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Read This Without Defense 

You are about to encounter something that does not ask for your agreement. It does not ask for belief, 
it does not offer comfort, and it does not provide a position you can adopt, defend, or rely upon. If 
you are looking for confirmation, reassurance, guidance, or a structured path to follow, you will not 
find it here. What is presented in this work is not a teaching, not a philosophy, and not an argument 
to be accepted or rejected. It is a direct examination of what you are, approached without 
dependence on authority, tradition, or interpretation. This examination does not require trust in what 
is written. It does not depend on acceptance, agreement, or intellectual approval. It requires only that 
you look carefully and directly. The emphasis is not on understanding through thought, but on 
seeing what is actually present in experience without adding explanation or conclusion. What is being 
addressed is not abstract, theoretical, or distant. It is immediate, active, and constantly present in your 
everyday life. As you read, you may notice reactions arising. There may be agreement with certain 
statements, resistance to others, moments of clarity, or moments of confusion. There may also be an 
impulse to interpret, to compare with prior knowledge, or to reach a conclusion quickly. These 
reactions are not separate from what is being examined. They are part of the same movement of 
thought and identification. They should not be suppressed, justified, or followed. They should be 
observed as they occur, without interference. There is no need to move quickly through what is 
written. Speed is not useful here. This is not a collection of ideas to absorb or remember. It is not 
information to be stored and used later. Each point stands on its own and can only be understood 
through direct observation in the moment it is read. If something is seen clearly, it does not require 
repetition or reinforcement. If it is not seen, no amount of agreement or memorization will make it 
clear. Nothing in this work is meant to be held onto. There is no position being offered that must be 
maintained. There is no conclusion that needs to be reached or preserved. The tendency of the mind 
to turn what is read into knowledge, belief, or personal understanding is part of what is being 
examined. When this happens, the movement shifts away from direct observation into accumulation 
and interpretation, which distorts what is being pointed to. It is important to understand that this is 
not a path and does not function through progression. There are no steps to follow, no stages to 
complete, and no result to achieve at the end. The idea that something will be gained through reading 
this is itself part of the structure that is being examined. What is being addressed does not exist in the 
future as something to be reached. It is present now and can only be seen in the absence of seeking, 
expectation, and projection. If something is true, it does not depend on belief, agreement, or 
repetition to remain valid. It is self-evident when seen directly. If something is false, accepting it will 
not make it true, and rejecting it will not clarify it. The only relevance is whether it is observed directly 
and clearly, without distortion. This requires attention, not effort in the sense of control or discipline, 
but a sustained clarity in seeing without distraction. There is also no authority behind what is written 
here. The words do not carry weight because of who wrote them. They have no value as statements 
to be trusted or followed. They are only indicators, pointing toward something that must be seen 
directly. If they are taken as truth without observation, they become another form of belief. If they 
are rejected without observation, they are dismissed without being understood. In both cases, the 
movement remains within the same structure. This work does not provide answers in the way they 
are usually expected. It does not resolve questions through explanation or conclusion. Instead, it 
brings attention to the structure of the questions themselves, and the assumptions on which they 
are based. When these assumptions are clearly seen, the need for certain types of answers may no 
longer remain in the same way. Read with attention. Not as someone gathering information, not as 
someone trying to improve or change, but as what is being examined. There is no separation between 
the reader and what is described. What is being pointed to is not outside of you, not elsewhere, and 
not hidden. It is present in the movement of thought, in reaction, in perception, and in the sense of 
being a separate self. Nothing is being asked of you except this: to observe without defense, without 
conclusion, and without turning what is seen into something to hold. Everything else belongs 
to the same movement that is being examined. 
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This Concerns You 

This is not an abstract discussion or a distant subject that can be considered without involvement. It 
concerns you directly, not as an idea, but as the actual structure through which you experience life. 
Everything you think, feel, pursue, fear, and attempt to resolve is organized around a central 
assumption about what you are. That assumption is rarely examined in a complete and direct way, yet 
it shapes every aspect of perception and action. From early on, a sense of being a distinct and 
continuous self is formed. This sense appears stable and familiar, supported by memory, reinforced 
by language, and confirmed through interaction with others. It is expressed through name, history, 
roles, and personal characteristics. Over time, these elements are not just recognized but identified 
with, forming what is taken to be “me.” This identification becomes so consistent that it is no longer 
questioned. It is treated as an obvious fact rather than something constructed and maintained.  

Because this sense of self is assumed to be real and stable, everything that relates to it carries 
psychological weight. Success and failure, gain and loss, approval and rejection, all take on significance 
because they are interpreted in relation to this central identity. As a result, there is a continuous 
movement of protection, reinforcement, and adjustment. The self must be maintained, improved, 
defended, or reassured. This creates an underlying structure of effort, tension, and vulnerability that 
is often accepted as normal. At the same time, there is instability within this structure. The elements 
that make up identity are not fixed. Memory changes, roles shift, relationships evolve, and personal 
traits are not constant. Despite this, the sense of a continuous “me” is preserved through thought, 
which connects these changing elements into a narrative of consistency. This creates the impression 
of stability where there is, in fact, continuous change. The result is a subtle but persistent conflict 
between what is assumed and what is actually occurring. This conflict expresses itself in different 
ways. It appears as uncertainty about oneself, as fear of loss or change, as comparison with others, 
and as the need to achieve or become something more secure. It also appears in relationships, where 
interaction is often influenced by expectation, dependency, and the need for validation. These 
expressions may seem separate, but they all originate from the same underlying assumption about 
identity. What is important here is not to analyze or judge these patterns, but to see that they are not 
accidental. They are the natural outcome of a structure that has not been fully understood. If what 
you take yourself to be is based on misidentification, then everything built on that foundation will 
carry the same limitation. No amount of adjustment within that structure will resolve the underlying 
issue, because the problem is not in the details, but in the assumption itself. This is why the 
examination presented in this work is direct and uncompromising. It does not attempt to improve the 
self, refine it, or provide methods for managing it more effectively. It questions whether the self, as it 
is commonly understood, exists in the way it is assumed to. This is not a philosophical question.  

