Vamos olhar para os problemas. É muito interessante olhar para um problema pois a última vez que tiveram dificuldades foi porque não houve acordo após ter havido acordo.

A primeira fase de um problema é um acordo. É só um acordo mas parte dele subdivide-se nalgum tipo de desacordo. Estamos agora a falar de problemas em termos de massa.
O João e a Maria estão casados e estão perfeitamente bem. E até terem começado a acumular desacordos continuam a andar bem. Mas parte da razão pela qual continuam em frente é por terem problemas e desacordos.
Por outras palavras, alguns dos desacordos são usados para aumentar a longevidade da relação. Existe, portanto, sempre da parte de um thetan um pequeno sentimento de que devia ter sempre uns tantos pequenos problemas. Nada de muito catastrófico. Vemos algumas famílias a brincarem com isso. Dizem "Ele gosta de couves de Bruxelas e ela não." Semtam-se à mesa e sempre ouvem um comentário do tipo: "O João gosta de couves-de-Bruxelas. Eu pessoalmente não entendo como é que ele as suporta."

Bom, trata-se simplesmente de tentarem obter um pouco de longevidade. Tentam comprar um pouco mais de tempo assim que há sempre pequenos choques de uma ou de outra forma. Isto é muito notável entre homens.

Vêm dois homens que se conhecem há muito tempo e que se encontram depois de uma separação e vocês pensariam que eles estão a lutar. Já alguma vez repararam nisso? Estão a tentar obter um continuo ou uma longevidade. Não quero ser muito profane com isto mas eles dizem: "Ó meu filho da mãe, como é que estás?" Isto é confrontação.

E o outro diz: "Bem, ainda vou estar cá em cima quando tu já estiveres debaixo de terra. E tu como é que estás?" Vêm? Alguma coisa assim. Já alguma vez ouviram este tipo de conversa? É espantoso. Estes tipos são amigos. O que é que se chamariam um a o outro se fossem inimigos?

So they get a longevity of their friendship, and they cement their communication lines by making little bzzzzoos on them here and there, you see. So they turn this smooth line which would simply as-is into just a little bit of a collision here and there, you see, and then you have this thing very nicely going along and so forth. They can always count on a nice row. They make sure that they play golf together, you see, and that gives them a little contest. And it’s a very acceptable contest in the—it makes the thing float on the time track.

And if you ever want to see hatred arise, it is after that relationship has disintegrated. There is nothing quite as furious as the warfare between a couple who have loved each other dearly for a long time.

When they fall apart, it’s with exclamation points. There is but violence. I’ve often been interested in the degree of violence which can arise between a married couple. And I knew a fellow once that was foolish enough to intervene.

He adjudicated from the violence of the argument that they really did hate each other. And he was wrong, you see. They had just become sufficiently anxious about longevity and survival that they were banging it in good and hard, and the basis of their argument was actually love.

If you have ever done any patch-ups of this sort of thing where it has all gone to pieces, and taken the wife and the husband, and taken them and gotten them to get off some of their overts one way or the other, you would be fascinated at the lack of actual viciousness contained in those overts. The actual viciousness. .. They were upset because they couldn’t help the other one. They were upset because they thought they hadn’t “done the other one right.” They were upset because their plans to further the longevity had gone astray.

And you get down to what they really were upset about. They started piling up overts right after they decided it didn’t matter because it couldn’t go on, you see. But it was basically something that they were trying to help each other with. And that—you can trace nearly all those marital arguments back to that kind of thing.

They now hate each other because they loved each other too well and failed to express it adequately to each other, you see.

Now, this sort of thing is, of course, a problem. Now a problem by definition is a postulate—counter-postulate. And at the moment when this condition of agreement—kept together with a little bit of natter and communication with one another, you know, yappety-yap and so forth— when you really do get a head-on collision, when you really do get a head-on collision, it will become this postulate—counter-postulate. See? So we get a big one, and a big one, and it’ll be something more fundamental.

“I refuse to live in Riverton anymore.” See?

“You will live in Riverton because my family is here.” See?

This is a decision to do and this is a decision not to do, or a decision to do something else and a decision to do something else, you see. And it comes on to a head-on collision. We get postulate—counter-postulate. “This is the way it’s going to be.” “This is not the way it is going to be.” Crash! And if those are of equal magnitude, we move in here and that thing will hang in time and space. Because nothing disturbs its balance.

They now have a problem and that problem now moves on the time track. That is a real problem. Neither one of them thinks up the wonderful argument that will resolve the problem, such as, “My family is in Burbank.” See? Well, the other one would think, “Well, there should be some give and take on this sort of thing, actually, and let’s get a summer home in Burbank and work here for the winter,” or something like that, and you’d have some reasonability about it. But neither one of them cares to give up. A Pershing tank has run head-on into a Pershing tank. Clank!

And no matter how much forward tread motion you put on these two tanks, they don’t move at all. And you get the illusion of time not going forward at all because this location, of course, is unaltered.

No matter how much force is put into it, there is no alteration of location. There is no alteration of opinion and there’s no alteration of the circumstances or conditions. And what do we have? We have a result that it looks like it’s forever because there is no hope of change. See? And there being no hope of change, there, of course, is no change and time equals change. And if there is no change, you have no time. And if there is change, you have time. So a postulate—counter-postulate adds up to no change, no hope of change.

“Well, Joe, he’s just never going to change his mind about that. That’s it. That’s it.” Bang! Crash! Thud! You know? And “Bessie, she’s never going to change her mind about that. That’s all.” They’re just convinced, and to some degree they make sure the other one doesn’t change his mind because they tell each other often that they don’t.

And where you get a no change arising out of the situation, you get a no time. And that is why the difficulty which you had 200 trillion years ago with another thetan can still be found in your bank. You see why? There was no change so no time. And it wouldn’t matter how much time had gone by, you still have this interlocked problem and you will find the problem.
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