no definitions, no 
algorithms, to worry answers out of unfolding events. The evi-
dence is clear, and we can see, in our lives, today, that when 
separated as we are from that wisdom, life remains an incom-
prehensible mystery. But, lodged in our emotions, is the 
memory of the time when we were in touch with the wisdom of 
our souls, when we were immersed in life’s purpose and mean-
ing, when—without external reference—we knew what to do.  

Finally, Take Us Home, Girls!, is not about solving the world’s 
problems. It’s about re-establishing viable human relationships. 
If we can return to the kind of relationships through which hu-
man life flourished for tens of thousands of years, the problems 
of the world will melt, in due time. Otherwise, we will become 
ever more dependent on institutions for our emotional and ma-
terial survival, and the problems of the world will eventually 
overwhelm us, without our ever knowing why.  
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Part One 
 

The Game of Life  

I can’t imagine a better beginning to this discussion of the poignant 
dilemma intrinsic to modern human society than this eloquent quota-
tion from Martin Luther King’s Nobel Peace Prize Lecture in 1964.  

This evening I would like to use this lofty and historic platform to 
discuss what appears to me to be the most pressing problem confront-
ing mankind today. Modern man has brought this whole world to an 
awe-inspiring threshold of the future. He has reached new and aston-
ishing peaks of scientific success. He has produced machines that 
think and instruments that peer into the unfathomable ranges of in-
terstellar space. He has built gigantic bridges to span the seas and 
gargantuan buildings to kiss the skies. His airplanes and spaceships 
have dwarfed distance, placed time in chains, and carved highways 
through the stratosphere. This is a dazzling picture of modern man's 
scientific and technological progress. 

Yet, in spite of spectacular strides in science and technology, and still 
unlimited ones to come, something basic is missing. There is a sort of 
poverty of the spirit which stands in glaring contrast to our scientific 
and technological abundance. The richer we have become materially, 
the poorer we have become morally and spiritually. We have learned 
to fly the air like birds and swim the sea like fish, but we have not 
learned the simple art of living together as brothers. 

 

That the world is morally and spiritually poor is not new. The 
world was morally and spiritually depraved at the time of Jesus, 
which is why his message remains as significant in today’s 

world, as it was in his. The remarkable thing is that our “spectacu-
lar strides in science and technology” have not really changed any-

thing regarding our spiritual wellbeing. If anything, “progress” is 
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making things worse. At least people in Jesus’ day weren’t facing 
the specter of a denatured environment. Why, despite all our 
technological achievements have our lives not improved spiritu-
ally?  

To gain a perspective from which to consider this dilemma, let’s 
think of life as a game being played by every creature that inhab-
its this planet. To win, in this “game of life,” each individual 
must behave in ways that optimize its species’ chances for suc-
cess. Failure is behavior that does not serve the species. If failure 
is widespread, the species will eventually lose out in life’s game. 

But, with nearly nine million species on earth, there are many 
winners. 

Seeking Order in Illusions 

Think of the complex of rules required to govern such a game, 
rules that stipulate the moment-to-moment activities of trillions 
of individuals, comprising millions of species, in such a way that 
the vast majority are winners. None of these trillions know they 
are part of a game, yet remarkably—as a product of evolution, 
and despite the complexity—every creature knows everything it 
needs to know, to win. It knows by its feelings. That is, to win 
in the game of life all any being has to know is how it feels. 
Emotions are the source, the impetus and inspiration of all be-
haviors required for each individual to contribute to its species’ 
success. Whenever a being figures out what it needs to do to 
satisfy its most dominant feeling—yes, animals can think—and 
succeeds at doing so, life rewards it with spiritual fulfillment. 
The satisfaction of finding resolution to feelings of the moment 
informs all living beings that they are winning life’s game. Life’s 
sublime gift is that winning is not a one-time event, but occurs 
again and again, every time an individual finds resolution to its 
everchanging feelings.  

What are they, and where do they come from—these emotions 
that are so essential to the existence of life? They are manifesta-
tions of life that express its survival wisdom. They began evolv-
ing with the first stirrings of life on earth. Each species possess-
es a unique set of emotions, just as it has a unique set of physi-

cal features. Physical features give individuals the ability to react 

to their circumstances. Emotions tell them how to react. Just as 
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evolution selects successful physical characteristics over less-
successful ones, emotions that inspire actions that contribute to 
the species’ success, are the ones most likely to be passed to fu-
ture generations. The genes of a mother who takes pleasure in 
nurturing her young, for example, are far more likely to survive, 
along with her offspring, than the genes of a mother who finds 
no satisfaction in caring for her young. This example illustrates 
how crucial emotions are to a species’ success, so vital that 
emotional characteristics define a species every bit as much as 
physical ones do. We use physical characteristics to describe a 
species, not because emotions are less important, rather because 
they can’t be seen. 

Emotions govern all life on earth, by inspiring creatures to seek 
pleasure and avoid pain. To avoid the pain of hunger, individuals 
seek the pleasure of eating. To avoid the pain of chill, they seek the 
pleasure of warmth. And the members of social species avoid the 
pain of loneliness by seeking the pleasure of familiar associations. 
In these ways, feelings not only inspire activities that are essential 
to each being’s survival, they also instill values in every individual 
that go far beyond the bare necessity of survival. For example, in 
social species, love exemplifies a value that is essential to form-
ing and maintaining the relationships needed for the species to 
flourish. But love is not required for the survival of any individ-
ual. We can all manage without love. Indeed, modern humans 
survive largely without it, but it’s not a very spiritually fulfilling 
way to live.  

Happiness and species’ survival are inexorably linked. In the 
natural world, each individual enjoys life by satisfying its feel-
ings, feelings that reveal the survival wisdom of  its species. In 
this way, by enjoying life, it simultaneously contributes to its 
species’ success. No individual chooses not to satisfy its feelings. 

In Nature, circumstances do, sometimes, prevent an individual 

from satisfying its feelings—for example, when it can’t find wa-
ter to quench its thirst. But, no individual ever knowingly de-
prives itself of happiness by ignoring how it feels. In other 
words, it never intentionally breaks the rules of life’s game that 
are essential to its species’ success. There is no righteousness, 
holiness, or purity about this: It is because, in Nature, there is 
no reason for an individual to ever do anything other than to try 
to satisfy its strongest feeling.  
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Only we humans, who live in institutionalized societies, know-
ingly deny our feelings of  the moment. We regularly deny how 
we really feel, for example, in order to honor the spirit of  the 
legal arrangements that define our relationships. Indeed, the 
lack of  intimacy and happiness rampant among humans is large-
ly the result of  trusting our relationships to legal arrangements, 
instead of  to feelings. It is a practice humans have engaged in 
since the advent of  our very first social contracts. Having said 
that, it’s important to understand that we aren’t to blame for this 
transgression against life. Denying our feelings of  the moment 
is simply a normal biological response to an abnormal sociolog-
ical environment. It is imposed by the circumstances of  our 
present-day existence, which none of  us ever asked for. Our 
souls (by which I mean our instincts, our emotions, our spirits) are 
punishing us enough for our transgressions. Let’s not add to our 
suffering by blaming ourselves. But the transgression, intended 
or not, has derailed our species from its normal trajectory of  
survival, despite the fact that there are now over eight billion of  
us. Overpopulation, like habitat destruction, is but a reflection 
of humanity's inner turmoil.  

The game of life is never intentional. It is the result of individuals 
doing what their emotions tell them they need and want to do, eve-
ry moment of their lives. Given this central importance of feelings 
to life’s very existence, it’s curious that humans have never stopped 
to ask why feelings exist, even as we continue adding to our collec-
tive knowledge by making an astonishing number of discoveries 
that are of lesser importance, by comparison. Many philosophers 
and self-help authors have written about feelings, but only within 
the context of managing them to reduce pain, with techniques such 
as meditation, positive thinking, being grateful for what we have, or 
finding comfort in beliefs, myths, and mantras. But they have not 
addressed the crucial question of why feelings exist in the first 
place.  

Like us, early humans did not know that feelings exist to inspire 
the natural order required for species to thrive. So, once their 
linguistic skills evolved to the point that they could imagine and 
share concerns about the indefinite future, they began to fear 
that their future would be chaotic. To prevent chaos, humans 
created centralized systems of rule, never realizing they were re-
placing the natural governance of feelings with artificial systems 
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of governance. These “systems,” regardless of what form they 
took—kingships, dictatorships, democracies, capitalism, social-
ism, or communism—were all based on the illusion that there 
are rational solutions for the problems that face mankind. Not 
knowing that only feelings can create life-sustaining order—an 
order that is infinitely complex, compared to the order that any 
system of rules could prescribe—they had no choice, other than 
to seek order in illusions. The consequences of this mistake 
were soon compounded, as we began organizing en masse—
first tribes, then, with the advent of the written word, nation 
states.  

Living Without Want 

As subjects of states many things became possible for humans 
that could not even have been imagined when we were subjects 
of Nature. For the first time in human existence, large numbers 
of people could be applied to achieving specific goals. Thus be-
gan humanity’s unending quest for the know-how to attain ever-
more-complex goals, a quest which has resulted in our remarka-
ble body of accumulated knowledge, and the technological pro-
gress it made possible. 

But, how does all this square with the game of life? The ques-
tion was never asked. For thousands of years, now, humanity 
has increasingly been absorbed in our quest for knowledge, as if 
the very reason for our existence is to satisfy our curiosity re-
garding all things unknown.  

This conviction, so persistent among modern humans, was ad-
dressed in a poignant quote from the film, “Particle Fever,” a 
documentary on how the Large Hadron Collider is being used 
to investigate the origin of all matter. Particle physicist Savas 
Dimopoulos was celebrating human curiosity, when he spoke. 
But, ironically, from my perspective, he has proven my point 
about the error in humanity’s increasing estrangement from our 
natural origins.     

Why do humans do science?  

Why do they do Art? 

The things that are least important to our survival, 

Are the very things that make us human.  
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We think that all the abstract knowledge we have amassed, all 
the technology that upholsters our lives with comfort and takes 
us to the moon, are what make us human. But in my view, this 
is an errant perspective that will surely seal our fate, if it contin-
ues.  

I am not disparaging Dimopoulos, nor other scientists, for the 
joy they experience with each advancement of knowledge that 
occurs in their fields. Advances in awareness excite me too, 
which is why I am involved in the study of human behavior. 
Dimopoulos’s statement profoundly demonstrates, however, 
that when we are cut off from the full orchestration of our nat-
ural feelings, we can’t participate in achieving life’s objective. 
Simply, and utterly, life’s objective is species survival. Without 
realizing that objective, no species can exist, and that objective 
has nothing to do with understanding the origins of the uni-
verse.   

Since we were first taken by the sense of purpose we derive 
from advancing human knowledge, we have never looked back, 
never considered even the possibility that we had made a wrong 
turn. But, in terms of winning life’s game, our quest for 

knowledge was a wrong turn. You see, neither the knowledge we 

have gained, nor the technological progress that resulted, play 
any role in the game of life. Knowing that galaxies exist, that the 
earth is round, that the sun will burn out in around five billion 
years, that the force of gravity is inversely proportional to the 
distance squared between objects, or how to go to the moon—

none of it has anything to do with the game of life. Consequent-

ly, the progress that we so value contributes nothing to the spir-
itual/emotional wellbeing without which both individual happi-
ness and our species’ eventual survival are impossible. This is 

why, as Martin Luther King Jr. so aptly noted, “The richer we have 
become materially, the poorer we have become spiritually.” 

We think we are soaring, but we’re not even in life’s game. Not 

free to satisfy our feelings of the moment—a freedom that only 

the game of life allows—we quite naturally are in pain. This ex-

plains “the poverty of the spirit” of which King speaks, and from 

which humanity suffers, today.    

In my lexicon, spirit equates with emotions in every instance, and 

spiritual fulfillment means emotional fulfillment. Spiritual fulfillment 
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results from being true to life in our relationships with those 
around us, and with the habitat that sustains us. Without it, we 
are reduced to seeking happiness in the promise of wealth and 
privilege, and in the futures promised by our myriad beliefs. 
But, because neither wealth nor beliefs play any role in our spe-

cies’ eventual success, whatever spiritual fulfillment we do find 

in them is fleeting. This is why we must continually hype up en-
thusiasm in our beliefs, through such things as ritual, flag-
waving, proselytizing, and building temples. This is why our ap-
petite for status and material things is virtually insatiable: The 
more we have, the more we want.  

Think of how it would be to live in a state of spiritual fulfillment 
without want, as all humans once did. Indigenous cultures, like the 
Moken, who live along the west coast of Thailand, have no word 
for “worry,” “when,” or “want.” Why would they? When living in 
the moment, instead of living for the future, humans naturally re-
side in a state of intimacy, and in concert with the forces of Nature 
that created us. When abiding in a state of love, as these rare indig-
enous people still do, not only does life make perfect sense, but we 
have everything we can imagine we would ever want.   

The Answers We Seek are Revealed by our Feelings 

The real values of life are spiritual/emotional, not material. This 
is the message we continue to receive from our souls, notwith-
standing the value we must place on material wealth because, in 
our world, wealth is the basis for “success,” respectability, and 
security. Of all of life’s real values, love is the most profound 
for the members of any social species. This is why, given the 
choice, our ultimate aspiration in life would be to love and to be 
loved unconditionally—even though most of us have never ex-
perienced it. You see, the human spirit interprets living without 
unconditional love as evidence that we are losing life’s game, 
again and again, in every moment of existence. What other con-
clusion could our spirit come to, as it endures our day-to-day 
renunciation of the ultimate aspiration of human life?  

Can humans reclaim our natural state of intimacy? To do so, we 
would have to give up on the idea of progress, which isn’t easy 
for a people who are counting on progress for salvation. Spiritu-
ally, we have been in dire straits ever since making the mistake of 



 

14 

 

outlawing our feelings of the moment—back when we first cen-
tralized authority. In effect, by outlawing our feelings of the mo-
ment, which are expressions of Nature, we declared war on Na-
ture. Having turned our backs on Nature, our only real savior, we 
first sought salvation in mortal, earthly god-kings—and, a few 
thousand years later, in immortal, heavenly ones. Since the advent 
of the Renaissance, we have increasingly come to seek salvation 
in scientific and technological progress. Indeed, we are now so 
steeped in the “religion” of progress that any idea that questions 
it is subconsciously rejected, in the same way that any viewpoint 
refuting any belief—be it religious, philosophical, ideological, or 
nationalistic—is discarded, out of hand, by its true believers.  

Though I have no proof, I have come to believe that, if we are 
to physically survive as a species and, more significantly, enjoy 
spiritual fulfillment in the process, we must look for salvation in 
the reality from which we came—one in which intimacy is the 
most common life experience, and the most valued. Should we 
do so, we might be surprised to discover what I believe Jesus 
tried to tell us two thousand years ago—that the answers we 
seek cannot be found in the ersatz glory of some idealized fu-
ture. They’ve been residing within us all along. He told us that 

“Heaven is at hand.” But, to enter, we need to stop ignoring the 

answers, as revealed by our feelings of the moment.  

Only Our Souls Can Create Heaven 

What is this place that Jesus referred to as Heaven? It seems to 
me that the words Jesus spoke were often misunderstood, or 
changed, as people retold them. As a result, people have come 
to see Heaven as an ideal place that resides in a hoped-for fu-
ture, a place without trials and tribulations, a place where the li-
on lies down with the lamb. But, that would be a meaningless, 
boring existence. We would have nothing to do. We would not 
be needed.  

When Jesus spoke of the wonders of heaven, I believe he was 
talking about a state of mind. He was talking about how won-
derful people feel when we are serving life in our relationships 

with those around us. He was trying to remind us of who we 
are. You see, humans are a social species, which means hu-
mans survive, not as individuals, in pairs, or en masse, but in 
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social groups bonded by their need for one another. As such, 
our souls were made to cleave to each other in an atmosphere 
thick with intimacy and love. No other organizing principle 
produces such a sense of wellbeing for human beings, or en-
sures the actual wellbeing of our kind.  

Heaven is defined by our souls. It is what our souls want. But, 
we can’t see it, because the idealized futures promised by our 
beliefs blind us to our constantly upwelling soul-felt needs. 
Constantly upwelling, because our souls are still trying to play 
the game of life, even though we are not listening to them. The 
only awareness we have that our souls want to play life’s game is 
through the pain of our existence—a pain expressed in myriad 
forms, from unhappiness, loneliness, anxiety, shopping sprees, 
and depression, to antisocial behaviors, such as addictions, 
crime, and domestic violence. We do everything we can think of 
to ignore the painful things that are happening to us, but mainly 
by clinging ever more tightly to the promise of our beliefs—the 
very beliefs that blind us to our soul’s needs. This is our spiritu-
al trap.   

There is a message in pain. If we hope to extract ourselves from 
the trap, it is imperative that modern humans pay attention to 
our pain, and to the warning it represents. We need to crack 
open the lid to life, by facing the fact that it is neither arbitrary, 
nor accidental, that Heaven is what our souls want. Heaven is 
where our souls were born. Heaven is our spiritual home. For 
millions of years—until centralized authority institutionalized 
human life—all humans and pre-humans lived in Heaven, by 
living without chiefs, kings, gods, governments, or legal systems. 
Those early humans, like the primates that preceded them, were 
organized and governed naturally, through the ebb and flow of 
their intimate relationships with those around them. Through 
those relationships they played the game of life. Indeed, for a 
social species, the game of life can only be played through such 
relationships. It’s the only game our souls know.  

By deferring to our institutionalized cultures, which require that 
we continue ignoring the ongoing agitation of our souls, we un-
knowingly consign our souls to limbo, not realizing that they 
will never cease in their efforts to return, to reconnect. In their 
desire for Heaven, all our souls want is to go home. 
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So, what is it that our souls want? What is it that we cannot see? 
What is it that I believe Jesus referred to with the word Heaven?   

Heaven is a place—any place—where the wellbeing of those 
around us is more important to us than our own.  

Only our souls know about Heaven. We can’t create it. Only our 
souls can, but only when we are directly dependent on those 
around us to survive. For instance, the human soul created Heav-
en among the crews of WWII battle tanks, among American sol-
diers stationed in isolated units fighting in Afghanistan, among 
people who become dependent on one another in the wake of 
natural disasters. Reports describe it happening among the men 
on the Lewis and Clark expedition where they became a band of 
brothers, deeply bonded on their long journey across the un-
charted wilderness of the northwest. And I would imagine that 
the soul creates Heaven among the women in abuse shelters who 
find themselves depending on one another for support, in the 
wake of each of their life’s dreams having gone dismally awry.    

The soul knows so much about Heaven that, in the presence of 
interdependent relationships, the soul will create it as surely as it 
will inspire an individual to seek the comfort of a warm jacket, 
who has stepped out into the unexpected cold. The soul also 
knows why we exist. Some may think we have a thousand rea-
sons to exist. Others may not have a clue. But the purpose of 

existence is something our soul is never confused about, which is 
to play its role in sustaining the processes of Nature that gifted 
us with life. The soul, you see, is not here to serve self, nor to 
serve any other particular individual—except in a mother’s rela-
tionship to her child. The soul is here to serve life, a service it 
can render only by serving others through interdependent rela-
tionships. Whenever we allow our souls interdependent rela-
tionships, they will unfailingly reconnect with their purpose, and 
we will feel that we are in heaven—the state of happiness hu-
mans universally know as unconditional love.   

Intimacy is the Only Antidote for Anxiety 

But, we are subjects of  institutions, not of  Nature, a circum-
stance that deprives our souls of  the interdependent relation-
ships they need. To survive, we depend on a legal identity that 
specifies our personal status in terms of  relationships, educa-
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tion, profession, wealth, property, and citizenship. Without our 
legal system, we would have no identity, no rights, not even the 
right to a place to live, on earth. In view of  our abject state of  
dependency, it’s quite natural that we place the wellbeing of  our 
institutions above our own—we will even kill and die for them. 
But, that is not Heaven, not the heaven to which Jesus referred, 
the one our souls know and love. As dependents of institutions, 

our only real concern, other than the wellbeing of our institu-

tions, is our own personal wellbeing. Instead of playing life’s 
game, we are playing an individual, very personal, game of  sur-
vival, and we feel alone—absolutely and profoundly. Our only 
ally in the game we are playing is the most impersonal, unfeel-
ing, entity imaginable—the one whose very existence makes us 
personally responsible for our own future: The government. Be-
ing solely responsible for our own future, there is no way on 
earth we will ever place the wellbeing of those around us above 
our own, nor will we expect it of others. In essence, we are liv-
ing in anti-Heaven, the destination most remote from the place 
our souls know as home.  

If we were in Heaven—the state of mind that humans naturally 
experience when depending on those around them to survive—
we would never place our own wellbeing over that of others, 
not because anyone demanded it, but because we could not live 
with ourselves if we did. But, as dependents of institutions, we 
regularly place our wellbeing above the needs of those around 
us—not because we are evil, uncaring, or incapable of love, but 
because, if we didn’t, we would soon deprive ourselves of what 

we need, to survive.  

Think of the contorted state into which anti-Heaven places our 
souls! Under the influence of institutions, we are forced to 
choose between two of the highest human imperatives—our 
desire to live, and our need to love and be loved. Institutional-
ized life allows us only one way to survive, by placing our own 
wellbeing over that of others—a choice that is profoundly in-
compatible with love. So, in this world, personal survival always 
wins out over love, but at severe emotional cost to the individu-
al. Little wonder that we find anti-Heaven such an incompre-
hensible and emotionally hostile place to be. 
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Why is our need for love so strong? In one way or another, eve-
ry sensibility we possess is about survival. In the natural world, 
where we depend on one another to survive, we know, by the 
authority of our souls, that if we are not intimately involved 
with an adequate number of individuals, our life is vulnerable in 

countless ways. For the members of any social species, a world 

without intimacy is an agonizingly anxious one. This is why the 
intimacy of interdependent relationships is the only antidote for anxiety.  

Except for organized sports and entertainment, which are artifi-
cial means humans use to live in the moment—at least for a few 
hours, from time to time—the purpose of virtually everything 
we moderns do, other than eat and sleep, is to quiet our con-
cerns about the future. I recently attended a university event 
where the scientific community was celebrating the New Hori-
zons space probe’s successful flyby of Pluto. The exuberance of 
such celebrations of successes in space, reveals the powerful 
anxiety that underlies all our beliefs about our ability to control 
our destiny. Humanity believes that, if we can learn enough 
about physical reality—even the nature of Pluto, a minor planet 
over four billion miles from Earth—science will someday em-
power us to control our destiny. But, our souls are concerned 

only with what they know about survival—that it requires inti-
mate relationships. So, controlling the future is really beside the 
point. In fact, it runs counter to our emotional make-up. Even 

if science and technology could control the future, anxiety would 

remain endemic throughout civilization.   

Even worse, if we could in fact control the indefinite future, the 
intimacy of interdependent relationships would not be needed 
for our species to flourish. That would ensure that humans nev-

er experience it again. But don’t worry. We can’t control our 

destiny. If scientists applied system control theory to the prob-
lem of controlling the indefinite future, their calculations would 
immediately reveal the wrenching instability which is inherent to 
any attempt at future control by any entity, whether machine, 
individual, species, or legal system. In fact, that instability is 
what guarantees the eventual cataclysmic collapse of all civil 
states.  