It is something that can be observed directly, without reliance on belief or theory. If this is not 
examined, the patterns continue. The same cycles of seeking, conflict, and temporary resolution repeat 
in different forms. They may appear more sophisticated or more subtle, but the underlying structure 
remains unchanged. The continuation of this structure is what gives rise to both personal confusion 
and broader human conflict. It is not limited to individual experience. It extends into collective 
systems, relationships, and the way society is organized. To see this clearly is not to adopt a new idea 
about oneself. It is to observe, without distortion, the actual movement of identity as it operates. This 
requires attention, not analysis. It requires looking at what is present, not what is assumed or expected. 
There is no need to accept anything in advance. What matters is whether what is described can be 
seen directly in experience. This concerns you because there is no separation between the subject 
of this examination and the one who is examining. What is being described is not outside of you. It is 
the structure through which you are currently perceiving and functioning. To overlook this is to 
continue within the same pattern. To observe it clearly is to begin to see whether that pattern is as 
solid and necessary as it appears. 
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How To Approach This 

This work is not meant to be read in the usual way. It is not a source of information to be absorbed, 
remembered, or applied. It does not function as a guide, and it does not provide steps to follow. 
Because of this, the approach to reading must be different. What matters here is not how much is 
read, but how it is observed. Read slowly, not for the sake of caution, but to allow space for direct 
observation. Each statement is not meant to be accepted or rejected, but to be examined in immediate 
experience. If something is presented, the question is not whether it sounds correct, but whether it 
can be seen directly without interpretation. This requires attention that is not distracted by 
comparison, memory, or expectation. There is a strong tendency to translate what is read into existing 
knowledge. The mind may compare it with previous ideas, relate it to past experiences, or attempt to 
fit it into familiar frameworks. This movement creates distance between what is being pointed to and 
what is actually observed. When this happens, the reading becomes indirect, filtered through what is 
already known. It is important to recognize this tendency as it occurs and not to follow it. Do not read 
this as something separate from yourself. The content is not external. It is not describing something 
distant or theoretical. It is pointing to the structure of your own experience, as it unfolds in real 
time. If it is treated as information about something else, its relevance is lost. The observation must 
be immediate, not conceptual. There is also no need to agree with anything presented.  

Agreement is a form of conclusion, and conclusion prevents further observation. In the same way, 
disagreement is also a conclusion, based on comparison with prior beliefs or assumptions. Both 
agreement and disagreement close the process of seeing. What is required is suspension of 
conclusion, allowing observation to remain open and direct. Avoid the tendency to move quickly 
from one point to another. Speed creates superficial understanding, where statements are recognized 
but not deeply observed. It is not necessary to read continuously. It may be more accurate to pause 
frequently, to remain with a single point until it is either clearly seen or clearly not seen. The aim is 
not completion of the text, but clarity in observation. Another important aspect is not to turn what 
is read into something to practice or apply later. This is not a method that can be used in the future. 
The moment something is treated as a technique, it becomes part of the same structure of effort, 
control, and becoming that is being examined. What is pointed to here is not achieved through 
repetition or discipline. It is seen directly, or it is not. Memory also plays a limited role in this process. 
While memory may recall what has been read, it does not produce clarity. Clarity is always immediate. 
It does not depend on remembering previous statements or building a cumulative understanding. 

Each point stands independently and must be seen in the present moment, not through reference to 
what has already been read. It is also important to notice the movement of expectation. The mind 
may anticipate a result, a conclusion, or a form of resolution that will be reached by the end of the 
reading. This expectation shapes how each part is interpreted, often distorting what is actually being 
presented. When expectation is present, observation becomes selective, guided by the desire to reach 
a particular outcome. This interferes with direct seeing. There is nothing to achieve through this 
reading. There is no improvement being offered, no transformation to attain, and no state to reach. 
The idea that something will be gained is itself part of the structure that is being examined. When this 
is clearly understood, the reading is no longer driven by purpose or goal, but by simple attention to 
what is present. What is required is straightforward, but not superficial. It is the ability to observe 
without interference, without adding interpretation, and without moving toward conclusion. This does 
not require effort in the sense of control or discipline, but it does require clarity and consistency in 
attention. If this approach is maintained, even briefly, the reading is no longer separate from 
observation. It becomes part of the same movement of seeing, where what is described is not 
understood as an idea, but recognized directly in experience. 
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There Is No Escape In This Structure 

This work is not arranged as a collection of ideas that can be approached selectively or interpreted 
according to preference. It is structured in a way that progressively examines the assumptions that 
form the basis of identity, perception, and psychological continuity. Each part is connected, not 
through argument, but through direct observation of what is already present. Because of this, it 
does not allow for avoidance without consequence. The tendency to avoid is natural. When something 
challenges deeply held assumptions, the mind often responds by diverting attention, reinterpreting 
what is being presented, or reducing it to something familiar. It may focus on isolated points while 
ignoring others, or it may convert observation into theory, allowing it to remain at a conceptual level. 
These movements create the impression of engagement while maintaining distance from what is 
actually being examined. This structure does not support that form of engagement. If something is 
overlooked, it is not bypassed. It reappears in another form, approached from a different angle, but 
pointing to the same underlying issue. This is not repetition for emphasis. It reflects the fact that the 
structures being examined are not separate. They are interconnected expressions of the same 
misidentification and assumption. Avoidance in one area leads to continued confusion in another. 

