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Outline

Everything is good, in the sense that it is not bad (can noé caus
unhappiness).

Judgments often are stated as if they are objective observations.
Judging things as good or bad for happiness causes unhappiness
Nothing ever needs to be decided against

Not having reasons agairdesn’t require you to decide for
Decisions againggomething are really decisions wmething else
Sometimes what we are deciding for is for things remaihesdre.
No reasons are necessary to justify your choices.
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I ntr oduction

In this talk, Bruce Di Marsico discusses the probksyand unnecessary nature of
many types of negative judgments.

He starts with the proposition: Everything is goodhmsense that it is not bad. And
everything is not bad in the sense that it can nitecanhappiness. Judging things as
good or bad for happiness causes unhappiness; iflsoget bad for happiness then
we will be unhappy if it happens; if something is goadhfappiness, then we will be
unhappy if it doesn’t happen.

He then discusses how many judgments that thingsackay bad for happiness are
often stated as if they are objective observationme(eslly character traits), for
example: “He is shy”, “She is talkative”, often meén my experience, he hasn't
wanted to spend time with other people, and thatiad thing”, or “In my

experience, she speaks more than other people | lamolthat is a bad thing.”

Concerning negative judgments: nothing ever needsdedided against. For
example, in choosing health, we do not need to etlpliot choose every kind of
sickness. A decision agairtstncer is really a decision faell-being. A decision
againsigoing out to party is deciding fthings to remain as they are.

No reasons are necessary to justify your choices. c#olike vanilla ice cream,
because you like vanilla ice cream. Period. Andhawing reasons against doesn'’t
requiring you to decide for. If you think that sexvisnderful in everyway, and have
nothing against it, that doesn’t mean you have to haxe s
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READINGS
Everything is Good

So everything that j9s not bad. Bad would nbe a quality of anything that exists.
Things don't have intrinsic qualities. An object is wih@, and we invest in it qualities.

Now, rather than seeing them as neutral, we can seedl as good.

Everything is good, in the sense that it's not bad. Wegudgenents very frequently in
order to help make these decisions about whether a thgagpdor bad, and | would like

to talk about the whole nature of judging at all.

Judgments masquer ading as obser vations

Judgments are often subtle and try to pass for objealiservation. Very frequently,
we'll be making a judgment and we'll try to palm it off amselves and on others as an
objective observation. But, in so far as theyjadgments, they will cause unhappiness.
Some examples of judgments that kind of try to paselbieervations:

Somebody was told that their daughter was immature.s&id “that's a judgment”. The
reply was, “no, no, that's a fact.” So it dependse €ould say immature and mean it as
not a judgment, if you were referring to a biologic&tfashe hasn't hit puberty. But
there's a good chance that what a person means fbehals something not particularly
good about being “immature”. To say someone is talkatWéy would that be pointed
out if it wasn't some kind of a judgment? It isn't arecbye observation. And yet it is
an objective observation, in the sense that, if soehels talking, then they are talking.
But to say that they're talkative implies some consttate of being, and that there's
something other one could or should be. Why would thet 2 mentioned as
something else you could be? Why do we go around saying pteaoything that
would imply there's something else you could be, if we wereaking a judgment, as if
you're not good enough yet?

You're tall. You're angry. All of these things that saying, could, in themselves, be
observations, but almost always they're judgments tt@inEass as observations. You're
very quiet. You're fat. Why would you tell someone thaty were tall or fat unless you
were a doctor somehow trying to tell somebody sometiiagyou didn't think they
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knew? These are often judgments often try to pass dteessoff as simple
observations. “Oh, I'm only stating a fact.” The qestof course, will come up is,
why even make an observation? We make judgments omline of things in order to
make a decision. And that would also be why you would mbkergations.

In order to make a decision, we needn't have our frdmeference be good or bad. So
what kind of judgment is being made if you're making a judgroa somebody that
they're fat? Various people mean different things byihe of the judgments that might
be made on somebody being fat is that that is bad. rigtiher judgment may be, no,
that's not bad, but it is better not to be fat. Thay tve more the judgment. So there
would still be some kind of judgment involved. And we wanbbk at the nature of the
judgment; very frequently by good and bad, what we're r&alkyng about is our

happiness.

Judging things as good or bad for happiness

When we make judgments on things, on people, espedatiypyn anything, we're often
saying something like: this thing is helpful versus destruttvay happiness. Things
are constantly being judged as whether they help for qupimass or they destroy our
happiness or prevent our happiness or effect our happmasg way. And, of course,
the obvious middle judgment is that they have nothing teittoour happiness, which is
what most people would see. So we could improve on thaa\bgdhanother system,
which would be something like, well, it's not helpfulny happiness or it is helpful to

my happiness or it's more helpful than something else.