In other words, the belief that what we learn from science will 
someday enable humans to control their destiny is as empty a 
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promise as all the other beliefs humans use to quiet their con-
cerns about the future. This is not because scientists are incapa-
ble of knowing that their belief in the promise of science is 
false, but because, like all true believers, they quite understanda-

bly don’t want to know. After all, in a world bereft of intimacy, 
only our beliefs stand between us and being incapacitated with 
anxiety.  

Institutions and Love are Not Compatible 

Because I, like everyone else, also live without the intimacy of 
interdependent relationships, I too am a believer. I believe in 
the human spirit—not in its ability to control the future, but to 
cure anxiety, and simultaneously ensure our species’ wellbeing 
through interdependent relationships. But, to re-enter Heaven, 

where we will be free to satisfy our needs by attending the needs 

of others, the human spirit would have to free itself of all institu-

tionally imposed obligations.  

Are humans capable of throwing off the bonds of institutions 
and again experiencing the unconditional love that is our natural 
birthright, the love through which our lives become real? Of 
course we are! We all carry within us—in the hidden place 
known as our souls—a powerful lust for our long-abandoned 
natural life, which we have been denying, at great emotional 
cost to ourselves. This lust is fully present in every moment of 
our lives, notwithstanding the thousands of years we have been 
denying it. All we have to do is to start listening to our feelings, 
instead of future plans, and we will immediately start receiving 
the elemental messages of wisdom that evolution has ingrained 
in our spirits. We will begin to understand, then know, exactly 
what we need and have longed for throughout our lifetimes, but 
never been able to define. More will come, in time. Ultimately, 
we will see our way clear to cleansing ourselves of our legal 
identity. Only in that cleansing can we become interdependent 
with those around us. That’s the Heaven to which Jesus re-
ferred. That’s a tall order. But perhaps, once we understand the 
simple mistake that caused all of this to happen, the answer will 
be simpler than it seems.  

But the issue about how to reconnect with life isn’t just about us. 
It’s about life, itself. Our emotions inform us that life is in good 
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hands through our love for the people we are depending on to sur-
vive, and their love for us. Were we to regain our natural state of in-

timacy, life would be in good hands, because it would be in our 
hands. And only we can save it. We humans take pride in the belief 

that we are unique and superior to all other life forms on earth, and 
in many respects that is surely true. But, in at least one way, we are 
the same. No species can be saved by a king, god, nation state, reli-
gion, ideology, constitution, weapon of mass destruction, legal sys-
tem, personal ambition, money, technology, science, progress, op-
timism, reason, prayers, beliefs, hopes, or dreams. Only the mem-
bers of a species can save it, by behaving as the expressions of Na-
ture that they are.  

I trust that we humans are capable of figuring out how to again 
start winning life’s game, at which point we might surprise our-

selves by wanting to. It would not happen collectively, not at 

first, but would take root when small groups of individuals took 
the key step of freeing the human spirit, by trusting their lives to 
it. If we were to trust our lives to life, itself, instead of to institu-

tions, we might rediscover “the simple art of living together as (sisters 
and) brothers.” Born into us all is the desire to master that art, of 

which Jesus was trying to remind us when he so gracefully al-
lowed himself to be crucified, those many years ago. And why 
did the people of his time, as subjects of institutions, crucify Je-
sus? Because he was telling them that institutions and love are 
not compatible, and that they should choose love.  

 

 

 

 

We are held by more than the force of gravity to the earth. It is the entity 

from which we are sprung, and that into which we are dissolved in time. 

The blood of the whole human race is invested in it. We are moored there, 

rooted as surely, as deeply as are the ancient redwoods and bristlecones.  

              —N Scott Momaday 
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Part Two 

Releasing the Reins 

One of the difficulties I face in writing about spiritual freedom, 
is that I’m not practicing what I preach. I decry the existence of 
legal identities, yet my life is defined by one. My legal identity 
provides me with a place to live, food, respectability, the ability 
to move about freely, and other privileges that, if I am lucky, 
will hold out until the day I die. By clinging to my legal identity, 
I am placing my trust in institutions, not in love, which is the 
opposite of what I believe Jesus told us to do. By virtue of my 
dependence on a legal identity, I, in effect, am standing with the 
people who wanted Jesus crucified, so many years ago. I do this, 
not because I really want to, but because I want to survive. And, 
in our world, a legal identity is the key to survival, not loving 
and being loved. 

Forgive them, for they Know Not What They Do 

Jesus implored us to place our trust in love, but he never 
blamed anyone for choosing institutions, instead. He recognized 
how powerfully our desire to survive institutional subjugation 
dictates our behavior. His message also called into question the 
state’s sovereignty, and thereby the validity of legal identities—
something that civilized people could only see as an existential 
threat. So, he didn’t blame any of the people who clamored for 
his crucifixion—not the good citizens who stood by in silence, 
not those who cried out for it, before Pilot, not the Roman offi-
cials who wanted this troublesome heretic removed from the 
scene, nor the soldiers who were commissioned to do the deed. 
I feel obliged to acknowledge that, as a subject of the state, I 
would not have refused the commission to crucify Jesus, partic-
ularly if I had a family to support. 
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Among Jesus’ last words were: “Forgive them, for they know 
not what they do.” That statement does not apply to me. 
Through my studies, I have come to see institutions as a 
threat—not only to human happiness, but to the very existence 
of mankind. Therefore, I have had to face the fact that Jesus’ 
forgiveness doesn’t apply to me. I know what I am doing. In 
other words, by maintaining my legal identity, despite the fact 
that I no longer believe in having one, I know that I am standing 
with those who wanted Jesus crucified, but I’m doing it anyhow.  

Readers of this book who find themselves in concert with its 
precepts, may find themselves suffering the pain of that same 
epiphany. But, we can take comfort in the fact that being cogni-
zant of our error does not disqualify us from forgiveness, be-
cause no subject of a state can survive without a legal identity. 
In view of how clearly Jesus understood how our circumstances 
dictate our behavior, let’s trust that he would forgive us, even 
though we know what we are doing is wrong.  

But, how are we to answer the accusations of hypocrisy that 
may be leveled against us, for not practicing what we preach? I 
don’t have a good answer for that. But, however you decide to 
reply, keep this in mind. Jesus would understand why we aren’t 
practicing what we preach. And, having no need to explain our-
selves to Jesus, we need not answer to anyone. For those who 
are unable to understand, it is their problem, not ours. But, in 
order to show respect for their souls, regardless of the circum-
stances that compel them to denounce us, however we reply, let 
us be kind.    

Sanctifying Institutions 

The largest question is the one that remains: Trapped as we are 
by the necessity of survival, how are we humans to slip our in-
stitutional bonds, and re-enter Heaven/Eden—the state of 
mind in which Jesus lived? Addressing this question returns us 
to the issue of blame: To re-enter Heaven, we, ourselves, must 
first recognize what Jesus knew, which is that there is no human 
to blame, not us, not anyone else, regardless of what happens. 
Consider Hitler, whose name carries the full stigma of the holo-
caust and WWII. Hitler would have been powerless in a world 
where humans were subjects of Nature, because that would be a 
world without chiefs, kings, gods, institutions, or governments. 
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In the natural world, Hitler would have been a social misfit, in 
which case he may not even have survived. In the real world—
the one that sustains human life—the key to survival is social 
acceptance, not a legal identity. 

Consider how Hitler came to power. The German people were 
subject to institutions, not to Nature. Their lives were being 
marginalized, not just by their institutions, but by the institutions 
of the world. This made them eminently vulnerable to Hitler’s 
illusions, the ones his mind created to emotionally survive the 
fact that his own life was being marginalized by those same in-
stitutions. That situation brought upon the world its greatest 
human tragedy, to date.   

Was Hitler the problem? Or was it institutional subjugation? To 
answer, let’s consider why human beings lay blame. We lay 
blame in the belief that, by pointing out who is at fault for our 
tribulations, we are doing something about them. But, do we re-
ally think that blaming Hitler for the human tragedy of WWII, 
will prevent future Hitlers? When people feel their lives are be-
ing sufficiently marginalized, we can be assured that another 
Hitler will appear.  

The reason we lay blame isn’t to actually solve problems. We do 
it for a much simpler reason—to sanctify, rendering blameless 
the institutions upon which we depend to survive. We blame 
people for our difficulties, instead of institutions, because our 
sense of wellbeing is far more dependent on our belief in legal 
identities, than on our belief in any human being. We are so 
blinded by our dependency on legal identities that it has never 
even occurred to us that our institutions could possibly be at 
fault. So, we routinely seize upon human beings as the cause of 
our suffering. We are so desperate to identify the source of our 
troubles that we work overtime seeking out which human tar-
gets to blame—targets as diverse as Hitler, identifiable human 
subgroups, our national leaders, the leaders of other nations, 
our bosses, our spouses, and, worst of all, even ourselves. 

Blaming people enables our brains to overlook the real prob-
lem, by implicating people for the spiritual insults that institu-
tions inflict upon us. So, we remain possessed by the illusion 
that, if we could just get every human on earth to do the “ra-
tional” thing, we could control our destiny by the force of insti-
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tuted law. But, because of the vast diversity of religious, ideo-
logical, and other beliefs, we are hopelessly deadlocked on what 
constitutes the rational thing. As long as we humans continue 
sanctifying institutions by blaming one another, we will contin-
ue suffering from the illusion that, by the gift of reason, we can 
control our destiny…until we are no more.  

The Shock of Seeing through Illusions is a Threshold that 
Must be Crossed 

But, does that mean that all is lost? Illusions, after all, can be 
seen through. If we recognized that there are no rational solu-
tions to the problems that face mankind—only natural ones—
suddenly our institutions, which exist for the sole purpose of 
authorizing rational solutions, would have no platform on 
which to stand. Yes, this would place us in a state of shock. But 
that is the state of mind that is essential to any awakening.  

Seeing through any illusion/belief is shocking. Beliefs bring the 
comfort of order to our minds, a comfort that is wrenched away 
when beliefs are challenged. To guard against this shock, it is 
the modus operandi of all human minds to blind themselves to 
any rationale that refutes their beliefs. This is of particular con-
cern with humanity’s worshipful attachment to the belief in in-
stitutions of mass civilization, because it is an attachment based 
on the illusion that there are rational solutions to our problems. 
The vastness of the implications of this belief must be under-
stood, in order to grasp what is at stake.  

Indeed, the larger, more overarching the belief, the more reso-
lutely the mind clings to it, which intensifies the shock for any-
one who ceases to believe. The core belief that the mind’s abil-
ity to use reason to solve all human problems underpins the 
sanctity of our institutions, by whose laws the individual lives of 
all mankind are determined and defined.  

Considering our dependency on institutions, it is quite a shock 
to be wrenched away from the comfort of that belief—indeed, 
the ultimate shock. But, the shock of relinquishing beliefs is a 
threshold that must be crossed. It is the cost of the expanded 
awareness we need, if we are to grasp the difference between 
the directed institutional lives we are now living and the living-
in-the-moment lives that constitute the only other alternative. In 
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fact, it is because this is a case of either-or that our minds so resist 
the change. Until we relinquish our belief in the “rational” solu-
tions imposed by institutions, we can never comprehend the 
crucial role that feelings play in the survival of every species.  

Should our minds relinquish that belief, by necessity we will be 
desperate for a new sense of order. We will ask, “If there are no 
rational solutions, what are the solutions? The answer is: We al-
ready have the solutions. They are built into each of us, because 
evolution has worked them out and placed them there. These 
are the solutions by which all of humanity once thrived.  

This is what the process of evolution does. Over countless eons 
of trial and error, it works out solutions to the unimaginable 
number of difficulties that face the life of every species on 
earth. No species could exist, nor could it thrive, without this 
intrinsic ordering influence at its core. Our problem is, we 
moderns are ignoring the solutions that Nature has worked out 
for the human species, by denying our feelings of the moment 
in deference to institutionally imposed solutions. Little wonder 
that we find our lives difficult. 

Once we have endured the shock of understanding that our 
feelings of the moment express the survival wisdom of the spe-
cies, we can easily explain the human experience, without the 
need to make reference to gods, devils, or other magical forces 
that somehow control us from “out there.” By its nature, the 
mind is hungry for common sense explanations—explanations 
without mysticism. This is why, once reality is seen, it can’t be 
unseen, regardless of how painful the shock.    

And finally, realizing that there are no rational solutions to our 
problems, we will never again have reason to believe in the fu-
ture that institutions promise. With that awareness, the question 
becomes: Would you prefer to spend your life chasing false 
promises—promises that, even if realized, do not result in the 
happiness you anticipated? Or would you prefer to experience 
the happiness you were born to know—the happiness that can 
be experienced only by loving and being loved? 

Looking for a Savior 

It takes only common sense to see that what we are now doing 
isn’t working. But, without understanding why it’s not working, 
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we have little choice other than to go on, taking what comfort 
we can in the belief that, in the end, something will appear on 
the horizon to save us—maybe Jesus, a political leader, an 
economist, an environmental guru, a new ideology, a computer 
with limitless intelligence, technological progress, etc. (Looking 
for a savior is what makes us vulnerable to the next Hitler.)  

Think how gratifying life would be, if we could live with the 
abiding sense that what we were doing was working. This is how 
all humans once lived, and all other species still do. If we could 
do that, then we too would have no need for a savior.  

Regardless of the comforts I find in my present circumstances, 
and there are a number of them, my life remains pretty much 
about self. I would much prefer to be in a place where the well-
being of those around me is more important to me than my 
own—a place where I would know myself as the expression of 
Nature that I am, not as an expression of the state. But, as long 
as I, and the people around me, have legal identities, that place 
is inaccessible to me. The question is: How can we free our-
selves from legal identities? Only our souls know.  

But, what our souls know is far beyond verbalizing. Trying to 
put into words what our souls know would require specifying 
countless situations, each one requiring thousands of words to 
adequately describe. For each situation, we would need hun-
dreds more words to specify how to react. Not only would such 
overwhelming documentation be unworkable, we never know 
what our souls know about a situation, until that situation de-
velops. Only then do our souls reveal their wisdom about how 
to react—communicating to us directly, through feelings like 
hunger, anger, empathy, or romance.  

The Choice 

Returning to the question about how to free ourselves from le-
gal identities: That is a dangerous question. Should we arrive at 
an answer, that would be unfortunate: Then, we would have a 
plan! Along with plans comes the knowledge of right and 
wrong—those who go along with the plan are right, those who 
don’t are wrong. And, right and wrong inevitably morph into 
their superlatives, good and evil. In other words, by establishing 
a plan, we would be right back where we started from—
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spiritually estranged from ourselves, from those around us, and 
from life, by the “knowledge” of good and evil. This is the very 
knowledge that the authors of Genesis warned us to avoid, by 
calling it the forbidden fruit. 

If we look back on our own individual lives, I am guessing we 
would find that most of our happiest experiences were neither 
planned nor anticipated. Circumstances just developed in such a 
way that happiness is what happened. The soldiers who crewed 
battle tanks in WWII certainly didn’t anticipate experiencing un-
conditional love on the field of battle. But, because they had no 
choice other than to trust their lives to one another, love is what 
happened. When these men were interviewed in their later 
years, it was apparent that, because of the love they had felt for 
one another, their battlefield experience had been the highlight 
of their lives. Unlike those young soldiers, we will never be 
forced to depend on one another to survive, which is tanta-
mount to saying that nothing in our sociological environment 
will place us in circumstances where unconditional love could 
exit. If we are ever to experience unconditional love, we have a 
choice to make.  

The choice is: Do we place our trust in the future promised by insti-
tuted law, or in the promise of the free human spirit? Unfortunately, 
we are not in a position to make that choice. We would first have to 
experience the shock of disillusionment in the future promised by in-
stituted law. So long as we believe in that future, there is no hope we 
will ever choose interdependent relationships defined by feelings, 
over institutionally defined ones. But, should there come a day when 
we no longer believe in the promise of instituted law, there will be on-
ly one thing left to fall back on—the one thing that has always been 
there—the promise of the free human spirit. That promise is activat-
ed by placing our trust in the human spirit as manifested in our own 
lives, and the lives of those around us. If we place our trust in the 
human spirit, its promise is that we will not only know love, but will 
no longer have reason to be concerned about the future.  

Don’t worry about tomorrow, for tomorrow will take care of itself. Each day has 
enough troubles of its own. 

Jesus (Matthew 6:34)  
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Forgetting About the Future 

You see, there is no “how-to” involved. The key to losing our 
legal identities is to see through the false promise of institutions. 
By the word promise, I refer to the preposterous notion that 
there is some viable means, legal or otherwise, by which we can 
find happiness, by assuming individual and full responsibility for 
all the problems we can imagine we might face, in the indefinite 
future. We human beings, living in modern society, carry the 
burden of that unrealistic promise in every moment of life.  

Only when no longer possessed by concerns about tomorrow 
will we be spiritually alive to the moment. Being alive to the 
moment is a prerequisite for both happiness and love, and, for 
that matter, our species’ eventual success.   

Another thing that stands in the way of choosing to place our 
trust in the human spirit is the atmosphere of emotional es-
trangement in which we now live. Without others who are in-
spired to trust their lives to the human spirit, there is no ground 
on which to place our trust. Keep in mind that the “survival 
unit” for a social species is not an individual, a pair bond, or a 
herd, but a social group—that is, a group bonded by mutually 
experienced needs. That is the only reality our emotions, our 
souls, our spirits, understand. How can we expect our spirits to 
fulfill their promise by rewarding us with love, if we cannot 
provide them with sociological circumstances that they under-
stand?  

To accomplish that, the people with whom we bond must be 
individuals with whom our spirits fit. This applies particularly to 
women. By instinct, women recognize the souls with whom 
they do and do not belong. The point is that not just any group 
of women can function as the core of a spiritual home. Their 
souls have to fit. But, that is an issue that will probably take care 
of itself.    

So, there are a number of things that must coincide, if we are 
ever to place our trust in the human spirit. But, for us moderns, 
possibly the greatest obstacle standing in the way of regaining 
our spiritual freedom is our propensity to make everything a 
goal. Goals are as dangerous as plans. Despite our good inten-
tions, if we make regaining our spiritual freedom a goal, we will 
inevitably overlook our feelings of the moment, in the hope of 
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realizing the goal. This would put us in the same situation we 
are in now—spiritually imprisoned by our designs on the future.  

How will spiritual freedom ever happen, with so many essential, 
but difficult, prerequisites that must first fall into place? Maybe 
it won’t happen. To not accept that spiritual freedom may never 
happen, is to not accept reality. Modern human beings ignore 
reality in fundamental ways. One of the most pernicious of the-
se is our conviction that, if we want something to happen, then 
somehow we should be able to make it happen. We can certain-
ly make things happen by force of instituted law. But that’s the 
problem. Imposed happenings are nothing more than attempts 
to quiet the anxieties that are inevitable in a sociological context 
that allows no spiritual freedom. They have nothing to do with 
love or with sustaining life. To presume that our intentions to 
achieve good things justify our attempts to dictate the future is 
the very illusion that robbed us of our spiritual freedom, in the 
first place. The same illusion that empowered Hitler and his fol-
lowers.  

Simply put, if we wish to regain our spiritual freedom, we must 
forget about the future, as Jesus implored us to do. We moderns 
need to clearly understand that every expectation we have about 
the indefinite future—good or bad—is a belief, not a fact. Re-
garding the future, there are no facts! For example, the “fact” 
that I will wake up tomorrow morning is a belief. It’s not a fact, 
until it happens. Every action we take, regarding our concerns 
about the indefinite future, is based on a belief, and is grounded 
in anxiety, not reality. This is how our imaginations, and the 
anxieties they inspire, dissociate us—emotionally, conceptually 
and behaviorally—from the reality of the moment, the only re-
ality that can sustain life.  

This dissociation from reality is exemplified by heated religious, 
ideological, economic, ethnic, and environmental arguments. As 
subjects of institutions, we are anxiety ridden over issues that 
we cannot control, indeed, issues that did not even exist when 
humans were subjects of Nature. If we were subjects of Nature, 
we would feel no anxiety for distant problems. We would only 
need to attend to our own situation-of-the-moment, by follow-
ing the naturally upwelling sensibilities of our souls. Have you 
ever noticed how little we miss the news of world events, when 
we take a week or so of vacation to gain at least some sense of 
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intimate contact with one another and the natural world? This is 
no coincidence. It’s natural, because world events are of no in-
terest to our souls. Living in a state of intimacy would be like a 
lifelong vacation, because it would perpetually connect us with 
the wisdom of our souls. Of equal significance, it would forever 
disconnect us from issues over which we have no control.  

The real tragedy isn’t the sorry state of world affairs over which 
we find ourselves in endless and pointless disagreement. The re-
al tragedy is that modern humans are living largely in a state of 
spiritual estrangement. But, with our minds so focused on the 
future, we overlook that tragedy. And, indeed, we can’t see the 
tragedy, because we have virtually never experienced relational 
intimacy. So, how could we be expected to recognize that inti-
macy is missing from our lives, much less understand how sig-
nificant its absence is? The subject never comes up.  

Unfortunately, as a subject of the state, I can’t honor Jesus’ re-
quest to not worry about tomorrow, because I want to survive. 
This is why I continue to maintain my legal identity, the source 
of my spiritual alienation. That is the conundrum that I, and all 
civilized people face—the one that disconnects us all from reali-
ty. In essence, given the fact that we are institutionally subjugat-
ed, our only “sin” is that we want to survive. 

Releasing the Reins 

People wax mystical about the human soul and spirit—so much 
so that many see the soul continuing on for eternity after we 
die, without a physical embodiment. We do this, because the 
soul contains so much wisdom. We don’t know why we get 
hungry at a specific time, one day, but find that we are not hun-
gry at that time the next. We can’t explain why romance is there 
for two or three months, and then it’s gone—much less fathom 
our romantic attachment to any specific individual. We do not 
know why we experience anger, joy, or grief, or why one man 
will lay down his life for another. To the rational mind, the soul 
is an incomprehensible mystery, which, I suppose, is why so 
many judge it to be supernatural. But, to the process of life, 
there is no mystery. Only by honoring soul-felt needs, without 
question, can we know the happiness of interdependent rela-
tionships, and simultaneously contribute to our species’ success.  
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I figure that if we are ever again to know spiritual freedom, we 
must look at the soul from virtually the opposite perspective 
from which we have traditionally seen it. We must understand 
that it is real, not supernatural. Only then will we understand 
that the reason it is so wise is that its wisdom has been accumu-
lating throughout evolutionary time. It’s because of that massive 
accumulation of awareness that the spirit is able to inspire be-
haviors that seems magical to the rational mind.  