There is also no alternative interpretation within this structure that preserves the assumptions being 
questioned. The examination is not built on opinion or perspective, which could be replaced or 
reinterpreted. It is based on what can be directly observed. Because of this, the only way to move 
through it is through observation or avoidance. There is no middle position that allows for partial 
acceptance while maintaining the original structure intact. If resistance arises, it should not be treated 
as an obstacle to overcome or as a sign that something is wrong. Resistance is part of the same 
movement that is being examined. It indicates that something assumed to be stable is being 
questioned. Rather than moving away from it, it can be observed in the same way as any other reaction, 
without justification or suppression. 

Another common form of avoidance is the attempt to reach a conclusion quickly. The mind may try 
to summarize, to decide what the work is saying, or to place it within a familiar category. This creates 
a sense of completion without actual clarity. It allows the process to end prematurely, replacing 
observation with interpretation and closure. Within this structure, such conclusions do not hold, 
because each part continues to challenge the assumptions on which those conclusions are based. 

It is also important to see that this is not a system designed to lead to a result. There is no final position 
that resolves all questions in a way that can be maintained as knowledge. The absence of escape does 
not mean that the reader is being led to a predetermined outcome. It means that the movement of 
avoidance, which usually prevents direct observation, is continuously exposed. 

This does not create pressure or demand. It simply removes the possibility of maintaining the same 
assumptions without seeing their implications. The structure is consistent with the fact that what is 
being examined is already present and active. It cannot be avoided by moving to another idea or 
adopting a different belief, because it is not external. It is the basis of how experience is being 
interpreted. To move through this work without escape is not to force oneself to accept anything. It 
is to remain with observation, even when it challenges what is familiar or comfortable. This does not 
require effort in the sense of control, but it does require attention that does not withdraw when 
something becomes unclear or uncomfortable. When this is the case, the structure does not confine. 
It reveals. It does not impose direction, but it prevents distortion through avoidance. What remains is 
the possibility of seeing clearly, without the usual ways of turning away from what is already present. 
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If You Continue, Continue With Attention 

Continuing with this work is not a matter of reading further in sequence, but of remaining attentive 
to what is being observed as you proceed. Attention here is not concentration in the sense of effort 
or control. It is a clear and steady awareness of what is present, without distraction, interpretation, 
or movement toward conclusion. Without this attention, the reading becomes mechanical, and what 
is being pointed to is reduced to information. It is possible to read through the entire text without this 
attention and retain its content as knowledge. However, in doing so, nothing fundamental changes. 
The structure that has been described remains intact, and the reading becomes another addition to 
memory. This creates the appearance of understanding, but it does not result in direct clarity. What 
matters is not how much is read, but whether what is read is actually seen. As you continue, there may 
be a tendency to anticipate what comes next, to form expectations about where the examination is 
leading, or to look for resolution in future sections. This movement shifts attention away from what 
is present to what is imagined. It introduces a sense of progression, where understanding is expected 
to accumulate over time. This expectation interferes with the immediacy of observation, replacing it 
with projection and anticipation. 

Attention does not move in that way. It does not depend on sequence or accumulation. It is present 
or it is not. Each part of this work stands independently in the sense that it must be observed directly 
in the moment it is encountered. Carrying forward conclusions from previous sections creates a 
framework that shapes interpretation, limiting the ability to see what is actually being presented. It is 
also important to remain aware of subtle forms of distraction. These may not appear as obvious 
interruptions, but as internal commentary, comparison, or the quiet formation of agreement or 
disagreement. These movements fragment attention, dividing it between what is being read and the 
responses to it. When attention is divided in this way, observation becomes partial, and clarity is 
reduced. 

There is no need to control or eliminate these movements. Attempting to do so introduces another 
layer of effort and conflict. Instead, they can be included within attention, seen as part of the same 
field of observation. In this way, attention remains whole, not limited to the content of the text, but 
including the responses that arise while reading. Continuing with attention also means not seeking 
confirmation. The mind may look for statements that align with existing beliefs or experiences, using 
them to reinforce a sense of understanding. This creates a selective form of reading, where only certain 
aspects are fully engaged with, while others are overlooked. Attention, in contrast, does not choose. 
It does not move toward what is comfortable or away from what is challenging. It remains with what 
is present, without preference. 

There is also no endpoint that attention is moving toward. It is not directed at achieving a final 
understanding or arriving at a conclusion. The idea of an endpoint introduces time and expectation, 
which divide attention between the present and the future. In the absence of this movement, attention 
remains immediate, not directed, not seeking completion. If attention is not present, it is not necessary 
to force it. The absence of attention can also be observed. Noticing distraction, lack of clarity, or 
mechanical reading is itself part of observation. In this way, there is no failure or success in how the 
reading is approached. There is only the presence or absence of clear observation, and both can be 
seen without judgment. To continue with attention is to remain with what is directly observable, 
without adding interpretation, without forming conclusions, and without moving toward a result. This 
does not require effort in the conventional sense, but it does require a willingness to see without 
interference. If you continue, continue in this way. Everything that follows depends not on the 
structure of the text, but on the presence of attention that is clear, undivided, and immediate. 
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PROLOGUE 

READ THIS CAREFULLY 

This document is not written to give you something new to believe, follow, or adopt. It is written to 
examine something that is already present in your experience but rarely looked at directly. It does not 
ask for agreement. It does not depend on trust in the author. It does not require background 
knowledge, belief, or preparation. What is presented here can be checked immediately, by you, through 
your own observation. Most human confusion begins in a simple place. You take yourself to be 
something that can be described, remembered, improved, or protected. From that point, everything 
else follows. Effort, fear, comparison, conflict, and the constant movement of becoming something 
else. This movement feels natural because it has been repeated for a long time. It has been reinforced 
by language, by culture, by education, and by every system built around identity. This document does 
not oppose those systems. It does not argue against them. It simply looks at the assumption beneath 
them. What are you, actually, before description? This question is usually approached indirectly. 
People look for answers in knowledge, in beliefs, in traditions, in philosophies, or in personal 
experience. They search outward, collect ideas, compare perspectives, and try to reach a conclusion. 
That approach has been repeated for generations, yet the question remains open for most people. 
Here, the approach is different. Instead of adding information, it removes what is assumed.  

