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L oving has nothing to do with happiness, Part |

| want to deal with this myth that love is somehow an absaludéjt is to
be universally admired, that it is a universal goal, and ti@in any way, shape,
or form equivalent to happiness. It's not. It's not somethibg pught as a god,
as if it were happiness. Love is not happiness. Happinasslisve . . . any more
than lack of love is unhappiness. That is just what the waddbelieved. That's
the closest they've gotten.

Throughout history, the way to be happy was to be good. The way to be
happy was to be good. The goal was to be good, good, good, good, dgaod. T
after the Christian era, it became: “. . . to be godd = loving, to be good is to
be loving. Good and love. To be loving is good.” And then yodesrgood
about people.

| love whoever | choose to love, just like you do.

My point is, love is a mythological thing. Sometimes peopleitcati
emotion. But the emotion of love is just feeling good. Therfgedf being
"loving” is like the feeling of being holy, or the feelinglw¢ing civilized, or the
feeling of being noble, or the feeling of being an aristodtas just feeling that
you are being the way you should be, and you're really proud of it.

But love is like anything else. However you define it, you éeeld if you
get what you want. So if you're saying, "l want this person's,lavel you get that
person's love, then you feel good. If you feel that one of #ys wf becoming a
happy person is by being a loving person, then you can say, "I vdViog."

| know many people who try to justify every single thing they sltogaing.
No matter how obnoxious or stupid or ridiculous it is, they justisiloving!
They need to see themselves as loving; because that's thashsgleving you are
good. And then you have the right to be happy. If it wasn't lpwed then,
maybe, | guess, I'd consider that I'm not happy. But | canyjestérything | do as
loving; if | give the drunk a drink, I'm loving, if | takée drink away from the
drunk, I'm loving. You see, | got you either way. If | begtchildren, I'm loving,
if | don't beat my children, I'm loving. If | cheat on myfeyil'm seeking love, if |
don't cheat on my wife, I'm giving her love. You screw ieupryway you want
and you justify everything.

The point is, "Being Loving" is just another one of those cliaralogical
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goals that people set for themselves to consider themsebvéds/Miauman beings
who deserve to be happy. Love is many, many things. It meamnstmags in our
language, but one of the most fundamental things, is "Being gauldoto or for
whom you choose". You love who you love--you are being good for theion'tl
want to get into what "being good" means or what form that taRas suffice to
say, your loving somebody means you are desiring to be good to thenwavibu
good things for them; you want to do good things to them. It staytsur mind as
YOUR belief that they are good things. This is one of the prablem

If you are trying to make love a universal principle, you ategomg to be
able to do it, because what is a good thing? To give the drdimkkaor not to?

Participant: "If | want to be loving, then | want for you wiati want."

Bruce: Why do you "want" to be loving? Don't you REALLY love
anybody? Why do you have to "want" to be? Don't you love your husband? Don't
you love your children? What do you mean you "want" to be? Wanting to
loving is making loving some kind of goal to be. If you wanbé loving, consider
that just the same as wanting to be well-dressed, and fabl@orfagure out what
it is and do it. But it's got nothing to do with happiness.

| love everyone. But | don't believe I'm SUPPOSED to love anybédy
far as I'm concerned, anybody can be anything they want to be,egnchtinbe
happy, and I'd be perfectly glad if everyone was happy, and as f&now, I'm
the only one | know who is even capable of wanting everyone to be.h@ppy
really want the son-of-a-bitches to be happy, the nasty peob&happy, the
murderers to be happy--1 want that. It's OK with me. glad for that. If you
want to define love that way, “that love is wanting people todmpy” then | love
everybody.

But | don't have to do that. | don't even consider that a dakin't
consider it worth talking about.

| don't want to deify "loving". | don't want to canonize idan't want to, |
don't want to, | don't want to. | don't want it to be second ondheé want it to be
like ninth, tenth, or eleventh! | want good television progréonse second!

If you are not loving, that has nothing to do with you having a tagbe
happy or not. You can still be the happiest person in the wylol) love
anybody, if you don't love anybody, or if anybody loves you or doesn't love you.
It's not a notch on your gun, if somebody loves you.
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Someone took a lecture of mine, "To Love is to be Happy" (and Véxy
definite reasons for putting it that way) and then made it intddbg, and | want
to poke holes in that. If you do what you do, you did what you did,del it
have to be called loving or not loving?

If a person believes that what they've done could be seen aonesty,
they may very well try to justify it as love. But | woultbelieve that anything |
did was mean or nasty. But | wouldn't necessarily call inpviThe reason | don't
have to be mean and nasty is that there is no such thiegm8an and nasty is
another person feeling bad about what I've done, and they ang dathean and
nasty.

If you are starving, and you come to my door, and you say, "Would you
please give me some bread?", and | give you a stone, I'm aatand nasty. But
I'm not loving. | don't believe I'm being mean and nasty, but t dehéve I'm
being generous, | don't believe I'm being loving. And | don't betieatewhat |
did, this person had to be unhappy about. Now, in fact, in the long fuvas a
Buddhist master, | could have a point of view that there reat gvisdom for them
to see--I just enlightened them. You asked me for bread, ganelyou a stone--
you don't see all the Truth in that?

Why do | have to judge every one of my actions...why SHOULRI¢¢
every one of my actions as either fashionable or not fashionableg lovnot
loving, cool or uncool, neurotic or non-neurotic . . . you name it,avieathas
become the latest fad?
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