If the soul knows so much that the activities it inspires seem like 
magic to us, then, despite the difficulties arrayed against it, re-
gaining our spiritual freedom might simply be a matter of letting 
the spirit be—as my father did by releasing the reins when lost 
on horseback, in the middle of a blinding southwestern-Kansas 
blizzard, years ago. If we should recognize that we too are lost, 
blinded by whirlwinds of events over which we have no control, 
we might feel like releasing the reins in our own lives. We can 
do so as we relate to the people around us, by focusing on how 
we feel about them in the moment, rather than worrying about 
the future we fear. If we can do that, maybe we we’ll discover 
that the human spirit knows what my dad’s horse knew—how 
to work the magic of taking us back home. And, if intimacy, 
happiness, and the elimination of anxiety indeed result from 
placing our trust in the free human spirit, it could result in a far 
more widespread transformation of the human way of life than 
we can presently imagine—a movement back to the natural 
homes in which all human spirits once thrived. As for the spe-
cific events that lead to the formation of a spiritual home, in no 
two instances will they be the same. As for the families, them-
selves, each will be unique in countless ways, though there will 
be characteristics common to them all.  

But, what about the future? Will regaining our spiritual freedom 
mean there will no longer be refrigerators, skyscrapers, modern 
medicine, television, smart phones, etc.? In a modern society, 
whose hallmark is our present state of spiritual estrangement, 
success is largely a measure of longevity and the number of 
conveniences acquired. To us, a better future would require 
even more conveniences and longer lives. But, if I understand 
the laws of Nature, as they apply to the existence of any social 
species, the best possible future we can have—whatever it en-
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tails—can be realized only by attending to one another’s needs, 
through interdependent relationships, now! 

Life’s only real measure of success is the happiness and con-
tentment we find in our relationships. To live in a state of inti-
macy is to be immersed in the love one experiences when our 
survival depends on the people and habitat around us. That’s 
when we know that life is working. That’s when we stand with 
Jesus, not those who wanted him crucified. That’s when we 
comprehend what Jesus understood—that only our souls know 
the way. That’s when life is organized so that our souls can have 
their way, empowering us to serve the needs of the people who 
surround us and the land that sustains us all. And, just as im-
portantly, that’s when we serve the needs of the uncountable 
generations yet to come.  

 

I believe we have suffered a psychic dislocation of  ourselves in time 
and space. Do we know anymore where we are in relation to the stars, 
moon, and the solstices? Like the wilderness itself, our sphere of  in-
stinct has diminished.  

—N. Scott Momaday 
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Part Three 

 Take Us Home, Girls! 

 

What is a home? We think of home as family—father, mother, 
children. But we forget that marriage is an institution, a contrac-
tual arrangement set up and enforced, by government, to define 
the obligations of a man and a woman to each other, and to 
their offspring. This institution, the nuclear family, made up of 
pair-bonded parents and their children living separately from 
others, has existed for thousands of years, as virtually the only 
concept of home, among humans. Yet, for many more thou-
sands of years previous to that, humans lived in organic fami-

lies—small groups with multiple men, women, and children 
who depended on each other to survive. The question is: Which 
kind of family best serves our emotional needs as human be-
ings? Is it the emotionally bonded family that nurtured our hu-
man and pre-human ancestors, even eons before humans 
evolved into a distinct species, or is it the modern human fami-
ly, based on institutionally prescribed obligations?  

Emotions Evolve to Fit Sociological Circumstances 

To address this question we might ask: What determines our 
emotional needs? Are they culturally imposed, or are they based 
on instinct? In some cultures, people feel families should be po-
lygamous, while, in most, only pair bonding is acceptable. Cul-

tural influences clearly affect our feelings about what constitutes an 
appropriate family. But, all cultures recognize the need for family. 
Apparently, our need for family is not culturally imposed, but innate. 
This makes sense. As a social species, humans cannot survive the 
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natural world alone. In the natural world, where humans lived while 
our emotions were evolving, any individual who lacked the desire to 
seek and treasure family relationships would have perished. For any 
human living at that time, such lack of desire would have constituted 

a genetic defect—a defect that would be eliminated from our species’ 

gene pool by that individual’s demise.  

This illustrates how emotions evolve to fit sociological environments, 
just as physical features evolve to comply with physical environ-
ments. Think of what it would be like for us to live on a planet where 
gravity is ten times greater than it is on Earth. Having evolved on 
Earth, we are not physically fit for such an environment. Likewise, as 
a social species, humans cannot survive the natural world, either 
alone or in pairs. Given our physical limitations, our survival requires 
tightly knit social groups. This is how we survived for eons, while our 
emotions were evolving, and for most of the 200,000 years we have 
existed as a distinct species.  

But, at some point, humans began functioning in pairs, instead of so-
cial groups. Family relationships no longer involved emotional inti-
macy with 20 to 30 people of both sexes and of all ages (emotional 
intimacy does not imply sexual intimacy). Suddenly, family was lim-
ited to one other individual, of the opposite sex, and the resulting 
children. Having evolved as a social species, were humans emotional-
ly fit for such a dramatic change in family life? Are we, even now? I 

don’t think so. The ongoing failure of the nuclear family implies that 
pair bonding is as difficult for us to manage, emotionally, as a tenfold 
increase in gravity would be for us to manage, physically.  

People continue to idealize marriage, which, given our cultural cir-
cumstances, makes sense. After all, how can we be at peace with life, 
unless we devote ourselves to whatever practices the culture imposes, 
as prerequisites for respectability and survival? This explains, for in-
stance, why many Middle-Eastern women are devoted to, and de-
voutly defend, the practice of wearing burkas. They are surrendering 
their spiritual authority to the arbitrary requirements of their institu-
tions. This is not by free will, but simply for the sake of being at 
peace with their circumstances. Likewise, one of the myriad ways that 
our minds surrender and make peace with our cultural imperatives, is 
to place the institution of marriage on a pedestal.  

The Rise of Women’s Rights Exposes the Inadequacy of the Nucle-
ar Family 

Despite our devotion, however, something deep within us—our 

souls, perhaps—seems to be rebuffing the arrangement, a state of 
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contradiction made evident by the ubiquity of unhappy couples, high 
divorce rates, overcrowded abuse shelters, evermore children in need 

of foster care—and, last but not least, by the remarkable fact that 
over half of American adults now live alone. While our heads are say-
ing one thing, our souls are voting with our feet. Though some cou-

ples are clearly happy—which we all celebrate—still, all of the 

“should-bes” that traditionally justify the institution of marriage—
happiness ever after, security for women, stability, a viable founda-

tion for raising children—in large part, they’re just not happening.   

There was a time, not long ago, when women did not have the right to 
own property, or even to bear children outside of marriage. The nuclear 
family was remarkably stable back then. But, since women began gaining 

civil rights—and the freedom to function independently of men—the 
ongoing multidimensional failure of the nuclear family has given us ever 
more reason to question its viability. Is there a connection between fe-
male freedom and the breakdown of marriage? I believe there is.  

By equating the wife’s legal status with that of the husband’s serv-
ants, property, and oxen, the Tenth Commandment of the Bible im-
plies that the institution of marriage, as traditionally practiced, is 

based on men owning women—in effect, on the legal enslavement of 
women. How could the gaining of freedom by women not bring into 
question the institution through which they were enslaved, in the first 
place?  

The significance of men enslaving women by institutionalizing family 
relationships, cannot be overstated. Evolution imprinted females with 
the major role in family life, a role so powerful that it endures, undi-
minished, even to this day, despite their multi-millennial legal en-
slavement. Before institutions existed, human families likely took 

their form to satisfy the most salient of human social needs—the 
needs of women for a secure and stable place to bear and raise their 
children. To establish a home, women would have had to bond, as a 
social group, with other women, instead of pair-bonding with men. 
The practical reason for this was that natural men, having not yet de-
veloped institutions to bolster themselves by authorizing legal claims, 

could not provide a woman with her most basic need—a secure place 
for raising her children. Because only women shared this need (pa-
ternity is not known when women are spiritually/sexually free), fe-
male social bonds would have surely formed the nucleus of natural 
human families. By the grace of the women, men served their sister-
hood by collaborating to protect, and help provide for the women 
and the children.   
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With things going so smoothly, and with human life flourishing, why did 
prehistoric men begin forming the coalitions that would surely have 
been required, in order to make lifetime personal claims on women? The 
most likely reason is that men wanted to own the children they sired, 
once humans had recognized the connection between sex and child-
birth. This required social mores that restricted each woman to having 
sex with only one man, and made female sexual availability to that man a 

cultural/legal imperative—resulting in subsequent population explo-
sions. Another reason might have been the social status that men gained, 
by owning women. Or, it could be that, when in the spell of romance, 

men wanted to claim that relationship—that feeling—for life.  

Men Owning Women Destroyed Natural Order 

But why men denied women their freedom and natural dignity, 

through cultural compulsion, doesn’t really matter. What matters is 
that, by institutionalizing family relationships, men destroyed the fe-
male social bonds that had always formed the nucleus of natural hu-

man families—which, in my view, is the only viable basis for social 
order, among humans.  

Species survival is an amazingly complex process. While evolving in 
the natural world, both genders developed their own unique set of 
sensibilities that reflected their different roles in contributing to the 

species’ success. This is why the sensibilities of females are so differ-
ent from those of males, today. For example, men regularly complain 
about women talking all the time, which is often a significant burden 

for the men who live with them. What we don’t realize is that the 
propensity of women to talk so much probably exists because it is es-
sential to human survival. You see, given the immense complexity of 

surviving the natural world, one brain, alone—even a huge one—

cannot assure our species’ success. For our species to prevail, brains 

must be networked. By “thinking out loud”—something most men 

don’t do—socially-bonded females become of one mind. This com-

bined intelligence forms a “super-mind,” if you will—one that is es-
sential to making the decisions and maintaining the order required for 
our species to flourish.  

In the natural world, a significant aspect of order results from territorial 

sensibilities—that is, the felt-need to defend one’s own territory, and to 
respect the territory of others. Though it may seem counterintuitive at 
first, women are territorial, while the issue for men is largely one of iden-

tity—that is, “How important am I?” Women will fight fiercely to de-
fend their territory. That results in order! Of equal significance, because 
of their territorial sensibilities, is the respect women show for the territo-
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ry of others. That, too, is order. In the natural world, men would normal-
ly establish their importance by the quality of their service to the sister-
hood. But we modern men, whose ancestors destroyed female social 

bonds—by owning women as we still do—are left with only the self-
aggrandizement of wealth, privilege, and conquest through which to es-
tablish our significance. The result of men grasping for all the self-

importance they can, by these methods—and finding little of lasting 

spiritual significance in any of it—is chaos, organized chaos maybe, but 
chaos, nonetheless.  

So, when men destroyed female social bonds, they destroyed our 

species’ only natural reference for order. Consequently, they needed 
an artificial one. This is most likely how the very coalitions that men 
initially formed, to authorize owning women, became our govern-

ments, first tribal, and then—with the advent of the written word—
nation states. This also explains how our species went through the 
radical transformation from an entirely matriarchal, to a patriarchal 
one.  

This forced-disbanding of sisterhoods was the first step toward our 

spiritual alienation, our separation from the land, and—with the ad-

vent of nation-states—toward the cataclysmic ends of all civilizations 
that were to come. If we are ever to regain our natural sense of order, 
it is essential that women restore their natural social bonds, for the 
sake of having a secure, stable, and sane place to bear and raise their 
children. This will be our first step in turning away from cataclysms, 
and reconnecting with one another, through organic human families, 
and communities of such families. It will also be our first step in re-
connecting with the land, which is essential, if the environment is to 
be saved.  

But, the purpose of restoring organic human families isn’t to save the 
planet. To believe we can save the planet by conscious intent is an-

other illusion perched atop the illusion of ownership—the outra-
geous idea that, since we own the planet, we can do whatever we 
want with it, including saving it, should we decide to. We are usually 
unable to manage even our personal relationships to our own ends, 
and we are going to save the planet?! Give me a break! The fact is, no 
entity has the power to save the planet, including a government, be it 
a world government or any other. Only Nature can save the planet. 
But, for Nature to do so we need to start behaving like the expres-
sions of Nature that we are, instead of like its owners. And, the first 
step in that transformation is giving up on the idea of ownership, it-

self, particularly the one that started it all—the idea that any human 
can make personal lifetime claims on any other human.  
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The Future of this Planet Lies in the Hands of Women 

Instead of saving the planet, the only viable concern for any of us is 
our own happiness. For the sake of emphasis, let me repeat: The only vi-
able concern for any of us is our own happiness. We are happy when we are 

being true to our selves—by which I mean, quite specifically, our feel-

ings of the moment, our emotions, our souls—in our relationships 
with those around us. Having to manage family relationships that we 
do not emotionally understand does not result in happiness, but in 
work of the most onerous kind. Is this why the consensus among 
modern humans is that, to have a happy marriage, we must work at it? 
That statement, which seems to make perfect sense to the institution-

alized mind, is, in fact, an oxymoron. In Nature’s world, relationships 
work for us, not the other way around.  

Even loving relationships, the kind that work for us, require effort. 

It’s just that the effort we put forth on behalf of people we love, never 

feels like work. Quite the opposite. That effort results in life’s great-
est pleasure, sense of purpose, and meaning. Work, on the other 
hand, is the result of putting effort into a relationship out of a sense 
of duty. When it feels that we have to work at any relationship, that 
feeling is a message straight from our souls, that we are not serving 
life through that relationship, in that situation. Indeed, many divorced 
couples become lasting friends, once love is no longer an obligation, 

and they no longer have to live with one another—that is, once their 
souls gain control of the relationship. This happened with me and my 
second wife, Joyce.   

Trusting our lives to the promise of rules, laws, and institutions, is how 
our souls originally lost control of our relationships. When we do that 
we are living in a false future conjured by our imagination. From that 
moment on we can live only in the hope of realizing that future, seldom 
in the reality of our feelings of the moment. In fact, living in hope re-
quires us to largely deny our feelings of the moment throughout every 
day of our existence rendering us, in effect, spiritual zombies. This is the 
pernicious form of self-enslavement in which humanity lives today.  

I am addressing this to today’s women: In my view, the future of this 
planet lies in your hands. The planet is in trouble, because women 
have long been enslaved by an age-old trust in men and laws, for the 
sake of having a home and family. That enslavement has deprived 
humanity of your central role as the only viable source of social order 
among humans. Because of that misplaced trust, your lives and your 

children’s lives are in trouble, and also men’s lives, and the planet, it-
self. A change of rules would only substitute one tyranny for another. 

What’s needed is for you to slip the bonds of society as we know it 
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and bond, instead, in spiritual trust with your sisters, by anchoring 
your lives in those personal relationships, as all women once did. In 
so doing you will relinquish all subservience and trust in the promises 
of men, laws, rules, and money. Do this and discover that you are 
alive to the moment, the only place of significance to your souls, and 

the only place where love—and life—can possibly happen.  

Women might wonder, if we did trust our lives to others, how would 
we get organized? What role would we each play? The answer is, life 
will organize you. There will be children to take care of, finances to 
manage, meals to prepare, rooms to clean, clothes to make, celebra-
tions to be held, the need for leadership, and myriad other issues to 
attend. Certain individuals, or combinations thereof, will have the ap-
titude and ability to take pleasure in serving the others in their special 
ways. The last thing you need worry about is getting organized. In-

deed, you couldn’t prevent life from organizing you, should you even 
try.  

Keep in mind, however, if you ever yield to the temptation of trying 
to control the future, by prescribing rules of conduct or establishing 
permanent job assignments, then the organizing element will be rules, 
not life! Because rules are not responsive to changing circumstances, 

not only do they create more problems than they solve—requiring 

even more rules—but, more importantly, they offend the human 
spirit, which evolved to respond to the moment in whatever way 
serves life. In the act of imposing even one rule you will transform 
your spiritual home into a spiritual prison. This will not only discon-
nect you from life, but will lead to your family disbanding for the 
same reason planned communities, or communes have always dis-

banded—because the human need to find relief from the pain of 
spiritual repression will eventually prevail.   

But, despite their danger, the impulse to impose rules to control 
the future can be overwhelming. Because of the “languaged” 
brain’s ability to imagine future circumstances, combined with 
the fact that the future is infinitely long compared to the pre-
sent, the future tends to become our brain’s most dominant 
concern. If people who have formed a spiritual home want to 
continue living in spiritual freedom, the need to avoid rules—
even a single rule!—cannot be overemphasized. Rules, in effect, 
poison the soul. Poisoned souls trust rules, not the human spir-
it. They serve self, not life. Their associations will inevitably dis-
band, because the reason for each individual’s existence—to 
serve life—is not being realized through their relationships. Nor 
will unconditional love be what bonds them, if, to whatever ex-
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tent, they remain together. They might remain together for the 
sake of social acceptance, by honoring religious or legal obliga-
tions. Or they may do so in the belief that children’s needs are 
better served by two unhappy parents, rather than by one parent 
alone. Or they might do it to survive economically, and/or be-
cause they are afraid of being alone. In other words, fear, not 
love, governs the relationships of people who suffer from poi-
soned souls. But, love born of fear is never unconditional.  

What about sex? With women in control, you don’t need to 
worry about that, either. Sex will take care of itself. I am guess-
ing that many romances will occur among individuals from dif-
ferent families. As for sex without romance, that amounts to mu-
tual masturbation. In spiritual freedom, where women are in 
control of sex, sex without romance would be rare, which 
means that virtually every child would be a love child. And love 
children are special, because Nature chose them. 

But, what about having time to myself? Will I always have all 
these people around? Periods of solitude are far more accessible 
in extended families, than in pairbonded ones. In the first in-
stance, others are there to support and care for one another 

when you’re gone, which is not the case when pair bonded.   

And finally, what if someone absconds with all the money? Re-
garding the individual, good riddance! Regarding the money, 
you’ll make do. Keep in mind, in a spiritual home, your sense of 
wellbeing is based on the quality of your relationships, not on 
the size of the family’s bank account. If your relationships are in 
concert with the needs of your souls, there will be many ways to 
take up the slack.  

But, most importantly, as sisterhoods made up of women who 
are taking care of one another and your children, you will be a 

force to be reckoned with—so much so that you could well face 
down empires. What could a state do, imprison you and institu-

tionalize your children? Not for long it won’t!  

The spiritual authority that socially bonded females wield within 
individual families extends outward, to order and define com-
munity life among its member families. If you are not in the 
good graces of those women, you are in trouble. If you are in their 
good graces, there is no better place on earth to be. This does not 
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mean that spiritually free men do not share in roles of leadership. 
It means that any leader, man or woman, must have the confi-
dence of the sisterhood in order to lead. In spiritual freedom lead-
ers emerge through a natural consensus. If, for whatever reason, 
consensus does not occur, spiritually-free people don’t force it by 
voting, nor do they establish a social class of leaders. They recog-
nize lack of a consensus as a sign that the family or community has 
become too large, and needs to re-form as separate units. This re-
sponsiveness to change is emblematic of the balanced and free ex-
istence that humans once took for granted.  

But how does that explain the presence, in primitive and pre-
civilized cultures, of phenomena such as barbarism, headhunting, 
raiding, and plundering? All of them are consequences of men 
making personal lifetime claims on women, through such ar-
rangements as pairbonding or polygamy. Once such arrangements 
destroy female social bonds, leadership defaults exclusively to men. 
But men do not have the spiritual authority to maintain natural so-
cial order. Consequently, leadership among men immediately be-
comes hierarchical. It depends on belief systems to confer authori-
ty. And it provides a system of goals and achievements within 
which men seek self-aggrandizement that no man would need, 
who lived in spiritual freedom. When belief systems take over, all 
men are locked in competition with each other for everything 
from women to wealth and social status. Such a social order, bereft 
female spiritual authority, no longer serves the species, but men’s 
illusions of grandeur. This explains how barbarism, and the other 
weird phenomena we often associate with pre-civilized cultures, 
came about. 

The point is that within any culture in which men own women—
pre-civilized or civilized—the human spirit is no longer in control. 
With economic success, fears, beliefs, dreams, and conquest as the 
only references for life’s direction, anything can happen—anything! 
Furthermore, because men began owning women—probably as 
long as thirty thousand years ago—there exists, today, virtually no 
reference for how spiritually-free human cultures once functioned.  

Umoja, a Women’s Village that Just Might Save the World 

Women can’t live together, “they” tell us. But, they’re wrong: 
Without separate monetary identities they can! Consider the 
Umoja village in Kenya, a village founded by women who have 
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been victimized by childhood marriage, female genital mutilation, 
domestic violence, and rape—all of which are cultural norms 
among Kenya’s Samburu culture. Umoja is a safe haven where 
each woman’s earnings go to the community to support them all, 
and men come and go, but do not dwell. When women have emo-
tionally healed enough to leave the village, many of them do so in 
groups, to start similar villages elsewhere, where the core of life is 
the sisterhood, not pairbonded male-female partnerships. Regard-
ing the notion that women cannot live together: Many of the 
women told a reporter that they cannot imagine living with a man 
again. Mary, a 34-year-old woman who was sold to a man of 80 for 
a herd of cows when she was 16 said, “I don’t want to ever leave 
this supportive community of women.”  

I see the existence of the Umoja village as a development of great 
significance, because Umoja, and the villages that have grown out 
of it, could be the catalysts needed to kindle a rebirth of spiritual 
freedom across the face of the planet. If that happens, the key el-
ement responsible for the rebirth will not be some grand philo-
sophical design for a better way of life for mankind, but the simple 
recognition by the world’s women that they are solely responsible 
for protecting themselves and their children from men. A woman 
alone is vulnerable, and the institutions that are the hallmarks of 
modern societies have proven woefully inadequate to the task of 
protecting either women or children. But institutions exist within 
the context of societies defined and dominated by the overarching 
male impulse to control life. Notwithstanding this dominance,  the 
Umoja village demonstrates that, when women come together as 
sisterhoods, bonded by shared needs, their natural spiritual author-
ity reasserts its powerful and ancient influence—in the women, 
themselves, and in the hearts of men. This changes everything. 
This is the protection that Nature provided and evolution embed-
ded in the souls of females, to prevent women and their children 
from being violated, enslaved, and disrespected by men.  

What I describe here is but one aspect of the emotional makeup 
that humanity started out with and instinctively obeyed, until the 
time came when men—not knowing that emotions exist to create 
and sustain the order required for the species to flourish—
innocently sought order in the right to own things, including the 
right to own women. It was a simple mistake to presume such a 
right, a right that Nature cannot allow. Since making that mistake, 
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men have behaved as though existence, itself, were about each 
man’s unalienable right to pursue his personal happiness, by own-
ing things. Inescapably, since the moment it was first authorized, 
this right has virtually blinded men to their own real needs and to 
the needs of every other living thing on this planet, including 
women. This state of affairs reduces each woman to satisfying her 
needs exclusively by devoting her life to serving the man who 
owns her. Men’s blindness—so tragically imposed by a simple mis-
take—underlies not only their longstanding mistreatment of wom-
en and children, but also of the habitat that sustains life, itself. 
Though the mistake began occurring long before the advent of 
recorded history, it became and remains the mistake upon which all 
modern states stand. Notwithstanding the historical record of so-
cietal catastrophes, and the clear signs that modern society is at the 
threshold of crumbling at the seams, both the mistake and its con-
sequences remain unrecognized.  

Wouldn’t it be remarkable if—despite all our institutions of higher 
learning, our massive research on the human brain and human be-
havior, and our sincere belief that mankind’s possibilities are lim-
ited only by our imaginations—life on earth were to be saved by 
the simple act of women across the face of this planet, bonding in 
relationships of spiritual trust, to avoid being violated, enslaved, 
and disrespected by men?  