Instead of building an answer, it examines what is already being taken as true. As you read, you may 
notice a tendency to agree, disagree, interpret, or compare what is written with what you already know. 
That tendency is part of what is being examined. It is not a problem, but it should be seen clearly. This 
is not about reaching the right conclusion. It is about seeing what is actually happening. Nothing in 
this document needs to be accepted. If something cannot be observed directly, it has no place here. 
If something is true, it will be visible without effort. If it is not visible, it should be left aside. The pace 
of reading does not matter. What matters is whether what is being pointed to is actually seen. You 
may read quickly and understand nothing, or read slowly and begin to notice something that was 
always present but overlooked. There is no advantage in finishing. There is only value in seeing. At 
certain points, what is described may conflict with how you have understood yourself. That is 
expected. The purpose is not to confirm what you already believe, but to examine whether those 
beliefs are accurate. Where there is attachment to an idea of self, there will be resistance. That 
resistance is part of the process being exposed. This document does not provide comfort through 
explanation. It does not offer identity in a refined form. It does not replace one idea of self with 
another. If followed carefully, it removes what is not stable and leaves what does not depend on 
description. The question is not what you will gain from this. The question is what remains when what 
is unnecessary is no longer held. Read carefully. Observe directly. Do not move ahead of what you 
can see for yourself. 

SECTION P.1: THIS IS NOT A BELIEF SYSTEM 

A belief system is a set of ideas that you accept as true, often without direct verification. It provides 
structure, explanation, and a sense of certainty. It can offer comfort, identity, and belonging. It can 
also create division, because what is believed can differ from one person to another. Where belief is 
central, disagreement is inevitable. This document does not ask you to believe anything. It does not 
present a set of conclusions for you to accept. It does not introduce a new framework to replace 
existing ones. If what is written here is treated as something to believe, it will be misunderstood. Belief 
operates in the absence of direct seeing. It fills a gap. When something is not clearly understood, belief 
steps in to provide an answer. That answer may be useful in certain contexts, but it does not end 
confusion. It can only cover it. 
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What is being done here is different. Nothing is offered to fill a gap. Instead, the gap itself is examined. 
If something is true, it must be observable in your own experience without relying on acceptance or 
agreement. If it cannot be observed, then holding it as belief adds nothing to clarity. You may notice 
a tendency to turn what is written into a conclusion. For example, to read a statement and say, “This 
is correct,” or “This is not correct.” That movement is familiar. It is how information is usually 
processed. But in doing so, the content becomes something external, something to agree or disagree 
with, rather than something to look at directly. This section is not asking you to suspend your thinking 
or to reject what you already know. It is simply pointing out that belief is not needed here. What is 
needed is attention. If you find yourself agreeing, pause and look. What exactly are you agreeing with? 
Is it something you see directly, or something that sounds consistent with what you already believe? 
If you find yourself disagreeing, do the same. What exactly is being rejected? Is it something that has 
been observed, or something that conflicts with an existing idea? 

Belief often creates a sense of stability because it provides an answer. But that stability depends on 
maintaining the belief. When it is questioned, doubt appears. That is not stability. It is dependence. 
What is true does not require belief to remain true. It does not depend on being accepted. It does not 
change when it is questioned. It can be seen again and again, directly, without effort. This document 
proceeds on that basis. Nothing here is meant to be carried forward as something to hold onto. Each 
point stands only if it can be observed now. If it cannot be observed, it has no function. There is no 
system being built. There is nothing to join, follow, or defend. If at any point this begins to feel like 
something you need to accept or adopt, stop and look again. That is not the direction being taken. 
The aim is simple. To look at what is already present, without adding anything to it, and without 
covering it with belief. 

SECTION P.2: NO AGREEMENT IS REQUIRED 

Agreement is usually taken as a sign that something is understood or accepted. In most situations, 
agreement helps communication move forward. It creates alignment between people and allows 
shared action. But in the examination of what you are, agreement has no value. You can agree with 
something and still not see it. You can disagree with something and still not see it. In both cases, the 
movement is the same. A statement is compared against what you already hold, and then it is either 
accepted or rejected. This process does not reveal anything new. It only reinforces what is already in 
place. This document does not aim for agreement. It does not ask you to align with its statements or 
conclusions. If you agree with what is written here without directly observing it, then nothing has 
changed. You have only added another idea to what you already carry. The same applies to 
disagreement. If something is rejected without being examined, the rejection is based on prior 
assumptions. Those assumptions remain unexamined, and the opportunity to see something clearly is 
lost. 