There isn't a negative implied there, a negative judgmdrich then leads us to saying
its bad and feeling bad about it occurrence. We could gyst #fom where I'm at, it's

not helpful for my happiness. That wouldn't necessaglyanything to feel bad about.
To say certain things are not helpful to our happidess make us feel bad unless we
believe they ought to be. Then, if we believe they otgbe, we're not really saying
that they're not helpful. We're saying that they'rstetive, or that the absence of them

is destructive to our happiness and the fear of losingy@ppiness isinhappiness.

So if | believe there ought to be something here right aoavthere isn't, | could say it's
not being here is not helpful to my happiness. Buttwhaally mean is that it's not being
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here is preventing me from being happy. If you don't hagathe judgments,

everything is either going to be helpful, more helpfuli@levant to our happiness.

Nothing ever needsto be decided against

If nothing makes me unhappy, then why shouldn't | do it or allow it tado@e? For
example, somebody might ask you for something, and itdmiuhake you unhappy to
give it to them. Perhaps you're not into making thosaskaf feelings for yourself,
making yourself feel bad. But very frequently, what happefi§ | don't have a

negative reason for not doing something, thendt do it.”

We're bypassing the whole question of our desires wheaomye fo, “if | don't have a
reason not to do it then | should do it.” Becauseensx used to doing things and not
doing things because they're bad and using unhappiness asahaleathat when the
unhappiness is gone we forget, in a way, that there lee masons for doing things.

Example: Giving money

We may really have some reason for desiring not toygpvuemoney. You may ask me
for $10, and | would not be unhappy to give you $10—and then | ctaychpgame with
myself, which says, “Therefore, | should give you $10fthat case, what | really have
noticed is that there was slight desire in me to dr i reason, for instance, that you
thought it would make you happy. The reason is that youesat and that would make
you happy and that would make me happy.

But we bypass that reason and it become totally ignofed. we can't even decide on
whether that reason is a good enough reason or not farhes we come up with guilt
feelings. | should do it and I'm bad if | don't, becausenanhgoing to be unhappy

without it.

And that doesn't only extend, of course, to give moregxtends to love-making, to
sex. It extends to sharing something. It extends to leingst. “It wouldn't make me
unhappy to be honest. So, thereforgnauld be honest.”, and so you have people who
let it all hang out everywhere.
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Example: Sex

People may find that in sexual liberation, for instaticey struggle to be free of all of
their “should nots”. They struggle to be free of adlithdeas that sex is dirty and is
wrong, all of which they try very hard to see as i@dy nonsensical, irrational. And
they try to tell themselves that it's not true thatisenot dirty.

After struggling with that for a long time, they have triedhrow out every reason that
might possibly prevent them from having sex if they wdrtb—and what very
frequently would be overlooked by a person who has sttivdard to overcome fear, is
the “l wantto” part! So now they feelrhust have sex whenever there's no reasoraot
That | ought to have sex because otherwise, it woulkéedying it was dirty. It would
be like making up a phony reason for not having it, like dusedo. And so, therefore,
if someone wants to have sex or it occurs to mel theght want to have sex, | should,

therefore, have it, because if | don't have it I'd lagiph into my sex is dirty game.

See, we're forgetting that we believed that the ordgar not to have sex is because it
was dirty. That was the only reason we ever used becaedl, once you have that, you
don't need other reasons not to have it. Thaltd suffice, although there could be lots
and lots of other reasons for not having sex. But whemne predominate reason is
taken away, we think, well now there's no good reasbtoranymore because that was

the only reason that ever mattered.

Such questions as disease, such questions “as | wamtdcstgep instead”, such
guestions as “there are other things that | want inagioekhip”: all of those somehow
just can't be seen for the fear that they will be a agpbat we'll be playing back into
our own fear and using these reasons as an excuse.is\ideatg overlooked again is
that, perhaps, just perhaps, nothing ever has to be decidadtagad that we do not
have to make judgments ever agaesything. That really what could be going on is
that we will make judgments fahings, forother things than what we used to decide

against

Example: Dessert
For example, a person is eating a meal and is finiahddhey feel satisfied, and they've

enjoyed the meal. Someone says to them, would you like slessert? “I couldn't”,
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becomes the expression. “I couldn't eat another baAdl.kinds of negative reasons

would have to come up against having the dessert. Rathgugthamply, dessert

would be nice, but | morerant where I’'m at now, and that there needn't behnamytbad
about having dessert. It could be a judgmentvoere we're at, a choice or a preference
for what we're doing, rather than for making the chaagd,not a choice againstaking
the change.

One does not have to decide agaeteicolate ice cream in order to have vanilla ice
cream. One does not have to decide against anytiog/ou don’'t even have to decide
againstsickness because really, what's the decision? Tlh&ateds really forhealth.