In effect, the women of Umoja are exposing humanity to its ancient 
mistake, by demonstrating the essential female need to coalesce as 
sisterhoods, in order to assert their natural spiritual authority over 
men. Their insistence on remaining independent, and maintaining 
control over their interactions with males, sends a message that 
something is wrong with the prevailing social system. It sends a sig-
nal that the authority of women has too long been repressed, and 
that humanity can no longer afford for it to go unrecognized. It 
shows that this authority is a spiritual authority that does not come 
to the fore when women are isolated, each one subject to serving 
the needs of a man. It is clear evidence that this spiritual authority 
comes only among groups of women when they form bonds of 
mutual trust. Many people, today, recognize that female sensibilities 
need to be injected into human affairs. But institutionalized society 
can’t get past the notion that they must do so, while serving a man’s 
needs. The success of the Umoja women in healing themselves 
from the sundry negative effects of subjugation puts on display the 
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difference it makes when women together are able to assert their 
natural moderating influence on men. Only when women rediscov-
er their need to bond with each other will their innate influence over 
men reassert itself, which is essential, not only for the wellbeing of 
life on this planet, but if men are ever to be saved from themselves.   

Fatherhood is a Legal Identity, Not a Natural One 

It is appealing, and seems to make sense, to believe that men should, 

and would, claim the children they sire. But, it’s an argument that 
women must start ignoring, if they are ever to regain their spiritual 
authority. Paternity was not known in the spiritually-free cultures in 

which our emotions evolved. Consequently, most men—there are 

exceptions—do not have the emotional authority to appropriately 

nurture “their” children, let alone own them. Regarding the plight of 
fathers, consider this televised feature.   

Announcer: “Corbin Tyson is a father of three, who certainly takes 
the job of fatherhood seriously. He started the Fatherhood Project 
on the YouTube channel, Soul Pancake.” 

Tyson (Speaking from his video): “If you’re anything like me, I’m 
clueless about how to be a dad. I really don’t want to screw this up. 
When I started this project, I wanted to talk to other dads to find out 
what works and what doesn’t work. I’ve been looking for this perfect 
quaint family that has it all figured out. I’m afraid that family doesn’t 
exist. Every one of us has a story about our dads. Maybe he wasn’t 
there, or maybe he was there too much. The funny thing is that out 
of all the people I’ve talked to, there are very few people that have 
what I would think of as a normal dad. Apparently, there is no nor-
mal. So, if you’re like me, and you don’t know what you are doing 
half the time, I’m with you. I’m an ordinary dad with ordinary flaws 
trying to do my best.”                                    

   —NBC Today Show 06.06.14 

Childhood is the most important developmental period in an individ-

ual’s life. In organic human families, children are cared for primarily 
by their mother, with the support of a community of aunts, uncles 
and siblings. Modern children have only two caregivers, a mother and 

father—one of which, emotionally speaking, is often clueless regard-
ing the role of parenthood. Little wonder that our emotionally disori-
entated children often end up bullying each other on school play-
grounds to establish a sense of self-importance, when they are without 



 

45 

 

the communal identity a normal home would provide. Think of the 
number of social workers a few organic human families might replace.   

Women of the World: It’s Up to You to Keep Men Focused On Serving 
Life 

As long as women allow men to destroy female social bonds by own-
ing children, women will never be the force on behalf of life that 

your children—and we men too!—so desperately need. This is true, 
not just here, but across the face of the planet. So long as men own 
your children, each of you will remain a woman alone, with no re-
course but to continue to submit to whatever arbitrary notion of fam-
ily we men come up with, in our ceaseless effort to satisfy our male 

identity crisis, through ownership and conquest. It’s a situation that 
not only has resulted in men grossly mistreating women for tens of 
thousands of years, beginning far back into prehistory, but one that 

our species, and life itself, can no longer tolerate—not that it ever 
could.   

Because men are born with a severe identity crisis, they will forever 

seek to satisfy it in unnatural ways—that is, in ways other than by 
serving the sisterhood. Should women establish a spiritual home by 
trusting their lives to one another, how can they prevent the men 

who are supporting them from ignoring life’s real needs, by seeking 

fulfillment in abstract identities? I don’t really know, but here is what 
I would look out for:  

 Secret meetings in which women are not welcome or allowed. 

 Men claiming to be prophets, or presuming to speak on behalf of 

“God.” 

 The appearance of temples or shrines. 

 The use of sacrificial offerings to appease the “powers that be.” 

 And finally, the most important: If any man tells any woman with 
whom she can or cannot have sex, or worse, tells her with whom 
God says she can or cannot have sex, then no woman should 
speak to him, nor in any way recognize that he exists, until he is 
either gone, or gets over it. (Nothing can do more harm to the 

genetic code that defines our species, than to limit a woman’s 
freedom, regarding sex.)   

These are the ways men deprive our species of spiritual freedom, by 
seeking self-importance in abstractions, future control, and sexually 
enslaving women. If not for this ongoing threat to life, male-female 
relationships would be simple and straightforward for women. As a 
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man, let me put it this way: As long as you do not allow us to own 
you, we will spend our lives trying to please you. But once we own 

you—as the records of history and “prehistory” show—not only will 
we become remarkably clueless about how to please you, but, all-too-
often, we will spend the rest of our lives using you, much as we use 
any other property.  

When we men witness you women bonding in spiritual trust once 
again, our spirits will reawaken and recognize the nucleus of a real hu-
man family when we see it. Instinctively, we will be drawn to it, and to 

satisfying our male identity crisis the natural way—by falling all over 
ourselves to serve you and your children, in any way we can. And, 

should your lives and the children’s come under threat, we will place 
our own lives on the line to protect you, and celebrate in the process, 
despite knowing that some of us may never return. To have people 

hanging around who care about you that much isn’t all bad, and nei-
ther are men. We just need a place where we can demonstrate to our-

selves, and to you, who we really are—what Nature made us. We need 
that place as much as you do. We need a home.  

Figuratively speaking, the point of this book is that, if we follow 
those women pictured on the cover, they will lead us, not just to a 
physical home, but to a spiritual home, as well. What is a spiritual 
home? It is one in which we feel as one with the people around us. 
More significantly, it is a place where the wellbeing of those around 
us is more important to us than our own.  

That is the test for spiritual freedom. If the wellbeing of the people 
around us is more important to us than our own, our spirits are free. 
But, arriving at that state of mind is not something we can do on our 
own. Spiritual freedom requires a spiritual home.  

Come on girls, take us home. 

   

 

 

 

If light is in your heart, 

You will find your way home. 

—Rumi 
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Part Four 

The Test for Happiness 

 

What is happiness? If we asked ten people that question, we 
could well end up with ten different answers. If happiness 
means so many different things to different people, how can 
there be a test for it? I believe there is, but for the reader to un-
derstand why I believe that, there are a number of things that 
need to be discussed. So please bear with me.  

Pope Francis and Jesus 

Pope Francis received a lot of attention during his recent visit to 
America. In my view, the multitudes were far more taken with 
the humanity he showed—sharing meals with the hungry, ac-
knowledging the downtrodden, visiting the imprisoned—than 
they were with the rituals he performed, or what he said before 
Congress. In other words, the profound connection people have 
with him makes itself felt when he is behaving like Jesus, not 
when he’s making speeches or performing rituals.  

In a joke I heard once, a cardinal rushes into the Pope’s office 
and excitedly exclaims, “Pope! Jesus is coming up the street! 
What shall we do?” The Pope replies, “Look Busy.”  

The joke is funny enough, but misses the point. What if Jesus 
were actually coming up the street? Can you imagine how he 
would feel to discover that the sacrifice of his life, which he of-
fered on behalf of the victims of institutions that are intrinsic to 
civil order, has resulted in what could well be the most grandi-
ose expression of institutionalism on earth—the church?  

When I say that Pope Francis behaved like Jesus, I am referring 
to his humble acts. He parts ways with Jesus when he implores 
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the leaders of institutions to fix what’s wrong with the world, 
which is something Jesus would never do. Jesus clearly knew 
that neither institutions nor their leaders can fix anything. All 
they can do is “shuffle the cards.”  

Despite mankind’s recent and remarkable accumulation of scien-
tific knowledge, we have failed to appreciate the significance of a 
simple fact: In Nature, life is a self-sustaining process, not a chaotic one! 

The order required for every species on earth to flourish is in-
nately based, and uniquely reflected in the behavior of every 
member of a species—each in its own way. But, at some point, 
we humans turned away from Nature’s gift of order, by superim-
posing our own notion of order through societal institutions, 
such as laws, rules, and money.  

In the process of ignoring natural order for thousands of years, 
something of incalculable value was lost to us. It was something 
so central to human survival that words are not sufficient to de-
scribe it. It was the sense of viability and cohesion, the vibrant 
sense of being alive and ready to seize the next moment—
whatever it might bring. It was the sense of intimacy with each 
other, and of overall wellbeing, that natural order had always 
provided. When imposed order took effect, a morbid fear of 
chaos replaced every key element of human wellbeing. Inevita-
bly, we came to see life as a dichotomy, a choice between im-
posed order and chaos. That fear of chaos is what causes us, 
now, to continue in utter ignorance of the automatic, elemental, 
and effortless sense of balance that life built into each one of us.   

That natural balance cannot be ignored without consequence. 
We each pay a huge personal price for the benefits we derive 
from the artificial order that institutions create. To make it in 
our unnatural world of religions, governments, and money, we 
must be true to the mores, rules, and laws stipulated by institu-
tions. That is the real dichotomy, for it is impossible to do that 
and be true to ourselves, as Nature made us. Individually, we 
exist in an incessant state of unhappiness and cognitive disso-
nance, for lack of intimacy our emotional makeup requires, 
which can only exist within a natural emotional context of sur-
vival through interdependence. Collectively, we are fated to en-
dure sporadic episodes of catastrophic chaos—the hallmark of 
the inevitable failure of the very intuitions humans invented to 
prevent chaos.      



 

49 

 

What I’ve described has been the situation for humans since the 
first institutions were established, among us. And in Jesus’ time 
the process was already well advanced. After much study and 
reflection, I believe, Jesus must have realized that humankind 
had once lived in the natural world. I believe he took note of 
the difference between life in the natural world and life in the 
institutionalized world, and saw then what people today still 
cannot see. He understood that people living under rules and 
laws have no choice, other than to deny their Nature-given sen-
sibilities, in order to survive. To this day—and many times per 
day—we modern humans are forced into this same capitulation, 
in order to comply with everchanging societal demands. Having 
to deny who we are emotionally, in order to survive physically, re-
sults in a painful existence. In Jesus’ mind, I believe, the vast 
majority of human suffering was the result of institutional sub-
jugation. In this view, he remains unique among historical fig-
ures and contemporary luminaries, alike—including Pope Fran-
cis and, indeed, the rest of humanity—because he understood 
that institutions are not the solution to human suffering. They 
are the cause.  

Having said that, let me hasten to add that I’m not criticizing 
Pope Francis, or anyone, for not understanding what Jesus 
knew about the relationship between institutions and suffering. 
Failure to know something doesn’t make anyone faulty, uncar-
ing, sinful, or evil. As a result, whenever we accuse someone for 
being wrong-hearted, because of something they do not under-
stand, we reveal that we think we know all there is to know. In 
other words, we presume to possess the awareness of God. In 
the very act of proclaiming that we possess the knowledge of 
what is good, and what evil, we are repeating mankind’s original 
sin, for which humanity was expelled from Eden. We are par-
taking of forbidden fruit, as described in the Book of Genesis: 
For God doth know that in the day ye eat thereof, then your eyes shall be 

opened, and ye shall be as gods, knowing good and evil. (Genesis 3:5) 

Can we return to Eden? Only the future knows. If we do, our 
first step on the journey is to vow that we will never again 
blame ourselves or anyone else for being poor, homeless, di-
vorced, gay, hungry, lonely, or imprisoned. These are a few of 
the myriad situations in which people suffer when they have 
failed to comply with institutionally imposed demands.  
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What a difference in our perspective on life the removal of 
blame, alone, would make! Our current perspective is defined 
by blame. To use blame to renounce someone, including even 
our very own selves—in the name of God, laws, rules, or mon-
ey—is to reveal that we are victims of institutional subjugation. 
Jesus was not victimized by institutional subjugation for one 
reason. He did not employ blame to explain human suffering. 
Even his death was an intentional sacrifice for the purpose of 
exposing the folly of institutional rule. Indeed, his refusal to use 
blame separates his mindset from that of the rest of mankind.  

Human beings are good or evil only in the eyes of institutions. 
Whenever we proclaim the knowledge of good and evil, we are 
speaking on behalf of our institutions, not on behalf of the 
forces of Nature from which we sprang. People invented the 
concept of good to sanctify anything that supported the institu-
tions on which they depended for survival. They invented the 
concept of evil to castigate anything that thwarts those institu-
tions. We use these concepts to justify the existence of “sover-
eign” states, in the belief that, through them, we can create per-
fect social order—someday. But, this all flies in the face of Na-
ture, where nothing is perfect. Indeed, everything in Nature is a 
work in progress. Nothing in Nature is either good or evil, but 
simply represents “what is” at any given moment. Institutions 
require us to routinely deny our feelings of the moment. When 
we do that, we are denying “what is,” as ascertained by our spir-
its. Every time we do this we fly in the face of natural order. 
Without this constant state of denial, our lives would be totally 
different. Every member of the human species is hardwired, by 
Nature, to flourish in a state of intimacy and happiness, but only 
when we are in a situation where we must depend on one anoth-
er, to survive. In contrast, when denying who we are, to satisfy 
the artificial mores of institutionally defined relationships and re-
sponsibilities, we live lives of spiritual alienation. We suffer.  

Suffering from lack of intimacy has nothing to do with good 
and evil. It results from depending on institutions, not Nature, 
to survive. Indeed, without the constant need to resanctify our 
controlling institutions, there would be no rationale for the con-
cepts of good and evil. This is why those concepts do not exist 
in the natural world. It’s why they did not exist in Eden, or in 
the mind of Jesus. And it’s why, I suspect, they do not exist in 
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Pope Francis’s mind, despite the lingering faith he seems to 
have in institutions.  

Dependent as we presently are on “sovereign” institutions, to 
survive, it’s a tall order to expect anyone to vow never again to 
pass judgment on one another, for failing to comply with insti-
tutional demands. Notwithstanding the difficulty, Eden—and 
Heaven, for that matter—will remain forever inaccessible to us, 
unless we can make and keep that vow.  

The forces of Nature gave us the gift of life. Institutions did 
not. We are expressions of Nature. Yet, we pass judgment on Na-
ture, every time we pass judgment on one another for having 
failed to satisfy institutional demands. As expressions of Nature, 
we have dwelt far too long outside the zone of intimacy and 
wellbeing that occupies the precincts of natural life. We have 
failed to recognize the artificial change of mind that continues 
to estrange us, and places us in the untenable situation of pass-
ing judgment on the forces of Nature that created us. We pass 
judgment in error, on behalf of our own notions of order, never 
realizing we are possessed by our own mistake. We should be 
possessed, instead, by the mindset of Jesus. That possession is 
essential, if we are ever to re-enter Eden—the “Heaven” or-
dered by Nature, where there is no need to strive for a future 
free of perils and difficulties, as institutions would have us be-
lieve. Adversities are food for the human soul because, without 
them, we would not require intimacy to survive the natural 
world. In that earthly Heaven, the happiness and wellbeing of 
intimate relationships, and all the manna that flows from them, 
are life’s perpetual reward. Those relationships, that intimacy, 
are all we need.  

  

 

If we have love, then nothing else really matters. 

If we do not have love, then nothing else really matters anyhow. 

                 —C Shupe 
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 A Friend Questions My Views 

As I noted in the introduction, a couple of friends have ques-
tioned my views. Because their well-thought-out critiques repre-
sent how many others feel, they offer me an opportunity to clar-
ify my views. The first is from Bill. 

Chet: I read your piece about de-institutionalizing society. It makes 

sense in a simplistic way, but isn't the reason humans created social, re-

ligious and political institutions that they were in a field of chaos? While 

it is possible for an individual to 'drop out' and live without institutions, 

for a society of thousands or millions the world then becomes anarchic, 

with people forming into small groups of power similar to the world cre-

ated in 'Lord of the Flies' or by power brokers and lobbyists in our USA 

political system today. 

Anyway, I enjoy your articles and books and hope you keep me on your 

reading list. You bring up some excellent ideas. In the latest tract your 

analysis of what Jesus was attempting to do is very close to what I 

learned when I was a theology student. His time on earth was not to sup-

port organized religious or political institutions, but to challenge people 

to appreciate what God has given them. This is done by a personal con-

nection to God. I think you are correct in that presentation. Pope Francis 

has certainly shown that he understands this; let's hope he can serve and 

live long enough to make changes happen 

Your friend, Bill 

_____________________ 

 

The following is my reply to Bill’s concerns. 

Your Idea of De-institutionalizing Human Life makes 
Sense, but isn’t it Simplistic?  

I understand why the idea of renouncing the institutions that 
make our lives functional can seem like far too simplistic a solu-
tion to the problems that beset modern man. To most, it prob-
ably seems like no solution at all.  

But, perspective is everything, when trying to solve problems. 
As modern humans, we are highly civilized. We grew up in an 
environment totally defined by institutions. How could we pos-
sibly imagine a world without them? Our institutions have so 
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isolated us from the natural world that we feel threatened by the 
very idea of institutions not being in control. We see our institu-
tionalized world as superior, so much so that we believe we are 
fundamentally different from the humans who once inhabited 
the natural world, and the animals that, unlike us, have never 
abandoned that world.  

The complex realm of institutions that comprise civilization has 
us living in a world very much like a terrarium: It’s an almost 
closed system, in which everything is controlled by man, even 
the parks and nature preserves with which we pay homage to 
what has been lost. It’s taken thousands of years for us to get 
where we are. The day the first social contract necessitated the 
first institution, we began to separate from Nature. Now, we 
find ourselves at the point where Nature seems totally foreign 
to us. 

And I mean that in the global sense, for it is not just the wilder-
ness that we find foreign, but our own natural instincts—the 
core of our emotional makeup which evolution gave us, and to 
which institutional life represents a total aberration. Biologically, 
we remain wholly defined as natural beings—animals, really—
whose wellbeing and happiness are still tied to the kind of life-
style that our primitive ancestors once led. This is not a small 
point I’m making. I’m saying that the institutional life we lead is 
anathema to the essence of our nature as human beings. But 
we're so steeped in institutional life that we don’t know this—
could never perceive it, from our position within the "matrix," 
as it were. We are like fishes making do in a bottle of water! It’s 
not that it isn’t water. It’s just that it’s artificial and inadequate—
entirely inappropriate to a fish’s needs.  

Another significant point about our institutional world, is that 
every bit of it is manmade. It would not exist in Nature. When I 
say “unnatural,” a picture of skyscrapers or space stations might 
come to mind. That’s part of it, but it is artificial at the core, 
too. Institutions, themselves are human inventions. They are 
abstract constructs that exist only in the mind or on paper, or in 
the actions and behaviors taken—or avoided—by modern hu-
mans whose lives are defined by rules and laws. The word “in-
stitutions” takes in government, but it also includes things like 
marriage and formal education, both of which define what soci-
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ety intends people, and the relationships between man and 
woman, to be.  

The fact that we’ve become so accustomed to this artificial life 
does not for one moment mean less insult to our bodies or our 
souls. We suffer from our manmade lives. Our manmade trou-
bles have us running to bookstores for the latest self-help books, 
which purport to teach us how to live in the moment. And that’s 
the ultimate joke, because living in the moment is exactly what 
our primitive ancestors did, without having to think about it. Or 
perhaps I should say, they didn’t even know they were doing that. 
They simply knew that they were happy. Life, for them, was a 
joyful thing lived in intimacy with others and the earth that sus-
tained them. It was life as it was meant to be, where reality, itself 
was the source of joy. Whether they were sitting on a rock en-
joying the sun, or fighting for their lives against invaders, it was 
the same joy. In other words, to not embrace every moment ful-
ly, whatever its nature, is to function eternally under a cloud of 
anxiety.  

Was all that simplistic? Therein lies the most massive insult to 
our natural make-up. For Nature and its processes are not sim-
ple things. They only seem simple, because everything in Nature 
appears to happen automatically. Human behavior is a quintes-
sential example of that. Our massive human brains—the drivers 
of all human behavior—are the product of millions of years of 
evolution. They evolved for a specific purpose—to enable each 
of us to freely participate in creating the order required for our 
species to flourish. But we moderns are oblivious to the myriad 
functions going on in our brains. Instead, we take comfort in 
the flawed idea that the order institutions create, through which 
we serve personal needs, is how Nature, or God, if you will, in-
tended life to be.  

So, we live as subjects of this artificial order, for which there is 
no consensus. For example, look no further than our dysfunc-
tional Congress. The fact that Congress is dysfunctional makes 
it evident that there is no consensus in that body, the very body 
that, in our artificial world, is responsible for order. They are to-
tally divided. We think that if some issue wins by one vote that 
we’ve solved a problem. But no problem in the natural world is 
ever solved by voting. Problems are solved by the natural flow 
of events. If one half of a natural family strongly felt one way, 
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and the other half the other, then they would go their separate 
ways, as they should. Compare that to modern humans, bound 
by laws in our dysfunctional situations, private and public. 
There is no way Congress can break up. All these people who 
despise each other because they can’t agree on anything, have 
got to stay together. It’s mindless.  

None of our national discourse—none of it—involves intimacy, 
the most essential ingredient in a sustainable way of life. If you 
are not emotionally acquainted with the people on whom you 
are depending to survive, then you have no clue what you are 
doing. Cooperating with others for mutual survival is a natural 
and hugely complex process that cannot exist without intimacy. 
But our national discourse has nothing to do with sustaining 
life. So why should it be concerned with intimacy? It’s all about 
material needs—instituting laws to create a level field for the 
pursuit of wealth and privilege. Any institutionalized system is 
all about material needs. In our materialistic world there's no 
way to fulfill our spiritual needs through intimacy, because inti-
macy doesn’t exist. That is why we create Gods and religions, 
hopes and dreams: Unable to satisfy our spiritual needs, natural-
ly, by taking care of one another, we are reduced to trying to 
satisfy them in our imaginations.  

Bill feels that I am being simplistic, and I understand that. But, 
in my view, living with institutions is what's simplistic. These 
laws, even though there are thousands of them, are nothing, 
compared to the billions of neurons in a single human brain. 
Brains know what they are doing. Laws don’t. Laws institute 
dysfunctional families, for instance. The brain will never create a 
dysfunctional family. Whatever errors Nature commits will not 
destroy life. But dysfunctional families destroy life, because they 
are incapable of sustaining the life of our species. That is what 
acceptance and rejection are all about: Our massive brains know 
when to accept or reject, in order to protect life. They perceive, 
and they know, and they inspire us to accept or reject, accord-
ingly. So a natural human being will love, according to natural 
inclinations, while our simplified laws mandate blanket 
decisionmaking. They make it so we are supposed to love eve-
ryone! That is mindless, because, if you are going to have a 
functional family, you have to have a group whose members 
spiritually fit. Our instincts know what fits and what doesn’t. 
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Our brains would never have anyone around who didn't fit. 
When a person doesn’t fit, it could mean that he or she is not 
socially acceptable to anyone. Or, if the person is socially ac-
ceptable, he just doesn’t fit, here; he needs to find a family where 
he does fit.  