Understanding does not come from agreement. It comes from direct observation. When something 
is seen clearly, agreement is unnecessary. There is no need to confirm it, defend it, or compare it. It 
stands on its own. As you read, you may notice moments where you feel inclined to say, “This is true,” 
or “This is not true.” When that happens, pause. Instead of concluding, look at what is being pointed 
to. Can it be observed directly, without relying on memory or interpretation? If it can be observed, 
then agreement adds nothing. If it cannot be observed, then agreement is empty. This approach 
removes pressure. You are not required to reach a conclusion. You are not required to arrive at a 
position. There is no outcome to defend. There is only the act of looking. In many areas of life, 
agreement creates a sense of certainty. Here, that certainty is not needed. What matters is not whether 
you agree, but whether you see. If something becomes clear through observation, it does not depend 
on agreement to remain clear. If something is not clear, agreement will not make it so. 
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This document moves forward without asking for your acceptance. It does not measure its value by 
whether it is agreed with or not. It only depends on whether what is pointed to can be seen directly. 
You are not being asked to follow. You are not being asked to adopt a view. You are not being asked 
to decide anything. You are only being asked to look. 

SECTION P.3: DO NOT ACCEPT: VERIFY 

Acceptance is easy. It requires little effort. A statement is presented, it appears reasonable or familiar, 
and it is taken in as true. This process happens quickly and often without attention. Once accepted, it 
becomes part of what you carry, and it begins to shape how you see everything else. Verification is 
different. It is slower, more precise, and cannot be done by anyone else on your behalf. It requires 
looking directly at what is being pointed to and confirming whether it is actually present in your 
experience. Without this step, nothing in this document has real value. If you accept what is written 
here without verifying it, you are doing the same thing that has already led to confusion. You are 
adding another layer of ideas on top of what is already unexamined. This document is not meant to 
become part of that structure. Each statement must stand on its own. Not because it sounds correct, 
not because it aligns with something you already know, but because it can be seen directly. If it cannot 
be seen, it should not be accepted. 

Verification does not mean analysis or interpretation. It does not require complex thinking. It is a 
simple act of observation. For example, if attention is directed toward thought, you can notice that 
thoughts appear and disappear. This is not an idea to believe. It is something that can be observed 
immediately. The same approach applies throughout this document. When something is described, 
the question is always the same. Can this be seen now, without relying on memory, explanation, or 
belief? You may notice a tendency to move quickly through the text, collecting points and forming an 
overall understanding. That tendency is familiar, but it works against verification. Understanding, in 
this context, does not come from accumulation. It comes from seeing each point clearly, one at a time. 
If a statement is not clear, there is no need to force agreement or rejection. It can be left aside. What 
matters is not covering everything, but seeing what is already evident. 

There is also no need to trust the author. Trust introduces dependence. Verification removes it. If 
something is true, it will remain true whether it is trusted or not. If it is not true, trust will not make it 
so. This shifts responsibility entirely to you. Not as a burden, but as a fact. No one else can see on 
your behalf. No explanation can replace direct observation. As you continue, return to this principle 
repeatedly. Do not accept. Verify. If something is seen clearly, it does not need to be held. If it is not 
seen, holding it has no value. Nothing is gained by collecting ideas. Clarity comes only from what is 
directly observed. 

SECTION P.4: WHAT IS BEING EXAMINED 

This document examines a single question: what you are, in direct experience, without relying on 
description, belief, or assumption. This is not an abstract question. It is not philosophical, and it is not 
theoretical. It is practical, because everything you think, feel, and do is shaped by what you take 
yourself to be. If that assumption is unclear or incorrect, then confusion follows in ways that may not 
be immediately obvious. What is being examined is not the world, not other people, and not external 
systems. Those may be referenced where necessary, but they are not the focus. The focus remains on 
the structure of identity as it is experienced directly. You may already have answers to the question of 
what you are. These answers may come from memory, culture, education, religion, or personal 
reflection. They may include descriptions such as a name, a history, a role, a personality, a body, or a 
mind. All of these will be looked at carefully, not to reject them, but to see what they actually are and 
whether they can define what you are. 



pg. 18 
 

 

The examination does not begin with a conclusion. It does not assume that any of these descriptions 
are correct or incorrect. Instead, it looks at each one and asks a simple question. Is this constant, or 
does it change? If it changes, can it be what you are? This approach removes complexity. It does not 
require specialized knowledge. It only requires attention to what is already present. You will notice 
that most of what is usually taken as identity is made up of things that can be observed. Thoughts can 
be observed. Emotions can be observed. Sensations in the body can be observed. Even the sense of 
being a person, with a past and a future, can be noticed as it appears in thought. If something can be 
observed, it raises a necessary question. What is it that is aware of it? 

This question is not introduced to create a new concept. It is introduced because it appears naturally 
when observation is clear. If thoughts are seen, they are not what is seeing. If emotions are noticed, 
they are not what is noticing. This distinction is simple but often overlooked. The examination moves 
in this direction. Not by building an idea of what you are, but by looking at what you are not, based 
on direct observation. What is not constant cannot define you. What appears and disappears cannot 
be what you are. At the same time, this is not a process of elimination that leads to a new label. The 
aim is not to replace one definition with another. The aim is to see clearly what remains when 
definitions are no longer assumed to be accurate. You may notice resistance as certain assumptions 
are questioned. That resistance is not separate from what is being examined. It is part of the same 
structure. It can also be observed. 

Nothing outside your own experience is required for this examination. No reference is needed beyond 
what is present now. The process is direct, and it remains grounded in what can be seen without 
interpretation. What is being examined is simple, but the implications are not small. If what you are is 
misunderstood, then everything built on that misunderstanding carries the same instability. If it 
becomes clear, that clarity does not stay confined to a single area. It affects how everything else is 
seen. This is the scope of the examination. Not to provide answers, but to remove what is assumed, 
so that what is actually present can be seen without distortion. 

SECTION P.5: HOW TO READ THIS DOCUMENT 

This document is not meant to be read in the usual way. It is not structured to deliver information for 
you to remember, analyze, or apply later. It is structured to be examined as you read, in real time, 
within your own experience. Most reading is done for accumulation. You move from one point to 
another, building understanding through connection, comparison, and memory. That approach is 
useful in many contexts, but it does not work here. Accumulation creates distance between what is 
read and what is seen. It turns something immediate into something conceptual. This document 
requires a different approach. Each section stands on its own and must be looked at directly. If a 
statement points to something, pause and observe it. Do not move forward until it is clear, or until it 
is evident that it is not clear. There is no advantage in continuing without seeing. 