And if you look at it, you'll find that all negative deioiss and all negative judgments are
always secondary. They always come second becaussvbene there was a preference
for something else first, which we never used to feel foeexpress the desire for, when

we were unhappy people.

The only possible reason you ever could have to decide tigaything is because you
already decided for something else. You would only decidestdeeing uncomfortable
because somehow you've made the decisiobdong comfortable. After you've already
decided forsomething, you are, in effect, pretending that you'redderagainst
something, as if you needed that additional reasordierdo follow through with what
you've decided for.

You could fool yourself into thinking that you've been decidigginst all these other
things and then see yourself as somehow good for youltsedfyve have to come up
with reasons: if I'm going to decide for something, thenedwow | have to give a reason
for deciding against the other thing. And if you notice,ré@son is never that | decided

for this, it's got to be some other made up reason.

So if I decide for vanilla, | have to make up a reasomdwanting chocolate: “I had it
last week.”, as if you had to explain why you didn't cleodsocolate to yourself, or to
anybody. Once we don't admit that we've decided alre@elyave to find reasons for
deciding against other alternative. We have really mauesigive decision, but we're
pretending that we're using negative reasons.
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Decisions againgt, are decisions for something else

I'm not talking about avoidance behavior. I'm talking alm@gfative decisions.

Decisions againghings are really decisions feomething else. If | touch something hot
and | withdraw, | am aware that | could naithdraw if | wanted to—I could keep my
hand on the flame. But there is a mechanism whereblyaady will constantly try to
return to its equilibrium and its health, and what loli#es avoidance is a desire to return

to a desired physical state.

Chocolate or vanilla? Without a rationale, who'sag what you would have gone for?
You could transcend all of that and behave without reasal, whatsoever. Then
there would be another rationale but it would hardly biemal in the sense of

intellectual. You just do what you do.

For the unhappy, without a prerequisite belief, you woutldat a certain way, but with
that belief you can. An angry person may say thaatiger just happened. But why is it
that anybody who I've ever seen angry, was angry feason? Maybe the reasons were

concocted, and angry was just what they were destinegl abthat moment, maybe not.
Choices are always for

The major point that | wanted to make was the way wguaggments. And that we use
judgments. And that frequently we fool ourselves intokinig that we're deciding

against.

And we can be much freer and much more happy if wezeettiat there really is no such
thing has deciding against. That's an after thought. réally what's happening is that
we're deciding for something. And that's good. It doesw4 tabe defended. It doesn't
have to be justified that we're deciding for somethingd #at is good. And that all the
things, that because we've decided for that, yes butantaffle haven't only decided
against one, we've decided against the whole infinite uniedétdengs when we decide
for one thing. And who wants to be in that positior&sdure you, when | make a
decision, I'm not deciding against the whole universe bedauskeciding for one thing.

How often do we then believe we have to live up with owrsiten against something?
For instance, if | say | don't want chocolate becatis&o sweet, | can never have
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chocolate again because it's going to always be too siitstthe same chocolate

somehow.

“No, | don't want to lend you $10. Or really, | wantkeep my $10”, is the decision.
Somehow it's implied | could never lend it to you agaimu ¥ould never ask me again.
| have a reason for not giving it to you nolat will always be a reason for not giving it

to you, which is not true. There may not always beaaae for keeping it.

So there's a choid®r something always. There was another principle opeyradither
than, you hate this, you dislike that, and that is: thes@mething else you like better.

No Reasons ar e necessary

You don't have to desire anything if you're already doingy@u only desire it as a
reason to do it. Ultimately, you just do what you dtery frequently, we view ourselves
with a teleological approach. We say that roses re®dg for their existence and
protection. It's just not so. It's just that the sos&h thorns are the ones that have
survived. Roses without thorns didn't survive in an evaiatip sense. No rose made a
judgment that it's better to survive.
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Questionsfor Reflection

What in this world, in others, or yourself do younsioler bad or evil?
For each of these, do you believe that these cap ymkunhappy against your will?

What are some judgments you hear people make thaapabgective observations
(especially focusing on descriptions of the way peapge such as “He is shy”, “She
Is talkative”)

What don’t you want?

What do you want eveess?

If you had a choice between what you don’t want and wdiawanted even less,
would you be happier to choose what you don’t want?

What do you waninstead (Perhaps, things to continue as they are?)

What reasons have you used recently to justify gbaices? Listen for reasons in
your most trivial choices, like what you have fanrr.

Could you still claim to have reasons if it was ukgfyou, even if you were not
aware of any reasons for making a choice?

What are some of the ways you have heard this pbosspleted? “He or she has no
good reason ndb...”

Do people need reasons not to do something?
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Meditation for the Week

Decisions againghings are really decisions feomething else.
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