The idea that in the natural world we would reject people may 
seem strange to the institutionalized mind. But think about it. If 
people didn’t have the sense to accept or reject an individual, 
based on that person’s ability to please others, then the trait of 
social acceptability wouldn’t exist. This social connection is just 
as true of dogs, who would have no desire to please their mas-
ters, if dogs had not been accepted or rejected, based on that 
trait for generations.  

To understand the real complexity of Nature, just imagine hav-
ing to program what our brains know. You obviously can't pro-
gram a brain. It would have to be a robot! But that's what laws 
are trying to do. Laws are trying to replace what our brains 
know about species survival, when laws don’t even recognize 
that species survival is life’s objective. You can make a law 
against murder. Sounds simple. But, then, you have to write a 
thousand amendments to that law, to specify what constitutes 
murder and doesn't. And you will never come up with an an-
swer all can agree on. If you are not free to react in a normal 
way to what's going on around you—even if that means killing, 
or sacrificing your own life for others—then, you're not partici-
pating in anything. Nothing is going on that has anything to do 
with our species’ survival.  

What happens naturally is this—and, yes, it IS exceedingly 
complex: Put us in any situation, and our brain is evaluating that 
situation from hundreds of different perspectives. All of this 
happens without conscious awareness. For instance, the brain is 
constantly evaluating the temperature, checking whether we are 
cold or warm. If the temperature is okay, we don't know the 
brain is evaluating it, because it doesn't produce any feeling that 
tells us about it. There are always countless things going on that 
the brain is evaluating, but we're unaware of it, because 99% of 
it is okay. The brain knows you don't have to do anything about 
it, so it expresses no feelings. Only when we do have a feeling, 
such as hunger or anger, acceptance, rejection, romance, etc., 
does the brain tell us to act on it. And that act is automatic: It 
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requires no rational thought whatever, for us to register the fact 
that we are in danger of freezing to death in the cold. Modern 
minds will differ, because we are so invested in the belief that 
our rational minds are in control. But, in truth, the rational part 
of our mind that we are so certain is in control is too finite to 
take care of the endless details of living that our subconscious 
mind constantly monitors, on background, and to which it re-
acts, by producing feelings that inspire the appropriate response, 
as needed. 

One of the crucial things to understand about life is that our 
brains have been programmed, by Nature, to manage the unim-
aginable complexity of life, for the sake of the only objective of 
life, which is species survival. Humanity doesn't seem to recog-
nize any of this—either that the brain has a built-in program, or 
that species survival is the objective, or how complex, how un-
imaginable, that process is. But it is because the functions of 
natural life are so very complex that our subconscious minds 
must continually evaluate our circumstances, always looking for 
an answer to the question, "How can I best serve life?" Indeed, 
the reason our brain continually evaluates the temperature is 
that we can’t participate in our species’ success, if our brain al-
lows us to freeze to death. If we modern humans can see and 
understand all that, we can also see how absurd it is to create 
laws to govern our behavior, and then to say that our survival is 
dependent, not on our Nature-given program, but on obeying 
manmade laws. And now we understand why the brain is com-
prised of almost 100 billion neurons.  

We have this admittedly complex system of laws, all based on 
protecting human rights, an issue that is unrelated to, and out-
right defies, our species’ natural ability to succeed.  

Life is a gift. It comes with needs, not rights. So, the issue over 
which those legislators despise one another, doesn’t even exist 
in the natural world. In Nature, there are no rights, no giraffes 
claiming the rights to massive tracts of land, no baby elephants 
born with silver spoons in their mouths.  

In Nature, nothing is guaranteed. In institutional life, we fool 
ourselves by believing anything can be guaranteed. The truth is 
that life is a series of snapshots. Moments. We never know 
when we will reach the final one, and we are not here to know 
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that. We are here to experience each moment fully. When living 
in the moment, all we need is the moment. And if we are not 
free to live in the moment, then the only place where we can 
possibly satisfy our feelings is in the future. The future, then, 
becomes the only thing that is important to us. This explains 
our congressmen’s sincere, but misguided, struggle over an issue 
that, in reality, doesn’t exist—human rights.  

About complexity, a question needs to be asked. Are the few 
thousand words of a constitution sufficient to order and organ-
ize all areas of human life, among millions of people? Does the 
mere fact of birth into a royal family qualify a person for abso-
lute hegemony over a people? To answer, imagine a “scale of 
justice,” if you will. On one side are the few thousand words 
that are the foundation for all the laws of a land, or the brain of 
the firstborn of a deceased king. On the other side are the 
brains of every inhabitant in the land. To me, trusting this re-
markably complex process to mere written words, or to the 
brain of a firstborn son, is what’s simplistic. But that is the 
mindless simplicity to which all humans have innocently, but 
willfully, subjugated ourselves, for thousands of years. 

Didn’t Humans Create Institutions because they Were 
in a State of Chaos? 

Agreed, modern humans believe that institutions are necessary 
to prevent chaos. But institutions serve another purpose, also. 
They grant men the right to own property. In other words, if in-
stitutions did not exist, no one would have the right to own any-
thing. The issue is: Which came first, chaos or ownership? I ar-
gue that, without ownership, chaos is impossible.  

Why do we allow people to own things, if chaos is the result? 
It’s because we are not the rational beings we think we are. If 
we were rational—that is, able to objectively analyze our cir-
cumstances—we would have known why ownership leads to 
chaos, and never have instituted the practice in the first place. 
We moderns believe it is natural to institute governing bodies to 
authorize rights of ownership. Those rights, however, result in a 
host of aberrations in our personal and collective lives—
aberrations that go far beyond just the issue of chaos.  
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The right to own property, for instance, resulted in the institution 

of marriage, an aberration that granted men a special right—the 
right to own women. The dysfunctional families that resulted, 
aren’t the only issue. As a result of the right to own things—
land, animals, and women—men started thinking the earth be-
longs to us, instead of us to the earth. This constituted a shock-
ing aberration in the natural order of things. Through our right 
to own things, we each see ourselves as gods of our own do-
mains, while we remain clueless to the fact that attaining “god” 
status renders us the absolute subjects of the institutions that 
grant us ownership rights. Through ownership, we presume to 
control our destiny, but there is a consequence. We must suffer 
the anxiety of living for the future, instead of knowing the peace 
that comes of living in the moment. Forced to focus on con-
cerns about our future wellbeing, our behavior is dictated by 
our beliefs, instead of common sense. Our legal identities, 
through which we have the right to own property, are far more 
important to us than who we really are. Having to project a suc-
cessful “legal self” for the sake of our survival and respectabil-
ity, there no longer exist any grounds on which to become ac-
quainted with our natural selves, and with the natural selves of 
those around us.  

The aberrations that result from granting people rights of own-
ership affect our collective lives, as well. By making us each re-
sponsible for our future wellbeing, ownership spiritually alien-
ates us from one another. Success in our alienated world is 
earned through competition, rather than cooperation. Success 
requires independence, self sufficiency, and personal wealth. 
Success in a natural culture, on the other hand, requires social 
acceptance among people who are bonded in mutual trust. 
Without others to depend on, and who depend on us to survive, 
loneliness is endemic. Ownership affects how our brains pro-
cess information. It creates class consciousness, in which the 
status of each class becomes a measure of how much its mem-
bers own. And people without the right to own anything have no 
social standing at all. They are slaves and, like animals, to be 
bought, sold, and used at will. Depending, as we do, on the 
things we own to survive, we have become abject dependents 
on the institutions that grant us the right to own things. As a 
consequence of this dependence, throughout recorded history, 
people have willfully killed and died on behalf of the institutions 
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that granted them that right, believing, in every instance, that 
“God” was on their side.  

Ownership so controls our perception of reality that the reason 
humans invented God, I suspect, was to create an entity to au-
thorize their right to own things. Nothing in the natural world 
grants that right. For instance, we see marriage—through which 
men have traditionally been granted the right to own women—
as instituted by God. Also each government, the institutions 
that modern humans believe makes living in mass cultures via-
ble, is authorized by either a mortal god (a king, dictator, etc.), 
an immortal one (a heavenly father), or a constitution to which 
the people attach godlike status. People who live in intimacy—
in socially bonded communities that depend on Nature to sur-
vive—do have origin and destiny stories, but they have no 
gods—none that dictate moral commandments. This isn’t be-
cause they are incapable of creating them: If they can create 
origin stories, they certainly could create gods. They don’t create 
gods because they have no need for them, either to sanctify 
their right to own things, or to offer solace from the pain of an 
existence without intimacy—the very pain that granting people 
the right to own things creates.  

The point is that legions of unintended aberrations have result-
ed from granting men the right to own property. Why are we 
unable to recognize these as aberrations? What prevents us 
from understanding how ownership transforms our perception 
of reality? Why did our ancestors institute the right to own 
things, in the first place?  

The answer is that we think we are rational beings, when in fact 
we aren’t; We are feeling beings. We believe that our sense of what 
is real is based on an objective evaluation of our circumstances, 
when it’s actually based on our need to satisfy feelings. This need to 
satisfy feelings is born into us. It is not learned, and cannot be 
unlearned. In fact, all beings think they are rational, when in fact 
the essence of living is that circumstances change, feelings arise 
in response, and every belief we have or decision we make is 
based on the need to satisfy those feelings. Perhaps no other 
feeling is as strong as our will to live. It is because of this feeling 
that we believe we have the right to own things. What else could 
we believe, since modern life is organized so that owning things 
is the only way to secure the resources we need to survive?  
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Even though we believe in the right to own things, ownership 
doesn’t really satisfy our feelings. A person living in a mansion 
on a hill, for instance, can still suffer from agonizing loneliness. 
But, when we’re in a situation where there is no choice, but to 
own things to survive, our minds have no option other than 
produce feelings that support our belief in the right to own 
things. They produce them, regardless of what that entails—
whether it be loneliness, dysfunctional families, living for the fu-
ture, doing menial things to make a living, a life of abject subju-
gation to a state, and the chaos that ultimately destroys every 
civilization. All this happens, because, as feeling beings, we have 
no choice other than to believe in whatever satisfies our feel-
ings. As a consequence of our absolute dependence on owning 
things to survive, we modern humans exist in a kind of a hyp-
notic trance that blinds us to the consequences of ownership. 
Reinforced, as it is, in every aspect of our lives, the trance holds 
in the face of all the cognitive dissonance that daily confronts 
us.  

So, when discussing the issue of chaos, many other considera-
tions are in order, because chaos is actually grounded in the 
right to own things, and ultimately in our mistaken belief that 
we are rational beings. Having summarized the problem, we 
now address the particulars of how ownership, and the chaos it 
creates, came about, as well as other attending consequences.  

______________ 

Institutions are the Sole Justification for their Own Existence 

Before institutions existed, I believe, chaos would no more have 
been possible among humans than it is in other species. I am 
not saying that natural order meant perfect order. Perfect social 
order (meaning order without conflict, either within or among 
groups), doesn’t exist, even among the most highly evolved so-
cial species, like elephants and dolphins. But, perfect order isn‘t 
required for a species to flourish. A high degree of order is. In 
fact, existence is so dependent on a high degree of order, that 
existence and order are, in effect, synonymous. Whatever order 
existed among humans before we created institutions, the very 
fact that human life existed at all, assures us that it was far closer 
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to perfect than chaotic. So, institutions could not possibly have 
been created to prevent chaos. 

This brings up the compelling question to which your comment 
alludes: If institutions are not needed to prevent chaos, why did 
humans invent them? I believe the males of our species created 
institutions to satisfy their desire to own things. They believed 
that, by creating institutions, they could grant themselves the 
right to make personal claims on women, land, and animals, and 
that this would guarantee the satisfaction of each man’s emo-
tional and material needs, for life.  

The men who first granted each other the right to own things 
thought they had found a rational solution to the problem of 
securing one’s future needs. We humans take pride in our belief 
that we are rational beings, and granting rights of ownership 
seems rational. But the practice inevitably creates a problem, for 
which—as modern humans have yet to discover—there is no ra-
tional solution: What is a culture to do, when a few of its mem-
bers own almost everything!  

Chaos is the endgame of that scenario. It is also the only possi-
ble solution to the inevitable monopolization of ownership by a 
few, and its inevitable result—the chaos of revolution, or war, 
or the eventual cataclysmic collapse of all nation states. In ef-
fect, we human beings have built a perverse contradiction into 
our own lives, by employing institutions to authorize the right 
to own property—which guarantees eventual chaos—and by 
justifying those same institutions as protections against chaos! 
Ironically, the institutions to which we have subjugated our lives 
are the sole justification for their own existence! How droll it is 
to realize that our belief in institutions results in a dilemma 
much like that of a cat chasing its tail!  

When cats chase their tails, they eventually figure out their di-
lemma. Though their tails are at-first enticing, they offer no 
nourishment, at least nothing of which a cat wants to partake. 
Likewise, our right to own things entices us with promises of an 
idealized future, but offers no satisfaction in the end—at least 
nothing of which humans want to partake. The issue for man-
kind is: When will we figure out our dilemma? As I see it, our 
happiness, and the continuing existence of our species depend 
upon it.   
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Our Brains make Whatever Sense they Can of an Institutional-
ized World by Creating Beliefs 

Let’s face it! It isn’t at all rational that we have failed to make 
the connection between ownership and chaos, despite thou-
sands of years of history repeating itself! The fact that we are so 
powerfully biased by our desire to own things, defeats all rea-
son. That bias—and our inability either to recognize or cure 
it—is evidence of the fact that we are feeling beings. While, in-
deed, we think that we are rational, think our reactions to cir-
cumstances are rational, in truth all our reactions are actually 
governed by the feelings that derive from our evolutionary wis-
dom—the genetic wisdom that our species has accumulated 
over evolutionary time. When humans are allowed to behave 
naturally, this wisdom provides each individual with a frame-
work of feelings that guide us to respond to each circumstance, 
in whatever way best serves life. But, because of ownership, we 
have been operating outside that framework for thousands of 
years. In effect, ownership has hijacked and redirected our evo-
lutionary feelings, giving us an entirely unnatural world in which 
we can only survive by owning things.  

It must be understood that our feelings inspire us to serve life 
only when we are living the way our species evolved to live, and 
that is without the legal identities that now subject modern hu-
mans to ownership, and thereby institutionally imposed laws. 
Once we have a legal identity, that changes everything! To under-
stand the degree of the change, consider: One of the most re-
markable characteristics of the brain is its ability to adapt. It is 
so good, in fact, that a person wearing image-inverting glasses 
will begin seeing the world as upright again, within a few days. 
This happens automatically, without intent. In the process of 
adapting, the subconscious mind, in effect, reconfigures its in-
ternal connections. It changes our brains physically. It changes 
how the brain processes information, in order to counter the ef-
fect of the inverting glasses.  

Regardless of how senseless its situation, the brain will always 
adapt, by reconfiguring how it processes information to make 
the best sense it can of the situation. If you brand every newborn 
with a legal identity that forces him or her to survive by comply-
ing with instituted laws, then every member of that culture will 
grow up thinking that the only thing that makes sense is to do 
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whatever must be done to substantiate his or her legal identity. 
That includes their willingness to kill and die on behalf of the 
institutions that branded them. Whoopee! Awaken to the world 
in which we all now live.  

So you see, it’s not because of who we are, but because of our 
brains having been forced to adapt to a senseless world—a 
world hostile to life’s existence—that we spend our entire lives 
seeking wealth and privilege, when the only thing each of us re-
ally want, in our hearts, is to love and to be loved.  

Altering how our brains process information to make sense of 
our institutionalized world, requires a far more complex physical 
reconfiguration than that required to compensate for a simple 
inverted visual image. Our brain must produce neurological 
pathways for all the beliefs that are so important to us, because 
only those beliefs make it possible to emotionally survive an ex-
istence without intimacy—beliefs in Gods, religions, ideologies, 
nationalism, money, law, technology, progress, hopes, goals, and 
dreams for the future. That’s bad enough, but the crucial issue is 
this: With the reconfiguration in place, success is defined by 
wealth and privilege. This places all individuals in direct compe-
tition, which profoundly separates us from one another. Ulti-
mately, all modern humans feel this separation, and we pine for 
the “something” that is missing from our lives. Regardless of 
our family relationships, our accomplishments, our positions of 
power, our beliefs, our circle of friends, ultimately we all 
“know” that we are alone.  

In the natural world that humans once took for granted, the one 
without legal identities, there were no artificialities to adapt to. 
The things we believed in did not require our brains to recon-
figure any neurological pathway. We were born to believe in one 
another, and to love the land that sustained us, and that's what 
we did. Success, in that world, was gained through social ac-
ceptance within the intimate context of small extended family 
groups. In the give and take, the desire to cooperate, the loving 
relationships within a circle of people totally dependent on one 
another for survival, all humans simultaneously served their 
own needs and each other’s, while serving the needs of life it-
self. And no one ever had any reason to feel alone.  
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Legal identities, in effect, redefine what constitutes success. 
Consider this excerpt from the book, The Gospel of the Redman: 

The culture and civilization of the Whiteman are essentially material; his 

measure of success is, How much property have I acquired for myself? 

The culture of the Redman is fundamentally spiritual; his measure of 

success is, How much service have I rendered to my people? His mode of 

life, his thought, his every act are given spiritual significance, ap-

proached and colored with complete realization of the spirit world. 

By branding each person with a legal identity, the state holds 
each of us responsible for our own future wellbeing. It thereby 
destroys the intimacy of interdependent relationships essential 
to our ability to survive the natural world. This is why, unavoid-
ably, success in the institutionalized world is measured by our 
material wealth, rather than our spiritual wealth.  

If the guy who wears the inverting lenses, for a week or so, re-
moves the glasses, then “reality” is upside down again—until he 
readapts. The same would be true of humanity, if only we could 
remove the veil that the brain’s adaptation has pulled down over 
our eyes. If we could remove the veil, we could see beyond the 
artificial reality that our brain’s adaptations cause us, now, to 
take for the real world.  

The complex distortions our brains must create, in their effort 
to make sense of institutionalized reality, exist in every modern 
human being, and include all the beliefs and goals every individ-
ual holds so dear. Little wonder that we all feel threatened be-
yond words at the very idea of an existence without institutions. 
We are nonplussed! We can’t even picture existence, without 
them! But, whether right or wrong, I proclaim, here and now, 
that we, too, could readapt. We are every bit as capable of rea-
dapting as that guy who took off his inverting glasses. These 
brains of ours, that are doing such an remarkable job of adapt-
ing to our artificial modern civilization, have not lost their abil-
ity to readapt. They would quickly respond to the removal of 
the veil of artificial reality, at which point the natural reality that 
sustains human life, after thousands of years, would again make 
sense. 

The way we would take off our inverting glasses would be to 
figure out how to survive without a legal identity. That involves 
cooperating with others outside the usual rules that come with 
legal identities. Call it direct cooperation, with no separate legal 
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or monetary identity, and no rules on the wall to prescribe ac-
ceptable behavior! No rules is essential, because that frees the 
human spirit, which has been taking care of life since its very be-
ginnings, to decide what behavior is socially acceptable. If we 
could cooperate directly with each other, we would quickly be-
come cognizant of the fact that, in the real world, individual 
survival doesn’t happen without mutual survival. With that cog-
nizance, our lives would suddenly make infinite sense, com-
pared to the ones we are now living.  

Another consequence of humans having been granted the right 
to own things is that we have become addicted to having that 
right. The highest form of human irrationality is our desire to 
own things, a desire that persists, despite both the spiritual al-
ienation it immediately creates, and the chaos to which it even-
tually leads. Indeed, it is because we are feeling beings, not ra-
tional ones, that we are vulnerable to addictions. And ownership 
is the ultimate addiction. As happens with any addiction, the 
pleasure we take in owning things renders us blind to the con-
sequences—alienation and chaos. Keep in mind that the need to 
satisfy feelings is the inspiration for all thoughts. Because satis-
fying feelings is the conscious mind’s singular goal, the reason-
ing required to satisfy them doesn’t have to be rational! 

But, in one important sense, comparing owning things to a drug 
addiction is unfair. People don’t have to take drugs to survive. 
As institutional dependents, on the other hand, our addiction to 
the “drug of ownership” is forced upon us, because posses-
sions, property, and the prosperity associated with them, are the 
only source of survival and respectability for modern humans.      

There are No Rational Solutions to our Problems 

If we were the rational beings we think we are, none of the con-
sequences of ownership would have happened. We never would 
have instituted the practice of granting rights of ownership, in 
the first place, because any objective evaluation of our circum-
stances would have revealed the chaos to which ownership 
leads, as well as many of its other attending consequences. But, 
as a result of trusting our ability to reason, instead of our feel-
ings—which are grounded in millions of years of genetically ac-
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cumulated wisdom—here we are, buried in this mess with no 
clue about how to get out.  

Ironically, because we are feeling beings, we must rely on our 
feelings to get us out. We have only two options—trust our 
feelings, or trust our reason. Trusting reason is what got us here. 
Continuing to seek rational solutions to our problems can only 
bury us deeper.  

One example of how we keep burying ourselves deeper is the 
“rational solution” offered by communism. We have noted how 
the right to own property, granted under capitalism, leads to a 
few people eventually owning everything, then, to the chaos of 
revolution. Communism’s rational solution to avoid the eventual 
chaos caused by capitalism, is to institute a system in which the 
state owns everything. How has that rational solution worked 
out for humanity?  

In the same way, the nuclear family is universally accepted in 
our society, as a rational solution to the question of how to or-
ganize family relationships. But, it is a rational solution that’s 
not working out so well, either. Again, we need to trust our feel-
ings, and this is not rocket science: By common sense, alone, we 
can clearly see that intimacy comes only when we trust our rela-
tionships to our feelings, not to some idealized notion of how 
we think relationships should be. Back when our ancestors insti-
tutionalized human families, their rational minds overlooked 
some crucial things. A human family is not about satisfying 
men’s desire to guarantee their future needs by owning women 
and children. It’s not suited to being a legal instrument for estab-
lishing inheritance rights. A real family is about far more than 
just raising children.  

A human family is about survival, the survival of its members 
and, ultimately, the survival of our species. The fact that we 
moderns depend on money and law for survival, not Nature, 
does not change that. The instincts that inspire human behavior 
have been honed through millions of years of evolution, to ena-
ble pre-humans, then humans, to survive the natural world. Our 
instincts will never settle for family relationships that do not 
equip their members to survive the raw forces of Nature, 
whether we presently face those forces or not.  
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In the natural world, human families are, in effect, eternal. Peo-
ple’s lives flow through them. The family doesn’t appear with 
the signing of a contract, and then disappear with the death of 
one of the cosigners. Though, on occasion, members might join 
or leave, a real family is there to serve the needs of each of its 
members, in every moment of life from birth to death. One of 
the ways governments self-destruct is by funding social pro-
grams in their effort to artificially serve the human needs that 
real families serve naturally. In other words, governments de-
stroy themselves, by trying to be surrogates for the families that 
governments originally destroyed, by authorizing the right to 
own property.  