Reading quickly will not help. Reaching the end will not provide completion. There is no final 
conclusion waiting at the end of the document that will resolve everything at once. What matters is 
whether each step is seen as it appears. You may notice a tendency to translate what is written into 
familiar ideas. For example, to connect it to something you have read before, or to place it within a 
known framework. This tendency is automatic. It gives a sense of understanding, but it often replaces 
direct observation with interpretation. When this happens, return to what is being pointed to. Do not 
rely on comparison. Look at the experience itself. If something is described, check whether it is actually 
present. If it is not present, leave it aside. If it is present, there is no need to interpret it. 
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It is also important to read without trying to reach a result. The expectation of a result creates pressure. 
It introduces a goal, such as clarity, peace, or resolution. That goal then shapes how the document is 
read. Instead of observing what is, attention moves toward achieving something. This document does 
not provide a result. It removes what is not accurate. What remains is not something gained. It is 
something that was already present but overlooked. If you read with the intention of gaining 
something, that movement will interfere with what is being examined. 

There may be moments where what is described feels uncomfortable or challenges how you have 
understood yourself. There may also be moments where something becomes unexpectedly clear. Both 
are part of the process. Neither should be held onto. What matters is not the reaction, but what is 
being seen. You are not required to finish this document in a single sitting. You are not required to 
follow a schedule. It can be read in parts, returned to, or paused at any point. What matters is not 
continuity of reading, but continuity of observation. If at any point the reading becomes mechanical, 
or if attention fades, stop. Continuing without attention turns the document into information, which 
is not its purpose. It is better to read a small portion with clarity than to move through large sections 
without seeing. 

There is no authority here to guide you step by step. There is no method to follow beyond simple 
observation. You are responsible for looking, for checking, and for seeing what is actually present. As 
you proceed, keep the approach consistent. Do not accept. Do not reject. Do not conclude. Look. If 
something is true, it will not depend on repetition or reinforcement. It will be visible whenever it is 
looked at. If something is not true, no amount of reading will make it so. 

This document does not lead you anywhere. It does not take you from one state to another. It does 
not transform you into something different. It only removes what is not accurate. What remains does 
not need to be maintained. It does not depend on effort. It does not depend on this document. Read 
in this way, and the structure will function as intended. Not as a source of knowledge, but as a clear 
examination of what is already present. 

Nothing more is required. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Human life, as it is commonly lived, is organized around an assumption that is rarely examined. You 
take yourself to be a defined entity, with a name, a history, a set of traits, and a position within the 
world. From this assumption, everything else follows. Thought organizes around it. Emotion responds 
to it. Action is directed by it. Entire systems of society are built upon it. This assumption is so familiar 
that it is not usually questioned. It appears self-evident. When asked who you are, the response comes 
quickly. A name is given. A background is described. Roles and relationships are identified. These 
answers are accepted as sufficient, both by yourself and by others. At the same time, there is ongoing 
uncertainty. Despite having answers, there is continued searching. This searching may appear as the 
pursuit of success, meaning, identity, or understanding. It may take place through education, belief 
systems, personal development, or reflection. It may be subtle or intense, but it is widespread. This 
creates a contradiction. On one hand, there is an established sense of who you are. On the other, there 
is a continuous movement to confirm, improve, or redefine it. This movement does not come to an 
end. It adjusts, expands, and shifts, but it does not resolve. 

This document addresses that contradiction directly. It does not offer a better definition of who you 
are. It does not attempt to refine identity or replace it with a more advanced version. It does not 
introduce a system for improvement or transformation. Instead, it examines the structure of what you 
currently take yourself to be. The approach is simple. What you identify as yourself will be looked at 
carefully. Each component will be examined as it appears in experience. The question is not whether 
these components are useful, but whether they can define what you are. If something changes, can it 
be what you are? This question is applied consistently. Name, history, roles, personality, thoughts, 
emotions, and the body are all considered in this way. No assumption is carried forward without being 
checked. As this examination unfolds, a pattern becomes clear. The sense of identity depends on 
elements that are not stable. It is maintained through memory, reinforced by repetition, and supported 
by external confirmation. When these supports shift, the sense of self is affected. 

This instability becomes visible in moments of change, loss, or uncertainty. When something identity 
depends on is altered or removed, there is a reaction. That reaction is often described as discomfort, 
fear, or confusion. These reactions indicate that what is taken to be self is not independent. This 
document does not attempt to manage those reactions. It looks at their cause. At the same time, it 
does not deny the practical use of identity. Names, roles, and personal history have function in daily 
life. The question is not whether they exist, but whether they are what you are. Something can exist 
and still not define you. As the examination continues, attention moves from what can be observed 
to what is observing. Thoughts, emotions, and sensations can be seen. If they are seen, they are not 
what is seeing. This is not a conclusion to accept, but something to check directly. 

The implications are not limited to the individual. How humans understand themselves shapes how 
they relate to others and how systems are formed. Division, conflict, and the treatment of life are 
influenced by identity. When identity is unclear, the structures built upon it reflect that instability. This 
document does not attempt to solve global problems directly. It addresses the foundation from which 
those problems arise. If what you are is misunderstood, then action and structure will carry that 
misunderstanding. If it becomes clear, that clarity has wider consequences. The purpose here is not to 
provide answers to hold onto. It is to remove what is assumed without examination. What remains is 
not something new. It is something that does not depend on definition. The process requires attention, 
not agreement. It requires observation, not belief. It proceeds step by step. Everything that follows 
builds on this. 