Indeed, the difference between a conservative and a liberal ide-
ology is that conservatives think our problems will be solved by 
not allowing the government to interfere with each individual’s 
right to amass wealth. Liberals, on the other hand, seek to solve 
our problems by taxing the wealthy to materially support the 
people who have lost out in this game of monopoly we have go-
ing on. (Show me how everyone around a table can simultane-
ously win at the game of Monopoly, and I will show you how 
capitalism can succeed.) 

All ideologies fail. The ideology of conservatism fails when a 
small percentage of the people own virtually everything, at 
which point the police and military become the protectors of 
the haves from the have-nots. For an example, picture revolu-
tionary Cuba in the mid-fifties. The ideology of liberalism fails 
because the massive debts accrued in support of the needy 
eventually destabilize the monetary system. Greece in 2016 ex-
emplifies that. Why not a good balance between the two? That 
would be like trying to stand a pencil on its point. There is 
nothing to maintain the balance. One side or the other always 
gains the advantage, causing the system to swing to and fro. The 
amplitude of the swings always seems to increase, until the situ-
ation is unrecoverable, at which point the system slaps to the 
ground. In essence, you rob Peter to pay Paul, and then vice 
versa, until the day comes when there’s nothing left to rob.  

We moderns become enslaved to one or the other of these 
ideologies, for one reason: Dysfunctional families. Dysfunction-
al families differ from functional ones in many respects, but 
principally, because they can’t take care of life. In functional 
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families, no one needs personal wealth to be happy, nor do they 
need assistance from governments to take care of their needs. 
Assistance is all around them.  

Unhappy homes, divorce, domestic violence, and the fact that 
over half of American adults now live alone, are not evidence of 
human failure. These aberrations are evidence of institutional 
failure. They are the result of institutionalizing family relationships 
that our souls cannot accept. “Irreconcilable differences,” a 
commonly used legal term, these days, highlights the fact that 
the soul’s desire has always been to serve life, as it has existed 
for eons, not some idealized notion of what modern people 
think life should be. 

We Face an Existential Choice: Trust Institutions, or Trust the 
Human Spirit 

Only when we understand the significance of the fact that we 
are feeling beings, not rational ones, can we recognize how hu-
manity has boxed itself into a corner, where we now face an ex-
istential choice. Our two options are mutually exclusive—the 
first keeping humanity on its current trajectory toward ultimate 
demise, the second, returning humanity to the natural balance in 
which human life flourished until only moments ago, in evolu-
tionary time.  

For thousands of years, humans born under the authority of in-
stitutional rule have, understandably, accepted the first choice. 
Yet, we have been perpetually blind to it: Consider all the nega-
tive consequences that institutional subjugation inflicts on our 
lives—the poverty, divorce, and loneliness, the unhappiness im-
posed by having to do things we despise, in order to make a liv-
ing, and the chaos to which it eventually leads! In the face of all 
that, we so-called modern humans spend our entire lives trying 
to make the best of things, never realizing there is a choice.  

But there is a choice, and it is clear: Do we continue pursuing 
happiness in wealth and privilege, or do we seek it in the inter-
dependent relationships through which humankind developed 
into the most highly evolved social species on earth? The two 
choices are mutually exclusive. They contradict one another, be-
cause the first choice requires that we trust our lives to institu-
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tions, and the second that we trust our lives to the human spirit. 
“No one can serve two masters…”—Mathew 6:24  

The choice cannot be made en masse. It will never appear on a 
ballot. It has to be made by each individual. And, because we 
are not rational beings, our rational minds are not capable of 
making the choice.  

The prerequisite for choosing to trust our lives to the human 
spirit is that we want to, that we feel like it. Feelings dictate our 
behavior, not reason. For instance, why do some people refuse 
to fly, despite the excellent safety record of airliners? It clearly 
has nothing to do with reason. It has everything to do with satis-
fying feelings. It’s because, for whatever reason—unknown 
even to them—they are afraid to fly.  

Like people who are afraid to fly, we have no direct control 
over how we feel. Consequently, we have no control over the 
choices we make, other than to decide which feeling to satisfy, 
amongst whatever feelings we may be experiencing at the time. 
It makes no sense to pass judgment on ourselves or others, 
based on the choices we make. Our choices—including our re-
fusal to trust the human spirit—are dictated by our need to sat-
isfy feelings. Our choices are not made by us. They are made for 
us. They are the result of our need to satisfy feelings emanating 
from our subconscious minds, in response to circumstances. 

When we choose not to trust the human spirit, we are acting 
like the people who are afraid to fly. Before institutions existed, 
the behavior inspired by the human spirit was solely responsible 
for the survival of our species. So you see, the human spirit has 
much more than an excellent safety record going for it. Only 
because the human spirit exists, does our species exist. And yet, 
we refuse to trust it. We distrust it, not because it hasn’t done 
enough to deserve our confidence, but because our minds are 
so pickled in institutional dependency that we don’t feel like trust-

ing the human spirit. Keep in mind that we are not rational, so 
the fact that we owe our existence to the human spirit makes no 
difference. All decisions are based on the need to satisfy feel-
ings, and, given the present state of our minds, we simply are 
afraid to trust the human spirit.   
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Reconnecting with Reality, Ourselves, and One Another, Will Re-
quire a Learning Experience 

Humanity is disconnected from reality because our brains are 
not serving their purpose, which is to sustain the life of our spe-
cies. Ownership has literally repurposed them, putting aside the 
millions of years of evolution that honed the process by which 
our brains produce the feelings that inspire humans to act in 
ways that serve the species. In their co-opted state, as creatures 
of institutional subjugation, our brains exist in utter denial of 
that core purpose. And they are stone blind to the fact that they 
are in denial. All those billions of neurons are working just the 
way they should, but they can’t see what’s happening to them. 
Our brains aren’t stupid. They are denying their own purpose, 
because, above all else, we need to survive. And right now that 
means being successful within the context of modern civiliza-
tion, which requires us to trust our future to legal claims, not to 
one another. 

If, however, a drastic change in our circumstances occurred, it 
could change how we feel. As a result, we could find ourselves 
trusting our lives to the human spirit, at which point we would 
be finding satisfaction in the moment. This would relieve us of 
having to keep optimism, hopes, and dreams alive. Dreams will 
never, nor have they ever, saved humanity. They are simply the 
means our brains use to patch up the emotional wounds we 
regularly suffer on our various treks to hell, the very wounds 
through which our instincts are trying to warn us that, regarding 
the issue of taking care of life, we are off course. 

What would happen, for example, if hell arrived in the form of a 
total collapse of the international monetary system, on which 
people the world over now depend for the resources we need to 
survive. Ironically, in what we think of as our worst nightmare, 
we might discover heaven. Without institutions to depend on, 
people would have no choice other than to reach out to one 
another in relationships of mutual trust. Though their material 
circumstances would be dire, they would learn, through placing 
their trust in the human spirit, that intimacy is the only real path 
to happiness, not dreaming of wealth and privilege.    

On the other hand, if we encountered a learning experience—as 
I have through my years of study, during which I became con-
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vinced of the essential role of feelings in realizing life’s objective 
of survival—that too could irrevocably change how we feel. 
Should any learning experience teach us the significance of the 
fact that we are feeling beings, not rational ones, we would then 
realize why we should trust our lives to the human spirit! When 
that day comes—when we feel the need to trust our lives to life 
itself—that will throw a switch in our minds, at which point our 
rational minds will apply themselves to the process for which 
evolution honed them—to seek happiness in the intimacy of in-
terdependent relationships, instead of owning things.  

Is it even possible to be happy without owning anything, you 
may ask? Well, humans have flourished on this planet for 
around 200,000 years. The age of the ruins of ancient temples 
and other places of worship are testament to the fact that the 
type of hierarchy that is required to authorize ownership, did 
not begin to appear until around 11 to 15 thousand years ago. 
So, for at least the first 180,000 years of human existence, no 
man or woman ever owned anything. Are we to presume that 
those people were unhappy? Quite the opposite, I think. You 
see, only they—and the members of the other species, that 
didn’t own anything either—were free to live in the moment. 
The freedom to live in the moment is the only freedom that can 
sustain life, the only freedom of value to the souls that animate 
all life.  

Destroying Happiness: The Perverse Inclination of the Institu-
tionalized Mind 

Since the earliest civilizations, wherever civilized people have 
encountered indigenous peoples living on land that civilized 
people wanted, we have callously wiped them out. If we are so 
civilized, how could we have done this? It has to do with the 
perilous limitations of our ability to reason. What in hindsight 
seems callous, was rational, at the time.  

Civilized people own property. Indigenous people don’t. Civi-
lized people see themselves as expressions of, and subject to, 
the laws of godlike institutions that grant those property rights. 
Indigenous people, on the other hand, see themselves as ex-
pressions of Nature. Yes, they’re subject to Nature’s laws, but 
they experience themselves as free. This is because Nature’s 
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laws do not refute human instincts. Indeed, instincts express Na-
ture’s laws.    

The civilized mind has no clue that Nature’s laws apply to hu-
mans. To the civilized mind, anyone living outside the control 
of our godlike institutions is lawless, amoral, and spiritually de-
praved. As our civilized ancestors saw them, indigenous people 
were of little significance, and—like Nature itself—to be used 
or discarded at will. To the institutionalized mind, annihilating 
indigenous people was a rational solution to a problem. The on-
ly feelings involved—feelings the rational mind was compelled 
to obey—were those of distaste, superiority, and arrogance.   

Consider that the sole distinction between a citizen and a slave, 
throughout all of civilized history has been the answer to this 
question: Does the individual have the right to own property? 
Our inability to display soul-felt respect for those who do not 
have property rights demonstrates, above all else, the degree to 
which the “drug of ownership” affects how our brains process 
information. What chance did indigenous people have against 
civilized ones who were so out of touch with reality that they 
were incapable even of recognizing indigenous people as hu-
man?  

Had we only known.  

But we didn’t know.  

The issue of life is happiness. We were destroying happiness 
and we didn’t know it. We thought we were destroying things 
that were of no significance, whatsoever.  

If Individuals Lived Without Institutions, Wouldn’t a Society of 
Millions Become Anarchical? 

As you suggest, it is possible, I suppose, for individual humans 
to drop out and live off the land, in order to avoid institutional 
dependency. But, humans evolved as a social species. We're not 
constituted, either emotionally or physically, to live off the land, 
as separate individuals. Being a social species means that we 
can’t know happiness or intimacy, nor can we ever experience 
the sense of commitment to life that our spirits long for, with-
out the close company and cooperation of others of our kind. 
The operative words, here, are “close” and “others,” for no 
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human is an island. Human survival requires the multiplication 
of individual capabilities, to ensure the species’ success. The 
evolutionary process long ago established the “survival unit” of 
all social species as a socially bonded group—not an individual, 
not a pair-bond, not a herd, and certainly not a mass society!  

Because individuals can’t survive alone, the type of chaos you 
alluded to—individuals going about doing their own things, to-
tally inconsiderate of the needs of others—can’t exist. It can’t 
exist in institutionalized life, because, to survive, we need to re-
spect the property rights imposed by instituted law. It can’t exist 
in natural life, because of our need to obey our instincts, which 
are rooted in our profound need and concern for others. But, 
by institutionalizing human relationships, we have created a 
unique kind of chaos—organized chaos, as I think of it. Orga-
nized chaos is what eventually brings nation-states down. And, 
in my estimation, organized chaos will eventually bring our spe-
cies down, should it continue.   

Trying to live in mass cultures, an attempt which—you’re 
right!—can only be facilitated by instituted laws, creates a man-
agement problem that no intelligence in the universe can solve. 
Our brains are large, because they evolved to inspire the many 
behaviors required for each individual to play his or her role in 
taking care of life. Chief among them is the unimaginably com-
plex task of maintaining order even in the small social groups, 
of 50 individuals or less, in which our primitive ancestors flour-
ished. Without institutions, how large do you think our brains 
would have to be to manage the intricacies of social order 
among millions or billions of individuals?!  

The point is that our brains simply aren’t large enough to man-
age mass cultures. That’s why a primary function of the institu-
tions, through which we presume the ability to live in mass cul-
tures, is to outlaw our brains’ innate sensibilities about social 
order, altogether. Our instincts must be kept off the table, be-
cause their sensibilities are in relentless conflict with the dictates 
of institutional life. The harshest example of how we are keep-
ing instincts at bay can be found in our institutionalization of 
family relationships. In effect, marriage outlaws the natural in-
stinct to live in intimate social groups, an instinct that evolved 
over eons, and was responsible for the organic social order un-
der which our species long flourished. Having outlawed our in-
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nate sensibilities, we are reduced to following only institutional 
prescriptions, and to do so by rote, while we manage the pain of 
our repressed emotions.  

By living in mass societies, we are staking human life on the un-
supported presumption that formularized behavior can sustain 
the life of our species, forever. It’s as if we think our species 
could sustain itself, if our brains could be replaced with com-
puters programmed to obey the laws. I wonder what our “com-
puter brains” would have us do when a few people owned eve-
rything. Having been programmed to exclusively obey the law, 
they wouldn’t have the sense to revolt. If they couldn’t find a 
place to live, or the resources needed to survive, they would 
probably just have us lie down and die. There's no law against 
that.   

Mass societies have demonstrated, throughout history, that they 
can maintain order via institutional prescriptions…for awhile. 
But, because the order they impose is artificial, it results neither 
in the happiness of relational intimacy that humans naturally 
crave, nor in the ultimate objective of our species—survival.  

Think about it. How can we expect to experience the happiness 
through which life rewards all beings for contributing to life’s 
success, when we are reduced to seeking personal success, in-
stead, by obeying artificially imposed laws? Only when function-
ing in our natural way, as the members of a social species, can 
we simultaneously serve our own real heartfelt needs, the real 
needs of those around us, and the needs of life, itself.  

Allowing us the freedom to take care of life is the only thing 
that can prevent chaos. Institutionalizing life, thus denying us 
that freedom, is the cause of chaos. 

What Would Keep People from Forming Factions and Power 
Brokering, Resulting in the Chaos Depicted in “The Lord of the 
Flies?”  

When men asserted the right to own things, that was the birth 
of the “Lord of the Flies” scenario that you describe, but no 
one realized it at the time. We think of the lord of the flies sce-
nario as the definition of outright chaos. We think that human 
civilization has organized our world against chaos, but, in truth, 
civilized human life has chaos built into it, a chaos manifested in 
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factionalism and inevitable self destruction. The way it is orga-
nized, human civilization pits people against each other. It cre-
ates a world of factionalism that separates us, both collectively 
and individually, afflicting all relationships, from nations to in-
dividuals.  

The moment men formed the first coalition, through which 
they claimed the right to own women—or to own anything—
each one of them became subject to the power wielded by that 
coalition. Today, that subjugation extends to every man on 
earth. It also extends to every woman on earth, to whatever ex-
tent that woman has gained her civil rights—specifically, the 
right to own property. And that is the world in which we all 
now live. We adhere to its institutionally imposed rules in order 
to qualify for the power that the rules permit us to accrue, in the 
form of wealth and privilege. To the extent we succeed in accru-
ing personal wealth, we are all powerbrokers, under the rules.  

As things now stand, our personal success—man or woman—is 
largely the measure of how much power we are able to broker 
in terms of wealth. And we view our collective success, as a mass 
society, in terms of how much power we broker, as a nation. 
This power is the measure of our ability to impose, on the rest 
of the world, the religious and/or secular beliefs, on which our 
institutions stand. And it exists, forever, as a moveable, a 
changeable power, a power capable of being lost. Hence, the 
anxiety that civilized people suffer as a result of believing that 
security resides in being either the most dominate, or allied with 
the most dominate, power broker on earth.  

There are now hundreds of nation-states, each one claiming 
sovereignty. But, the state’s claim of sovereignty, through which 
it presumes to be in control forever (the contracts that states au-
thorize, keep in mind, have no termination date) can be sus-
tained only for awhile. All “sovereign” states, in due time, are 
eliminated by insurrection or war. States are justified because 
their subjects believe that they can produce rational solutions to 
the problems that face the populace. But states are predisposed 
to failure, because there is simply no rational solution to the 
problem that eventually develops, once the state grants people 
the right to own property. What does the state do when a few 
people own everything? That question is of even more serious 
concern, now that modern technology has “gifted” states with 
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weapons of mass destruction. When hundreds of states claim 
sovereignty, it creates the perfect “Lord-of-the-Flies” scenar-
io—in its most devastating and frightening manifestation.  

Consider these words by Yanni, during his World Without Bor-

ders Concert. PBS 12.01.15  

“I remember, a few years ago, I was watching this astronaut from the 

space shuttle talking about his experiences in space… And talking about 

what earth looked like to him from above. A lot of his ideas and thoughts 

over the years are now echoed by the astronauts in the international 

space station right now. What they’re saying is that when they are look-

ing at earth from above, they’re having a hard time telling countries 

apart from each other…because the lines that lay on the maps are not on 

the ground. 

It’s a great point, isn’t it. Those lines really don’t exist. And human be-

ings have been using them since the beginning of time in order to commit 

aggression and violence on one another. And all the lines on the 

maps…completely made up, anyway…and they perpetuate this illusion 

that somehow we’re all different form each other. Well, I dream of a day 

when all lines fade away and we finally realize that we’re all one people 

living on this one magical beautiful place called earth” 

How true. Indeed, those lines on our maps are not real! But, 
then neither are legal identities. Our “paper” identities are so 
unreal that, to have one, we must spend most of our private and 
public lives pretending we are something we aren’t. That is a 
pretention to which we are so habituated that we don’t realize 
we are pretending. We don’t do this by free will. We have no 
option other than to pretend. As things stand, there is no place 
on this planet for the human beings we really are. “All the world 
is a stage,” said Shakespeare, at least all the institutionalized 
world.  

Those lines on the map, the ones that don’t exist on the ground, 
graphically illustrate how our legal identities separate us and in-
spire the violence we moderns commit against one another. I 
spent most of my professional career developing electronic de-
vices to facilitate our nation’s ability to deliver weapons of mass 
destruction, for the purpose of protecting the very institutions 
through which I was being paid for my services. My counter-
part, in the U.S.S.R., who, by Nature’s standards, could have 
been my brother, was doing the same thing. And I thought I 
was making the world a better place, which I presume was also 
true of him.  
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Talk about the mindlessness of a cat chasing its tail! I was in it 
up to my ears. But, I’m not blaming myself. I had no clue. And 
I’m not blaming anyone else, whether they have a clue, or not. 
We all have to serve the monetary system, and advancing tech-
nology is a proficient way to do it. Besides, if I had decided not 
to do it, there would have been plenty of others ready to step in 
and take my place. In that sense, we are all powerless. Given in-
stitutional dependency, it doesn’t matter what any of us do. 
Those lines will remain on our maps, and all the implications of 
their presence will remain in full bloom, as long as we depend 
on institutions to survive.  

Amid the hubris of burgeoning human societies, Nature’s un-
deniable ultimate sovereignty has been forgotten, for thousands 
of years. That sovereignty is Nature’s irresistible force, the very 
force to which we owe our existence. This is what Jesus was try-
ing to tell us 2000 years ago, when he proclaimed, before Pilot, 
that there was a power far greater than Rome’s. His effort to get 
mankind to stop “chasing its tail” cost him his life, a life he will-
ingly surrendered, on behalf of the suffering being visited on all 
mankind, at the hands of hundreds of false sovereigns. 

Jesus realized, it seems to me, that Nature’s sovereignty is made 
manifest through natural laws that govern the life of every spe-
cies on earth. These “laws of life” are unique for each species. 
They are revealed, by emotions, to each individual creature. 
They are its inborn guide for what to do, or not do, in response 
to every situation it encounters. Among the members of most 
social species, it is the females who make these laws of life man-
ifest. Through their natural social bonds as females, they satisfy 
their need for mutual support in raising their young. In so do-
ing, they form the essential core of family units wedded, as they 
are, to the laws of life. Their natural sensibilities exert a power-
ful spiritual authority that organically maintains order, within 
each group, and among groups. This pattern of behavior is ex-
emplified by female elephants and lions.  

Among humans, the institutionalization of men’s right to own 
women destroyed these naturally bonded sisterhoods, wiping 
out the laws of life, as they apply to social order, among hu-
mans. A huge blow. As a result of men forming coalitions to au-
thorize their right to own women, the forces of Nature that cre-
ated us lost control of us, a situation not conducive to happi-
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ness, or to our species’ survival. By owning women, men de-
stroyed Nature’s sovereignty over human existence. They un-
knowingly unleashed, on our species, the “Lord-of the-Flies” 
scenario in which each of us innocently participates, today.   

Because they are mutually exclusive, female and male authority 
cannot coexist. Male authority is expressed through the hierar-
chies that are inherent to mass societies. Female authority, on 
the other hand, is expressed through the intimacy of interde-
pendent relationships. The two cannot coexist, because hierar-
chies destroy intimacy. Male authority is focused on the future, 
in which case, the end always justifies the means. Female au-
thority applies to the present. Take care of now, and the future 
will take care of itself.  

For Nature to regain control of human existence, it is necessary 
for women to reassert their natural spiritual authority. Whether 
sparked by a realization within, or by the opportunity presented 
when institutions collapse, I believe it is possible that just a few 
women would be capable of doing that? To do it, they would 
have to divorce themselves entirely from what instituted law has 
told women for thousands of years—that making a lifetime 
commitment to a man is necessary to have a child. The dysfunc-
tional nature of the legal arrangement called marriage is evident 
in the unhappiness, family breakups, and child and spousal 
abuse that have become rife in modern society.  

Those women would also have to free themselves, spiritually, by 
renouncing all personal legal identities. And how would women 
do that? As I see it, the key issue isn’t how to do it, but wanting 
to do it. It’s going to take a learning experience to create the 
necessary spark, and that’s not something you can make hap-
pen. It comes when it comes. And each of the women (as well 
as the men who show up to support them) must experience it 
individually, because, if the reassertion of natural order is to 
happen, the learning required to inspire it must occur in each 
individual involved.  

It’s not that people aren’t ripe for the profound change of 
which I speak. We all know there is something wrong. The pain, 
discord, alienation, and anxieties that seem inherent to our pre-
sent existence make that crystal clear. Though the epiphany we 
require can’t be guaranteed, there is no reason to believe it 
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won’t occur. The pressures on the side of making it happen are 
constantly increasing. The fruit of that epiphany, if it happens, 
to those few women of whom we peak, will be the renewed 
upwelling of a natural desire that every individual once took for 
granted. I speak of the innate human desire—currently blocked 
by institutions—to trust our lives to our own spirits, and the 
spirits of those around us. As they form, anew, the core of a 
natural human family, those women will have rediscovered the 
simple recipe, long hidden from modern humans, for experienc-
ing the intimacy and connectedness that typified human life, as 
it thrived for the tens of thousands of years, before institutions 
changed everything.  

The lost sisterhoods through which the laws of human life are 
made manifest were once the great moderating force, among 
humans. This is not to say that even their spiritual authority re-
sults in perfect social order. In Nature, where everything is a 
work in progress, even order continually evolves. Absent the 
spiritual authority of those sisterhoods, however, there is no vi-
able reference for order, among humans, at all.  

Sisterhoods, among both social animals and humans, share the 
most important ingredient for order, territorial sensibility. It 
combines readiness to defend your own territory, and to show 
respect the territory of others. Women are territorial, because 
evolution honed them for maintaining the order required for 
them to raise their young. For men, on the other hand, the most 
important issue of life is the question of identity—that is, “How 
important am I?” So, when men found self-importance in man-
aging their hierarchical systems, they removed all reference for 
making or respecting territorial claims. In other words, under 
male rule might makes right. And, instead of the land being the 
resource for all life, it is like everything else, a commodity sub-
ject to power brokering.  

The necessity to own property, in order to have a place to live, 
defines our lives, because male hierarchical systems rule modern 
civilization. But, like it or not, nobody's rules change the fact 
that we are part of the natural world. Once upon a time, when 
humans lived close to the earth and the other species, we estab-
lished territorial homes, as they did, and shared the earth's re-
sources, according to the sensibilities of the human soul. That 
was the way that came naturally to us, before manmade rules 
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reprogrammed our brains to function in the modern human ter-
rarium governed by laws and technology. If sisterhoods can be 
reestablished, we can return to being the people who thrived in 
concert with our inborn spirits. Individual success would once-
more be social acceptance, not one's aptitude for brokering 
power.  

Most importantly, with sisterhoods in control, we could again 
trust our future to the inborn sensibilities unique to each of our 
brains. We would be spared the mindlessness of trusting order 
to the 4,400 words that make up the U. S. Constitution, that is 
the foundation for the millions of laws that now govern this 
land, or, in the case of ancient civilizations, to the dictates of the 
firstborn of the previous king.  

Your Analysis of what Jesus was Attempting to do is Close to 
What I Learned when I was a Theology Student. Though he 
Didn’t Support Institutions, He was Not, as you Assert, Against 
Them  

I appreciate that comment. I have long held that Jesus is the on-
ly figure of historical prominence who had any clue regarding 
what is actually happening to us humans. I trust there must have 
been many others, because what happened is remarkably simple, 
once you see it. But the story of their lives never gained promi-
nence.  

I equate God with Nature. In other words, the forces of Nature 
created us. If others want to refer to Nature as God, I take no 
issue with that. So, what did God/Nature give us? It gave us 
our existence, our emotions, and a planet to live on. The ques-
tion, as you put it, so well, is: Are we appreciating what God has 
given us? Well, every time we lie about our feelings of the mo-
ment, which we do in virtually every instance that we broker 
power, we are failing to appreciate the emotions that God gave 
us. And, when we do things that are destructive to the planet, 
which we do every time we drive to work in the morning, we 
are not appreciating the planet that God gave us to live on. 

If we were appreciating the planet God gave us, we would be 
living close to God, and acquiring our resources by living on the 
land. As a person who depends on money for all my material 
needs, I am—by definition—brokering power. I do this without 
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having a clue how the tens of thousands of dollars I spend an-
nually affect the planet. Even if I suspect that the effects are 
devastating, I have no viable option, as the subject of a mone-
tary system, other than to continue spending money for the sake 
of my survival—free will or no free will.  

It’s common knowledge that one of the most effective ways to 
solve the crimes that humans commit against one another, is to 
follow the money. Likewise, to understand the crimes we com-
mit against Nature—and against the other species who share 
God’s gift of this planet with us—all we need do is follow the 
money. Brokering power, by using money, is so central to habi-
tat destruction that, without money, humans could not possibly 
have the power to denature this planet. The question that I—
and anyone else who would like to join me—would ask the 
world is this: Is money compatible with human existence? With 
all due respect for the situation in which all of us presently find 
ourselves, I don’t think so.  

Your comment suggests that Jesus was concerned only with 
spiritual issues, and that he had no feelings about institutions. 
But I believe he did. Indeed, when brought before Pilot, Jesus 
could have saved his life and spared himself the pain and shame 
of the crucifixion, simply by recognizing Rome as sovereign. 
But he didn’t! How could he possibly have made it more clear, 
how he felt about institutions? And he was right. Rome is gone. 
Nature is still here. And in my view, it will always be here, re-
gardless of what happens to our institutions—or for that mat-
ter, to our species.   

___________ 

My hope, in responding to my friend’s critique, has been to call 
the reader’s attention to the possibility that the very institutions 
we trust to prevent chaos are actually the cause of it. We think 
we must control the indefinite future, via the authority of insti-
tuted law, when in fact the future cannot be controlled. As a re-
sult of that misguided effort, our minds have gotten wrong vir-
tually everything else about life. Our most problematic error oc-
curred when men elevated the authority of the written word 
over that of the human spirit. In doing so, men superseded the 
authority of the sisterly bonds that naturally maintain order 
among humans, by placing themselves in control.  
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It is problematic, also, that we civilized beings find meaning in 
trying to establish future certainty, when the very certainty we 
seek destroys meaning. The well-known humanist philosopher, 
Eric Fromm, expressed a view that parallels my own when he 
said, “The quest for certainty blocks the search for meaning. Uncertain-

ty is the very condition to impel man to unfold his powers.”  But, in his 
book, The Art of Loving, he seems to contradict himself, by trying 
to make love a certainty. He says, “Love is a decision, it is a judg-

ment, it is a promise. If love were only a feeling, there would be no basis 

for the promise to love each other forever. A feeling comes and it may 

go. How can I judge that it will stay forever, when my act does not in-

volve judgment and decision.”  

Here, he is acting as though he were a spokesman for institu-
tions. By claiming that love is intentional, not a feeling, he is 
saying that we are rational beings who can decide to love and to 
promise love, not feeling beings to whom love comes unbidden, 
and leaves the same way. He is saying that, by the force of rea-
son, alone, we can control love. In saying this he aligns himself 
with every institution in existence by ignoring the significance of 
feelings—particularly, the significance of the fact that feelings 
change. He implies that, if we are true to our wedding vows, we 
can make love a certainty. But, if certainty blocks the search for 
meaning, then can love have meaning if it is a certain?  

Indeed, how can anything have meaning that is certain? Would 
sports events have meaning if their outcomes were certain? A 
Twilight Zone episode once had fun with the idea of certainty. 
In the protagonist’s afterlife, the Devil informed him that the 
punishment for his misdeeds would be that he could have any-
thing he wanted. “Wow! That’s my punishment,” the guy ex-
claimed excitedly in disbelief. As the show progressed, it be-
came evident that having anything you wanted at any moment 
you wanted it, or having certainty—as Fromm might refer to 
it—is Hell! Indeed, certainty ended up driving the Twilight 
Zone character crazy.  

That’s how I feel about civilization. To whatever extent civiliza-
tion can create certainty, it is Hell. It is the hell of living in a 
world where everything becomes a mindless routine, where the 
natural process of life, in effect, have been halted. If civilization 
could in fact realize its apparent goal of absolute and eternal 
certainty, the result would be absolute and eternal hell. But, 
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when civilization’s attempts to create certainty inevitably fail, 
that too is hell. It’s just hell of a different kind, the hell of mind-
less chaos and destruction. 

So, Hell, as I see it, is the mindlessness imposed by certainty. It is 
also the mindlessness to which the human spirit is driven in its 
inevitable revolt against any and all attempts to realize a certain 
world. What, then, is Heaven? Heaven is the mindfulness of liv-
ing in the moment. It is the mindfulness of accepting life as un-
certain. It the mindfulness of acknowledging that life’s meaning 
lies in its uncertainties.   

People who believe in institutions are invested in the idea of 
certainty. They fear the uncertainty that would result from the 
free expression of human emotions, and see it as the ultimate 
threat to life. I am on the other side. I believe that any attempt 
to corral emotions on behalf of certainty is the ultimate threat 
to life. Philosophically, this puts me about as far apart from the 
rest of the world as possible, which might explain why many 
find it difficult to accept my views. Indeed, at times I feel like a 
voice crying in the wilderness. 

In closing, let me note: I don’t know whether my friend is right, 
or I am, regarding these matters. I feel I’m right, but that is un-
avoidable, because of the way the brain functions. As feeling be-
ings, we have no choice other than to value as truth what we feel 

to be the truth. The fact is, no matter how certain we are of our 
beliefs about the future, only the future contains the truth. And, 
since the future hasn’t happened, yet, it’s not telling. Despite 
our differences, I thank my friend for sharing his views.  

If, like Michael J Fox, we could hitch a ride in Christopher 
Lloyd’s DeLorean time machine, we could transpose ourselves a 
thousand years into the future. Then, we could know who’s 
right. If, in that future, there are humans, but no institutions—
or if there are no humans at all—then I am right. On the other 
hand, if we find that future humans have successfully amassed 
the resources required to colonize a planet orbiting the next star 
beyond the sun, then I will be proven wrong.  

If it should happen that there are no humans, one thousand 
years from now, then there will be no one to care who was right 
or wrong. The whole issue of human existence will simply have 
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imploded—returned to the nothingness from whence we 
came—except for the massive stacks of abandoned junk still ly-
ing around. But mankind’s ultimate survival is not the issue. The 
issue is what we do, and how we feel, while we are here. Do we 
feel happiness? How well do we treat ourselves and those 
around us? How well do we treat the other species who share 
Nature’s gift of life with us? How well do we treat the planet 
that sustains us all?  

If we, as sisterhoods and brotherhoods, can break out of our 
encapsulated institutional lives, we will naturally embrace their 
opposite, a way of life in which we need no personal legal iden-
tity to survive. We will trust our lives to the human spirit as 
manifested through our own feelings, and through the feelings 
of those around us. When we place our trust in the human spir-
it, life rewards us with immediate intimacy. For a social species, 
intimacy is happiness. 

When loving, and being loved, there is no need to look for satis-
faction in the future—whether it comes from the accumulation 
of wealth, the promise of the hereafter, or technology’s promise 
that mankind will someday inhabit the universe. That is the test 
for happiness, you see. If we are not looking for satisfaction in 
the future, it is because we are finding it in the present. It is be-
cause we are happy.  

Another Friend Questions my Views 

I sent Bill’s questions and my answer to another friend Bob. I 
received another substantive set of comments which are below. 
My response follows them. 

Hi Chet, 

I've told you in the past that I believe some of your key claims are 
based on no evidence beyond your deep conviction that they must be 
true. In fact, you continue to use a tone that borders on suggesting 
that disagreement with you must be an indication of a less developed 
mind. That there's something obviously true about the statements 
you make about men, women, patriarchy, matriarchy, Jesus, the 
workings of history, etc.  

Yet you continue to make grandiose claims about such things with no 
supporting evidence. You are asking the reader to accept your out-
look because it makes such terrific sense to you. This gives your writ-
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ing a circular feel, with your thought as the only relevant standard of 
judgment from beginning to end. But in the areas I mentioned, every 
claim is open to serious question, as I hope to show you. I wish you 
would dip into some of the work others have done so you can under-
stand you are joining a tradition of "wondering," you are not invent-
ing it. 

In the interest of brevity, let's start with your understanding of Jesus, 
since you imply you and he think along similar lines. Where do you 
get your information about Jesus? How do you know what's histori-
cal and what's mythical? You link yourself to him tightly, make large 
claims about his opinions on many issues and conclude that your in-
terpretation of his thought, however you got it, must be singularly 
correct. Throughout your text you tell how many institutions, such as 
law, have led humanity away from its true nature, citing Jesus as per-
haps the first person to have such an outlook. However, consider 
this: 

In the King James version of the N.T., (beginning at Mathew 5:17) 
you'll find, "Think not that I have come to destroy the law, or the 
prophets. I have not come to destroy, but to fulfill." 

"For verily I say unto you, Till heaven and earth pass, one jot or one 
tittle shall in no wise pass from the law, till all laws be fulfilled. 

Whosoever therefore shall break one of these least commandments, 
and shall teach men so, he shall be called the least in the kingdom of 
heaven, but whosoever shall do and teach [them], the same shall be 
called great in the kingdom of heaven." 

Can you tell the reader the meaning of these passages? Since you 
claim alignment with Jesus’ thinking and your own about law, it 
seems to me you are obligated to. And you know he was called "Rab-
bi," so the law in question is Jewish law. I suggest you and he are far 
apart on matters of the institution of law, especially when you write 
"We should be possessed...by the mindset of Jesus.... if we are ever to 
re-enter Eden, which you equate with humanity's natural state. And 
judging by the evidence of the New Testiment, Jesus clearly did not 
identify God with nature. His God was the God of the Bible, what 
Christians but not Jews, call the "Old Testament." 

I find there's a strong either/or tone to much of your writing, which I 
happen to believe is usually present in writers I call "truthists." Of 
course, their claims, we are told, are the truth of what they discuss, so 
other perspectives must not be. As in, "We have only two options—
trust our feelings, or trust our reason." Surely you know that philoso-
phers have been grappling with all the issues you discuss about the in-
terrelationship of feelings and reasoning. I sometimes wonder how you 
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deal with the issue of human behaviors that are driven by feelings or 
impulses over which an individual has little or no control. The damage 
done by unleashed feelings can be extensive, as you well know. In in-
timate relationships we call it spousal battering. You can think of all 
kind of other examples. So I'd say your definitions of both feelings and 
rationality are overly thin and general. And the great irony, of course, is 
that your reasoning is at the heart of your work. 

Now it's late, so I've decided to supply you with other approaches to 
your topics, if only to help you delve more deeply into areas that have 
been your main agenda for as long as I've known you. You'll find 
links to patriarchy/matriarchy, history, evolution and more, should 
you ever desire to see what others have devoted to their lives to un-
derstanding. I offer them (and my words above) because I think your 
work is fascinating. Otherwise, I wouldn't respond at such length.  

All the best, 

Bob 

 

Note: In fairness to my friend, he did not feel that my reply (which 
follows) answered ,or even addressed, the essential questions he put 
to me about my work.  

 
 

_____________________ 

 

Bob,  

Thanks for looking at my document and for your well-considered 
notes on it. Readers can feel more confidence in new ideas, when 
writers supply references to support their opinions, so I wish I could 
include them, as you suggest. But I am talking about a paradigm shift 
in human thought, a different perspective on the nature of our pur-
pose here, a purpose for which there are no references of which I am 
aware. In my thinking, I have gone back to that most elemental ques-
tion about the purpose of human existence, and sought to explain 
how humanity arrived at the particular package of understandings 
that define the nature and quality of life for every human being on 
earth. 

Einstein lamented the fact that we were put here, but weren't told our 
purpose for being here. When you think about it, life serves no pur-
pose. Like the animals, we are born. We live. We propagate. And we 
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die. With perpetuity, the cycle unfolds—before us, after us, and in 
places known and unknown. Yet, unlike the animals, modern human 
beings live in a civilized world of our own making. We live largely 
apart from Nature. Was this a conscious choice? Or did it happen by 
default, back in more primitive times, as human minds began to as-
sert their own finite judgment over Nature's? 

Yes, there are many documents that question the viability of civiliza-
tion, itself, noting the historical fact that all civilizations eventually 
fall. But I've never found one that explains what caused civilization, 
in the first place!  

As far as I know, few would disagree with Thoreau's famous quote, 
"Most men lead lives of quiet desperation and go to the grave with 
the song still in them." But no one has ever suggested that Thoreau 
was speaking of a desperation that is entirely unnecessary. It seems to 
have occurred to no one that the emotional pain Thoreau describes is 
caused by the very institutions through which civilization orders, and 
attempts to protect, our lives. I know of no one who has attempted 
to describe in further detail the nature of the emotional pain to which 
Thoreau called our attention. To my knowledge, no one has yet con-
nected that emotional pain with the pervasiveness of the heavy insti-
tutional hand that civilization places on each human spirit.  

I believe I am virtually alone in recognizing how serious is the ques-
tion of whether civilization, itself, is the cause of human unhappi-
ness—individually, and also collectively, in the form of humanity's 
worst problems. I am fairly certain that I am alone in recognizing 
what initially caused civilization, which is men granting one another 
the right to own things. So, I am not surprised when people are frus-
trated by the dearth of references to support my views. I am fully 
aware of the natural human bias against questioning the civilization 
into which we were born, and naturally take as a given. I see clearly 
how the fruits of our modern technological prowess make it seem ob-
vious that we are going in the right direction, notwithstanding the om-
nipresence and intractability of the kinds of problems civilized people 
and their societies uniquely face—lack of intimacy, unhappiness, lone-
liness, anxiety, greed, addictions disaffected family relationships, 
spousal abuse, class consciousness, religious and ideological factional-
ism, violent and nonviolent crime, terrorism, insurrection, international 
conflicts, habitat destruction, and the eventual cataclysmic failure of 
every civilization's institutional structure. 

We are taught that all of these are failings of human nature. But are 
they? In essence, I am proposing a reasoned explanation for the mul-
tiplicity of predicaments to which every civilization has historically 
been subject. I believe it is important to question the wisdom of lay-
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ing blame on the very spirits that animate us for the miseries and suf-
ferings that have plagued all human civilizations. Are we so unlike the 
animals that our spirits are somehow flawed, while theirs are not?  Or 
have we so completely subjected ourselves to the rules and dictates 
intrinsic to institutions that our habit of acquiescence has gradually 
turned us against our own souls?   

If this is true, as I believe it is, it is urgent that we question whether 
the development of human civilization has helped, or gravely 
harmed, humanity. I have reason to believe incalculable harm has 
been, and is being, done, not only to every living soul, but to the hu-
man species, itself. If I am right, the stakes couldn't be higher. They 
warrant the bluntest kind of sincerity, in addressing the negative con-
sequences that civilization may well have caused us to visit upon our-
selves.  

That is why I ask the reader to entertain this reasoned explanation—
strange and unfamiliar as it may seem—and to consider how it reso-
nates, in the light of his or her own life experiences. I ask that be-
cause I believe the most profound truth resides, not in anyone’s 
words, but in each one of us. When it resonates, we know it, without 
being told.  

So, let me address some of your specific comments. Regarding your 
concern that my arguments are circular and open to question, I agree. 
I am writing about my beliefs, not facts. There is no proof for any 
belief, because the future in which the proof resides has not yet oc-
curred. As for being circular, all arguments regarding beliefs are circu-
lar. Brains create beliefs to quell their anxieties about the uncertain-
ties of the indefinite future. So, once the brain accepts a belief in 
which it finds relief from anxiousness—such as belief in the institu-
tion of marriage—it can sustain relief by accepting only arguments 
that reinforce that belief. In the process of perpetuating the comfort 
it finds in beliefs, the brain becomes stone blind to any argument or 
evidence that refutes them. That is circularity! And, as you pointed 
out, my brain is as subject to that phenomenon as anyone else’s.  

As with any thesis, or proposition, my arguments are based on core 
axioms that I believe, without exception, explain all human behavior. 
Admittedly, they are simple. But I am excited, rather than discour-
aged, by their simplicity. Yes, human behavior is complex, but, like all 
observed phenomena, its essence is reducible to simple principles. 
Didn’t Copernicus change everything with his redefinition of the rela-
tionship of the earth to the sun. And why was it eventually accepted? 
Because it was the simplest explanation that most closely accounted 
for observed phenomena—for how things are. I believe that my axi-
oms provide the simplest explanation for the observable phenomena  
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of  human behavior. I know the world is not going to leap to accept 
my conclusion, but I trust that there will be a few people who find 
that my explanation resonates strongly with their own life experience. 
They’re going to recognize in my descriptions their own recurring 
sense that something very important is missing from human life. My 
hope is that these people will be the beginning of a revolution in hu-
man behavior—not an armed revolution, but a revolutionary change 
in how people are with one another. I envision a reawakening whose 
participants are more concerned with being, than with having.  

The core axioms that underlie my beliefs are:   

 When people are free to be true to their feelings of the moment, 
they are emotionally honest, and relate to one another and to the 
habitat in ways that enable our species to thrive.  

 When humans believe they can guarantee individual future well-
being, through allowing one another to own things, they are 
planners, schemers, pretenders, conquerors, believers and dream-
ers, and their relationships are so dysfunctional that they ensure 
our species’ eventual demise.   

The people for whom these axioms resonate will find in them an ex-
planation for modern man’s emotional isolation, failed relationships, 
greed, anxiety, and for our propensity to destroy the habitat. A few 
women might do something that, in the institutionalized world, has 
heretofore been unthinkable. They might decide to place their trust in 
the free human spirit. If so, they would trust their lives to other 
women without separate monetary identities, and without plans re-
garding anything other than the immediate future. The wellbeing of 
each woman and her children would then be as one with all the oth-
ers. After thousands of years of institutional rule, they would be the 
first women on earth to be free to live as humans have evolved to 
live. They would live in the moment by depending on the people 
around them to survive. If the happiness of relational intimacy, stable 
family relationships, and the absence of religious or secular beliefs 
were the result, many more people might be inspired to follow in 
their footsteps—maybe eventually the whole world. All of this could 
happen without anyone ever knowing whether the two axioms on 
which my beliefs are grounded were right or wrong. The animals 
don’t know, and their species continue to flourish.  

Regarding my failure to consider the work of others, if you can give 
me references of writings based on the above axioms, I will be very 
interested. Otherwise, according to my brain, anything that has been 
written is beside the point. For me to study previous documents in 
order to advance my theories on human behavior would be like Co-
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pernicus finetuning his theory about the movements of the planets, 
by studying documents written before he discovered that the sun, not 
the earth, was the center of the solar system. That discovery rendered 
all previous documents concerning planetary movements obsolete. If 
I am right that feelings of the moment express our species’ survival 
wisdom—which is the only presumption I can go on if I am going to 
write anything—then it, too, renders obsolete all previous documents 
concerning why humans behave as we do.   

I am not interested in writing a review of historical opinions about 
human behavior, all based on what I view as erroneous presump-
tions, or, no generally agreed upon presumption at all. Religions ex-
plain human behavior by proclaiming that we are inherently evil. To 
realize our purpose, we must serve God by obeying prescribed com-
mandments. As for secular opinions regarding purpose, there seems 
to be no consensus at all. How can humans arrive at a coherent un-
derstanding on why we do the things we do, without first arriving at a 
consensus on why we exist—that is, an organizing principle for the 
behavior being studied? I am proposing that the purpose of our lives 
is the same as that of all other beings, to play our role in contributing 
to the success of our species. My hope is that what I see as life’s pur-
pose will someday become the consensus that undergirds all future 
studies of human behavior, whether that consensus originates from 
my work, or that of others—and I say that in all seriousness, despite 
knowing that many will see it as unrealistic or grandiose.   

According to my axioms, life’s purpose is not to arrive at some desir-
able prescribed end. This is why instituted laws are not viable. They 
exist to realize idealized ends. Laws against murder exist to realize a 
culture without killings, for instance. But life’s purpose cannot be 
found in an ideal society, whatever we think that might entail. Life’s 
purpose is about the journey. It’s about the joy found in helping one 
another manage the uncertainties and risks along the way.  

When we attend to the immediate needs of those around us as re-
vealed to us, not by prescribed law, but by the wisdom of our souls, 
we are serving life. We become immersed in purpose. So, how do we 
know we are fulfilling the purpose for which we were born? We 
know it when the question of why we are here ceases to exist.  