 



pg. 21 
 

 

PART I 

THE ASSUMED SELF 

What You Take Yourself to Be 

This part begins with what is most familiar and least examined. You already have a sense of who you 
are, and it appears immediate, obvious, and stable. It does not feel constructed or assembled over 
time. It feels given, as if it has always been there. From this sense of self, thought organizes, emotion 
responds, and action is directed. It becomes the center around which experience is interpreted and life 
is lived. Because of this, it is rarely questioned in any serious way. It is simply assumed to be true. The 
purpose of this part is to examine that assumption directly. Not by introducing new ideas or alternative 
beliefs, but by looking carefully at what you already take to be yourself. This includes your name, your 
personal history, your roles and positions, your personality and traits, and the underlying sense that all 
of these belong to a single, continuous “me.” These elements are not being denied or dismissed. They 
exist and have clear function in communication and daily life. The question is more precise than that. 
The question is whether these elements define what you are, or whether they are simply things that 
appear and change within your experience. 

This distinction is central. Something can exist, be useful, and still not be what you are. Most people 
do not make this distinction. What is present is taken as identity, and what is experienced is taken as 
self. This happens automatically, without deliberate choice or careful observation. Over time, through 
repetition and reinforcement, this assumption becomes stable. It feels true not because it has been 
examined, but because it has been continuously repeated and confirmed by both personal memory 
and social agreement. 

In this part, each component of identity will be examined in a direct and consistent way. The approach 
is simple and does not rely on theory. What you identify as yourself will be observed as it appears in 
experience, and one question will be applied throughout. If something changes, can it be what you 
are? This question is not used as a conclusion to accept, but as a method of observation. Your name 
can change, your roles can change, your personality can shift, your body changes continuously, and 
your thoughts and emotions appear and disappear. Despite all of this change, there remains a sense 
of continuity, a feeling that “I am the same person.” That sense itself will also be examined in the 
same way. 

As this examination begins, it is possible that resistance will appear. This may take the form of 
discomfort, doubt, or a subtle need to hold onto what is familiar. This reaction is not separate from 
the process. It is part of what is being examined. There is no need to remove it or overcome it. It only 
needs to be seen clearly, as it is, without avoidance or justification. 

This part moves step by step, starting with what is most obvious and gradually revealing what is usually 
overlooked. Nothing new is introduced, and nothing is required to be believed. Everything that is 
examined is already present in your experience. The clarity does not come from adding information, 
but from observing what is already there without assumption. As this observation deepens, a simple 
fact begins to emerge. What you take yourself to be is built from elements that are not stable. This is 
not something to agree with or reject. It is something to see directly. If it is seen clearly, even partially, 
something begins to shift. Not because something new has been added, but because something 
previously assumed is no longer held in the same way. That shift is not the result of effort or intention. 
It comes from seeing what is actually the case. This is where the examination begins, and everything 
that follows depends on the clarity established here. 
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CHAPTER 1 

WHO YOU THINK YOU ARE 

This chapter begins with what appears most certain. If you are asked who you are, an answer comes 
immediately. It does not require deep thought or investigation. It is already prepared. You respond 
with a name, a background, a set of roles, and a description of your personality. These elements 
combine to form what you take to be yourself. They feel personal, specific, and uniquely yours. This 
sense of identity is not experienced as a theory. It feels direct and real. It carries continuity. It gives 
the impression that there is a stable “me” that exists through time, moving from past to present and 
into the future. Because of this, it becomes the reference point for everything else. Decisions are made 
based on it. Relationships are formed around it. Meaning is interpreted through it. It becomes the 
center of psychological life. However, in this chapter, that assumed center will be examined carefully. 
Not to deny it, not to replace it, but to understand what it actually consists of. Each element that 
forms this sense of self will be looked at as it is, without adding interpretation or protection. The 
question is simple but precise. Are these elements what you are, or are they things you have learned, 
accumulated, and now identify with? 

Your name, for example, was given to you. It was not something you brought with you. Your history 
is a record of events that have already passed. Your roles depend on context and can change over 
time. Your personality develops through experience and continues to shift. Even your preferences, 
beliefs, and reactions are shaped by exposure, environment, and repetition. Despite this, all of these 
are grouped together and experienced as a single identity. This grouping is rarely questioned. It is taken 
as natural. The sense of “this is me” forms around these elements and holds them together. This sense 
does not usually separate what is learned from what is inherent, or what is changing from what is 
constant. Everything is treated as one. 

This chapter does not attempt to break that structure through argument. It examines it through 
observation. Each component will be looked at individually, as it appears in experience. The aim is 
not to reach a conclusion, but to see clearly what is actually present. If something can be identified, 
described, or pointed to, then it is something that can be observed. If it can be observed, it raises a 
question about whether it can be the one who is observing. This is where the examination begins. Not 
with abstract ideas, but with what you already take to be yourself. The familiar will be looked at closely. 
What has always been assumed will be brought into direct attention. There is no need to agree or 
disagree with what is seen. The only requirement is to look without avoiding, and to allow what is 
observed to stand on its own without immediate conclusion. 