You mentioned that impulsive actions can be damaging. Yes they 
can, particularly when engaged in by people who are subject to insti-
tutionally imposed obligations, as exemplified by the issue of marital 
battery that you mentioned. To me, spousal violence is one of the 
ways the human spirit rebels against obligations inherent to institu-
tionally defined relationships. The degree of unhappiness and abuse 
that result from these unnatural obligations is a measure of how seri-
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ous the human spirit takes its obligation to be true to life. Personal 

relationships are the lifeblood of any social species! How can anyone 
contribute to our species’ success, and live a life that makes sense, 
when our relationships are governed by anything other than the free 
human spirit?  

Though they can be damaging, impulsive reactions contribute to our 
species’ wellbeing far more than they harm it. Otherwise, they 
wouldn’t exist. An example of an impulsive reaction is a soldier plac-
ing himself over a live grenade to save his buddies. If he stopped to 
think about it, there would be a lot more than one dead soldier laying 
around, whatever his eventual decision might have been. Saving his 
buddies is an example of living in the moment. It demonstrates that, 
when living in the moment, the moment is all we need. A soldier’s 
impulse to sacrifice himself for the sake of his friends is based on the 
innate human desire to contribute to his species' success by attending 
to the needs of the people he cares about, not to serve the state that 
ordered him to be in that situation in the first place.  

As for Jesus, I often do refer to the story of his life. But, if the story 
did not exist it would not change what I believe. I refer to the story, 
while I ignore most other historical references, because many features 
of it are in concert with my axioms. Admittedly, I cherry pick. For in-
stance, according to the story, Jesus said it is easier for a camel to 
pass through the eye of a needle, than for a rich man [a property 
owner] to enter heaven. Other things that Jesus is reported to have 
said, and which support my views about ownership are: “To enter 
heaven, we should come as little children” [little children live in the 
moment because they don’t own property] “Look at the birds in the 
air. They don’t store up grain in granaries [don’t own things] and yet 
God takes care of them.” “Blessed are the meek [those without prop-
erty or privilege] for they shall inherent the earth.” Nor did Jesus 
blame the people who crucified him, because he knew that their be-
havior was not being governed by their feelings of the moment, but 
by their need to maintain whatever station they had within the matrix 
of institutional subjugation. And finally, his refusal to acknowledge 
the sovereignty of Rome, which would have saved his life, tells me 
that he felt the same as I do about institutions. I, too, would willingly 
surrender my life if I felt it would make a significant point about the 
mindlessness of subjugating our lives to institutions.  

To pick these cherries, surely I don’t have to believe every aspect of 
the story, which was written generations after Jesus’ death. Indeed, 
because the story of his life was written years later by people who be-
lieved in the right to own things, I am amazed that these “gems” are 
still part of the story. As I noted in The Brain Virus, I don’t believe in 
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the virgin birth, the resurrection, that Jesus worked miracles, that he 
walked on water, or that he claimed to be God. And, when he talks 
about fulfilling the law, to me, the implications are that he hoped to 
convince us to abandon institutionally imposed law so that natural 
law—the “laws of life”—could again prevail. But, despite what I 
don’t believe about the story of Jesus’ life, including the fact that I am 
not sure the man even existed, that doesn’t prevent me from deeply 
believing in many of the things that he is reported to have said and 
done. Someone back then saw things pretty much as I do. Whether it 
was Jesus, a story teller, or an association of story tellers makes no 
difference to me.  

In the context of the statement that “we must be possessed by the 
mindset of Jesus,” I thought it was clear that I was referring only to 
the issue of blame. In other words, I was trying to say: “To enter 
heaven we must be possessed by the mindset of a man who does not 
blame anyone for the things they do, even should they be preparing 
to crucify us.” Since that wasn’t clear, I will add a few words where 
needed to make it so. Thank you for that.  

Regarding my use of reason to refute reason, you are right. It is ridic-
ulous, isn’t it? I freely admit that I am as subject to the 
dysfunctionality of our circumstances as anyone else. By saying there 
are no rational solutions to our problems, I am referring to the prob-
lems that result from living for the future by granting one another the 
right to own things. When living in the moment, reason serves the 
brain well. It is immediately evident when a specific activity satisfies a 
feeling, such as hunger, anger, caring, or romance. If satisfaction 
doesn’t result, the brain can try something else. But, when living for 
the future—as when a bride anticipates happiness ever after—reason 
is reduced to trying to satisfy imagined feelings that reside in an imag-

ined future. This renders it useless to life’s objective of species sur-
vival.  

For thousands of years, since granting the right to own property, our 
ability to reason has focused on quieting our anxieties about the fu-
ture, rather than satisfying our feelings of the moment. Consequently, 
the prompt feedback our brains require to keep our lives on course, 
is missing. Little wonder that we often feel we are lost, both individu-
ally and collectively, in a labyrinth of irresolvable problems. And little 
wonder that humanity remains subject to the eventual failure of the 
institutions with which we attempt to artificially control the future.  

As a result of having to live for the future, our reasoning ability has, 
in effect, been captured by our imaginations. This results in the reli-
gious and ideological factionalism that so ominously divides us, to-
day. It also results in the remarkable world of scientific and techno-
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logical progress we enjoy. But, despite the comforts and glory of it 
all, it is not an emotionally honest world. It’s not a happy one. And, if 
my axioms are right, it’s not sustainable.   

As for being a truthist, it seems to me that, as you define it, a truthist 
is anyone who holds any definite belief about the future—that is, any 
belief that quiets their anxiety about the future's uncertainties, wheth-
er it is in civilization, an institution, money, the right to own property, 
God, religion, democracy, the law, a constitution, or the "fact" that 
science and technology will eventually save the world. Being a truthist 
is essential to the emotional survival of the spiritually imprisoned—
those not free to satisfy feelings by living in the moment. You are 
right. My belief that only the human spirit can save us makes me sub-
ject to being a truthist, even though I freely and repeatedly admit, in 
my writing, that I don’t know the truth—only the future contains the 
truth regarding any belief about the future.  

Despite our disagreements, I appreciate your friendship and deeply 
respect you as a person. And, though I would probably be better off 
if I could apply some of your observations about referring to the 
work of others, in view of where I stand, I simply don’t know how. 
Your well thought out remarks provide me a platform from which to 
further develop my own thesis. Through your comments, I learn 
what many others surely feel. And, though I don’t know what to do 
about it, to have a clearer picture of how I am seen in the eyes of 
others can only help. Thanks for your forthrightness and honesty.    

The best always,  

 

Chet 

  

  

 The Quest for Intimacy 

As the state of human affairs becomes increasingly burdened with 
conflict and strife, we hear more people say: “Everyone wants basi-
cally the same thing. So why can’t we somehow just get along?” If we 
all want the same thing, what is it that everyone wants?  Were we to 
ask people if they would prefer to live a life of wealth and privilege, 
or one in which they loved and were being loved, most would proba-
bly choose the latter. And yet, we spend most of our time on earth 
pursuing wealth and privilege—whether we succeed or not. Could 
the likelihood that we are pursuing what we don’t really want have 
something to do with why we can’t seem to get along? 
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Where does our desire to love and be loved come from? We weren’t 
taught that we need it when we were in school. And most people ha-
ven’t learned about love from experience. Quite the opposite. In our 
increasingly alienated world, loneliness, not love, seems to be the or-
der of the day. If we haven’t been taught that we need love, and we 
haven’t learned about it from experience, then we must be born with 
the need to love and be loved.   

Are animals born with the same need? Do dogs, wolves, horses, bea-
vers, lions, gorillas, chimpanzees, and elephants need love? We can’t 
ask them, so there is no way to really know. But, behavior reveals a 
lot. I would guess that most people who have spent time with those 
animals would agree that they share our need for love.  

Are animals getting what they need? Well, a caged gorilla isn’t able to 
love or be loved. And body language experts could probably detect 
its state of distress in its behavior. But the ones who yet live in the 
wild probably have all the opportunities they need to fulfill their de-
sire to love and be loved. This is a hypothetical proposition, but, 
what if we asked the animals whether they preferred wealth and privi-
lege to loving and being loved? I think they would likely choose love. 
If I am right, regarding the matter of love, we are like the animals. 
The difference is, they are getting what they want, and we aren’t. And 
body language experts could probably detect our state of distress in 
our behavior. 

Why are the animals experiencing love, and we aren’t? It’s not that 
we never experience it. A mother experiences love when attending to 
the needs of her child. During romantic involvements, couples expe-
rience love. And we love our pets. Based on these examples, there are 
three observations we can make about love. First of all, love is not 
something we choose. It happens to us. Mothers, even ones who 
have achieved fame, speak of motherhood as being the most wonder-
ful thing that has ever happened to them. Romantic love is also a 
happening. The lyrics to Richard Roger’s, “Some Enchanted Even-
ing” say it well: “You may see a stranger, from across a crowded 
room, and somehow you know, you know even then, that somehow 
you will see her, again and again.” Regarding our pets, we can’t 
choose not to love them, which reveals that love is beyond our con-
trol. The point is that in every instance of love, it is a happening, not 
a choice.  

Love is a response. It happens only in the moment. Of course we 
might experience the anticipation of a romantic involvement, as well 
as fondly remember one. But these are not the actual experience. 
And promises of love undying remove us from the moment. The rea-
son we love our pets so freely is that our love has no promises at-
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tached. That is the only way to keep any relationships an in-the-
moment experience. And, because we have promised our pets noth-
ing, our love for them is an in-the-moment experience. Promising 
them nothing frees us to be honest in our relationships. We can even 
be angry with them. Being angry is an event of the moment. It breaks 
no promise, and leaves the love untouched.  

When we promise love, we are presuming that we will forever feel 
the same as when the promise was made. This takes us out of the 
moment, turns us into pretenders. How can we be close to anyone, 
when we can’t be honest about how we feel? Love lives in the mo-
ment, or it doesn’t live at all.  

And finally, love, regardless of what kind—motherly, romantic, 
brotherly, sisterly, or our love for our pets—is beyond verbal descrip-
tion. Think of trying to describe romance to someone who has never 
experienced it. They would think you’re crazy! Not only is the experi-
ence indescribable, the words “I love you” can neither make love 
happen, nor can they keep a waning romance alive. The feeling is ei-
ther there or it isn’t. Words are beside the point. 

Modern humans know about motherly love, romantic love, and love 
for our pets, because we have experienced them. But very few people 
who are alive today have experienced brotherly or sisterly love, be-
cause the common ground required for this kind of love no longer 
exists. The conditions for brotherly love, however, are sometimes 
present on the field of battle. Though words can’t describe it, let’s 
consider what occurs in the lives of men who have experienced 
brotherly love. I refer to the work of photojournalist Tim Hethering-
ton, a wartime correspondent who spent a year filming American 
soldiers at a remote outpost in Afghanistan for his documentary, 
“Restrepo.” Throughout his career, Tim’s particular interest was to 
study the relationships among men on the field of battle.  

Following are quotes from the film, “Restrepo:” 

Tim: One of the pictures that I really like is what I call my kind of 
“Man-Eden” picture—see cover. It really isn’t like a kind of war pho-
tograph. It’s a very pastoral scene to it. It kind of brings up ideas of 
medieval paintings and it kind of indicated that the work was going in 
another direction. As I stayed on, then I started to make the more 
kind of nuanced pictures about men and war and these kind of  rela-
tionships. 

The lure of a place like Restrepo inhabits a much more profound 
place in young men than just, “oh, I need some adrenaline.” Tim 
called it “The Man Eden.” It was just sort of for the young male psy-
che that this was an easy place to be.  
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Brendan O’Byrne, Sergeant: Filling sandbags on the side of the 
mountain, waiting to get shot at, while making fun of each other and 
eating bad food and telling bad jokes. It was a great place to be if 
you’re a man. [Laughs] There was no social norms. I think that 
doesn’t happen a lot in our society. Out there, it didn’t matter how 
you were dressed and it didn’t matter how you looked, how much 
money you made. It didn’t matter how hot your girlfriend was. If you 
weren’t filling sandbags, you were fucking wrong.  

Brendan O’Byrne, Sergeant: They’re just family. They’re the best guys 
that you could ever be with. You know, even the guys you don’t like, 
you love them, you know. Even the guys you fight with, you argue 
with, you’d still die for them, so how much can you hate them? Talk 
about dudes that, you know, work together and you think that after 
13 months, you’d start to fall apart. But the truth is, it’s only brought 
us closer.  

Sebastian Junger, voice over: Tim had been in a lot of combat in Li-
beria, and I think one of the things he was looking for after that ex-
perience wasn’t the truth about combat as a form of conflict, but the 
truth about combat as a form of bonding. And what he saw with his 
camera in this environment of killing and fear and hardness was con-
nection.  

James Barbizon, voice over: My grandfather was a professional sol-
dier. He fought right through the Burma campaign. He lost all of his 
friends, and I said to him, you know, “Do you regret any of this? 
Would you change any of it?” And he explained it to me like this. He 
said, “War is the only opportunity that men have in society to love 
each other unconditionally.” And it’s understanding the depth of 
emotion at war that Tim was fascinated with.  

Tim, Voice over: “Restrepo” is a distillation of what Sebastian and I 
have really come to understand about young men and war. The war 
machine isn’t just technology and bombs and missiles and systems in 
this kind of CNN TV mediated world. The war machine is, put a 
group of men together in extreme circumstances and they will bond 
together, and they will kill and be killed for each other. At the end of 
the day, you realize they were all young men just put together on the 
side of this mountain, and all they were trying to do was to survive 
and look after each other so that they all got back home alive. That 
was it, really. Nothing to do with war. Nothing to do with the politics 
of war.  

_______________ 

To the extent it can be conveyed through words and pictures, Heth-
erington’s film reveals what brotherly love feels like. These men did 
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not go to war intending to experience brotherly love. Like all types of 
love, it just happens when the conditions for love exist. Indeed, when 
the conditions are right, love cannot be avoided.  

And what did they find when they returned home? They found a 
place where the conditions for brotherly love do not exist, a place 
where intimacy is impossible. They found a place where living in the 
moment is not possible, because everyone is focused on realizing fu-
ture plans. In this place people depend on money to survive, not on 
others who are bonded in spiritual trust. The key to acceptability is 
adherence to cultural norms, and the amount of money a man has 
makes all the difference. Hetherington’s solders came home to a 
place where you can’t have a good fight, for fear of being locked up, 
because of having taken matters into your own hands. Home, it turns 
out, is the kind of place where all promises and agreements, including 
those regarding family relationships, must be documented and signed, 
because no one trusts anyone. The world to which these young men 
returned is so bereft of the conditions for love that, having once ex-
perienced brotherly love, many of them cannot go one without it. 

I don’t have an equivalent picture for The Woman Eden. Children 
would definitely be part of the scene. And, if promises force us to 
live for the future, rather than in the moment, then in Women Eden 
no women would have to promise to love and to live with a man for 
the rest of her life, in order to have a child. In their Eden, women 
would surely find the same sense of peace within their sisterhood that 
those brothers found in Hetherington’s Man Eden. Indeed, when I 
visited an indigenous tribe while touring Panama a few years ago, I 
noted that the women and their children were gathered in a separate 
group from the men. That’s not surprising. Isn’t that what we ob-
serve among boys and girls on school playgrounds? And social gath-
erings are not very enjoyable, unless, at some point during the even-
ing, the men gather in one location and the women in another. 

We take pride in the belief that, unlike the animals, we are rational be-
ings. But life’s meaning can be known only through love, not reason. 
Are motherly love, romantic love, and brotherly/sisterly love rational? 
Of course not. They are feelings—they are the source of our natural 
human addiction to all behaviors that fall under the category of taking 

care of life. If we were purely rational beings, we would see the laying 
down of one’s life for another to be senseless. But for a band of broth-
ers who love one another, it’s the only thing that could possibly make 
sense. And the fact that it makes sense is the source of life’s meaning, 
the source of the human connection.  

If we were purely rational beings, we would never be subject to ad-
dictions, even the natural one that instills in us the need to take care 
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of life—the everpresent need that evolution imprinted in our souls. 
In our present existence, bereft of brotherly/sisterly love, through 
which we would normally be “hooked” on taking care of life, we are 
reduced to becoming hooked on all sorts of other things—ideologies, 
religions, politics, progress, technology, money, drugs, dreams, and, 
last but not least, hooked on the certainty that we are rational beings. 
Clearly, those guys in Man Eden were hooked on their relationships. 
Their “drug” was their concern for one another, and in that concern 
they lived in the moment and knew all the peace that can be visited 
upon mankind.  

So, at the moment of birth, our destiny is to love and be loved, a des-
tiny we share with all the other animals. But we moderns are not ful-
filling our destiny. It isn’t through any fault of our own. Each of us is 
as capable of brotherly love as those soldiers, given circumstances 
conducive to interdependent relationships. Considering our present 
state of affairs, is there any hope for us to realize our natural destiny? 
There is no way to know. One thing is certain. If we are to love and 
be loved, we must first recognize this as our destiny. How can we ful-
fill a destiny that we don’t even know exists?  

The other thing we need to realize is that our natural destiny requires 
natural family relationships, the kind our predecessors enjoyed through 
eons, while human emotions were evolving. I have used Hetherington’s 
Man Eden to exemplify the circumstances required for brotherly love. 
The reader might ask: What’s natural about a group of soldiers stationed 
at a remote outpost in Afghanistan fighting on behalf of a nation state 
on the other side of the world? Agreed, in many respects, the situation 
of Hetherington’s soldiers was extremely unnatural. But, in one essential 
way, it was very natural. They were depending on one another to sur-
vive, as did all humans before the first institution existed. In that state of 
interdependence, they knew a love for one another that surpasses all ra-
tional explanations.  

How crucial is the importance of natural relationships? Natural rela-
tionships are essential, because they are the only ones that we emo-
tionally understand. In other words, when family relationships are nat-
ural, we pretty much understand why everyone in the family is behav-
ing as they are, even if the family consists of thirty people. How can we 
know so much? That is why our brains are so large—to enable us to 
know things like that. Without the ability to emotionally understand 
what’s going on around us, we can neither love nor be loved, and that 
applies to both humans and animals: 

If you place one male and one female elephant in an enclosure, it 
doesn’t work, because in their natural habitat female elephants bond 
with females and males function alone. In the unnatural relationship 
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within their enclosure, neither the male nor the female emotionally 
understands why the other elephant is behaving as it is. This is a 
stressful situation, the same stress men and women often suffer when 
expected to live as pair bonders. You see, in our natural habitat, the 
brotherhood’s “mission” isn’t to protect the interests of a state, but 
to protect and support the sisterhood and their children. Regarding 
bonding, however, women bond with women and men with men, ex-
cept for the romantic sojourns surrounding procreation.   

So, if we are ever going to fulfill our natural destiny to love and be 
loved, we need natural family relationships. Given our present state of 
institutional dependency, the question becomes: Is reestablishing natu-
ral relationships possible? That depends on whether human beings can 
throw off the weight of our longstanding dependence on institutions, 
for survival, rather than on brothers and sisters bonded in spiritual 
trust. For as long as we have depended on institutions, we have dis-
trusted our own human spirits. Given this state of affairs, many people 
will see reestablishing spiritual homes as impossible, to the point of re-
jecting the idea out of hand. But, think of the rewards. When consider-
ing that, what now seems impossible might just be possible.  

For thousands of years, men have been creating artificial systems of 
authority, to grant one another the right to own women and, eventu-
ally land and animals. Through all that time, the human race has been 
on a quest for certainty. Systems of authority appeal to us because 
they promise a certain future. But it‘s a meaningless promise. A cer-
tain future—if it were possible—would result in a meaningless exist-
ence. Everyone’s behavior would be reduced to a mindless prescribed 
routine, as in Adam Huxley’s book, Brave New World. No place for 
love in that scene. It’s also a false promise, because a certain future is 
not possible. When we trust our lives to institutions in our quest for 
certainty, we are seeking something that is not possible. This is why 
we can’t get along, though we all want basically the same things.  

The situation for those men at Restrepo was not certain, just as life is 
not certain for any being on earth, including us, the institutionalized 
ones. Indeed, had things been certain, at Restrepo, those young men 
would not have needed one another, and they would never have ex-
perienced intimacy. I propose an exclusion principle: 

You can seek the false promise of certainty, or you can know intimacy, 

but not both.   

The free human spirit does not promise certainty. It promises that we 
will know intimacy, if we trust it to manage the future’s uncertainties 
in our own lives, as the men of Restrepo did in theirs. And when we 
have intimacy, we don’t need certainty, just as those soldiers didn’t 
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need it. So, the question for each of us is this: Are we seeking certain-
ty, and are we willing to live without intimacy, in order to have it? It’s 
a question that must be answered with care, for intimacy can be 
known only through natural human relationships. 

Women are the key to reestablishing natural human relationships. 
They will do it by reclaiming their natural spiritual authority, which 
finds expression and is nurtured, only through loving sisterhoods, in 
which women trust their lives to women, instead of to the promise of 
men, laws, institutions and money. With women seated in their spir-
itual authority, brotherhoods will have real missions, missions 
through which they protect and serve the needs of the sisterhoods 
and the children, instead of advancing the cause of a government 
whose authority is based on documents, not love. 

 

 

 

 

 

Into the womb of mother 

She who gives birth, care, affection, 

nurturing, and protection. 

Painting intuitively on the canvas of life, 

For all of us, unconditionally. 

Mothering: The most sacred of arts. 

The art of loving creation. 

—From the film, “Echoes of Creation”  

(Sacred Earth Pictures) 
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The implicit promise of efficiency–enhancing technology is that 

they’ll speed our progress toward a future time when the chores are 

all handled and we can really start to live. But that time never comes. 

Instead, one day, you could find yourself living the perfectly tech-

smoothed life: alone at home, eating takeout food you obtained 

without speaking to anyone else, watching streaming movies to avoid 

the ‘pain’ of meeting friends at the cinema…and wondering when ex-

actly it was, in your frictionless existence, that the point of being alive 

slid entirely out of view.  

 

—Oliver Burkeman, “A Frictionless Existence” in New Philosopher 

 

 

 

 

Supposing it were possible to get houses built, corn grown, battles 

fought, causes tried, and even churches erected and prayers said, by 

machinery—by automations in human form—it would be a consid-

erable loss to exchange for those automations even the men and 

women who at present inhabit the more civilized parts of the world, 

and who assuredly are but starved specimens of what nature can and 

will produce. Human nature is not a machine to be built after a mod-

el, and set to do exactly the work prescribed for it, but a tree, which 

requires to grow and develop itself on all sides, according to the ten-

dency of the inward forces which make it a living thing.  

 

—John Stewart Mill 

 

 

 

 

 

Technology doesn’t liberate. Only humans can liberate. Except we 

don’t do it either. We don’t know how things will pan out because we 

have no say in them. Human nature: the missing ingredient in every 

equation.  

 

—DBC Pierre, “Neandertron” in New Philosopher 
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TAKE US HOME, GIRLS 

If we follow those women depicted on 
the front cover, they will lead us to a 
spiritual home, a place where the 
wellbeing of those around us is more 
important to us than our own. Only 
then are our spirits free. 

We can’t do it alone. Spiritual freedom 
requires a spiritual home.   

http://www.spiritualfreedompress.com/