Section 1.1: Name and Designation 

The most immediate answer to the question “Who are you?” is usually a name. It is the first label 
given, the primary way others refer to you, and the marker you learn to respond to from early 
childhood. Over time, this name becomes closely associated with your sense of self. When it is spoken, 
attention turns. When it is written, it represents you. It begins to feel as though it is not just a label, 
but something that defines you. However, a name is something that was assigned, not something you 
brought into existence yourself. It was given by others, accepted through repetition, and reinforced 
through use. Before you learned it, it had no meaning to you. It became meaningful only through 
conditioning. If a different name had been given and repeated in the same way that would now feel 
just as personal and just as “correct.” This shows that the connection between you and your name is 
not inherent, but learned. 
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In addition to your name, there are other forms of designation that you carry. These include 
nationality, profession, titles, and social identifiers. You may be described as a citizen of a country, a 
member of a group, or someone with a specific role in society. These designations help organize 
interaction and communication. They allow systems to function and people to relate within structured 
environments. But like your name, these designations are also assigned and dependent. They rely 
on systems that existed before you and will continue after you. They can change without altering the 
basic fact of your existence. A change in citizenship, occupation, or social role does not create a new 
being. It only changes how you are described and how you function within a system. 

Despite this, these labels are often taken as part of identity. They are not just used for practical 
purposes but are internalized as definitions of self. This creates a situation where what is essentially 
external and variable is experienced as internal and fixed. The label becomes fused with the sense 
of “me.” If this is examined directly, a simple question arises. Can something that is given, learned, 
and changeable be what you are? A name can be replaced. A designation can be removed or altered. 
Yet something remains present regardless of these changes. That presence does not depend on what 
it is called or how it is categorized. This does not mean that names and designations should be rejected. 
They have clear practical value. They are necessary for communication and organization. The point is 
not to remove them, but to see them accurately. They function as labels, not as the substance of what 
you are. When this is seen clearly, the attachment to these labels begins to loosen. They can still be 
used, but they are no longer confused with identity. What you are is not established by what you are 
called. The name points to you, but it is not you. 

Section 1.2: Personal History 

When asked who you are, the response often moves beyond a name into a personal history. You 
describe where you were born, how you were raised, what you have experienced, what you have 
achieved, and what you have gone through. These events are organized into a narrative that gives a 
sense of continuity. It explains how you became who you are today. This narrative feels deeply 
personal. It carries emotional weight and is often treated as a core part of identity. Your history appears 
to provide evidence of self. It shows progression, change, and development over time. It connects 
past events to present conditions. Because of this, it feels like more than a record. It feels like the 
substance of who you are. Without it, there can be a sense of incompleteness, as if something essential 
is missing. However, when examined closely, personal history is made up of memory. It exists as 
stored impressions of past events, reconstructed in the present. These memories are not the events 
themselves. They are representations, influenced by perception, interpretation, and time. Details are 
forgotten, altered, or emphasized. What is remembered is not a perfect record, but a selective 
reconstruction. This means that what you call your history is not fixed. It can change in how it is 
remembered and understood. The same event can be interpreted differently at different times. What 
once felt important may lose significance. What was overlooked may later seem central. The narrative 
adjusts, even though the past itself does not change. 

Despite this instability, the sense of identity often depends on this narrative remaining coherent. You 
feel like the same person because there is a story connecting your past to your present. This creates 
the impression of continuity. But that continuity depends on memory holding together in a certain 
way. If memory is disrupted, weakened, or lost, the sense of a continuous personal identity is also 
affected. This raises a direct question. Can what you are be based on something that is reconstructed, 
selective, and subject to change? Memory provides information, but it is not constant. It depends 
on the functioning of the brain, on attention, and on interpretation. It can be incomplete or inaccurate. 
Yet it is used as a foundation for identity.  
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There is also another point to consider. Your history consists of events that have already passed. 
They are no longer occurring. They exist only as memory in the present moment. If something exists 
only as a representation of what has already ended, can it define what you are now? This does not 
mean that personal history has no value. It plays a role in learning, communication, and practical 
functioning. It allows you to navigate the world and understand context. But its role is functional, not 
definitional. It informs, but it does not establish what you are. When this is seen clearly, the 
identification with personal history begins to loosen. The events remain, the memories remain, but 
they are no longer taken as the core of identity. They are recognized as records of experience, not 
as the one who experiences. What you are cannot be something that exists only as a reconstruction of 
what is no longer happening. 

Section 1.3: Roles and Positions 

Beyond name and history, identity is strongly shaped by the roles and positions you occupy. You 
may identify as a parent, a child, a professional, a leader, a student, a citizen, or a member of a group. 
These roles organize how you relate to others and how others relate to you. They define expectations, 
responsibilities, and patterns of behavior. Over time, they become familiar and begin to feel like part 
of who you are. Roles are not isolated. A single person may hold many roles at once, shifting between 
them depending on context. At work, you function in one way. In family settings, another. In public, 
another. Each role brings a different set of behaviors, language, and responses. Despite this variation, 
there is usually an assumption that all of these roles belong to a single, stable identity. However, roles 
are context-dependent. They exist within specific situations and relationships. A role has meaning 
only in relation to something else. The role of a teacher exists only with students. The role of a parent 
exists only with a child. Remove the context, and the role no longer functions in the same way. This 
shows that roles are not independent. They arise within structures and depend on those structures to 
exist. 

Roles are also changeable. They can begin and end. A person may gain a position, lose it, or move 
into a different one. Relationships shift. Circumstances change. What once defined your daily life may 
no longer be present. When a role changes or disappears, something noticeable happens. There can 
be uncertainty, discomfort, or a sense of loss. This reaction suggests that the role was not only 
functional, but also identified with. If a role were simply a function, its change would be practical, 
not psychological. But when it is taken as part of identity, its change affects the sense of self. This 
reveals that the role has been absorbed into the idea of “who I am.” This leads to a direct question. 
Can what you are be something that depends on context, exists only within relationships, and can 
change or disappear? A role can be played, performed, and ended. It can be taken up or set aside. It 
requires conditions to exist. Yet something remains present whether the role is active or not. This 
does not mean roles should be rejected. They are necessary for participation in society. They allow 
cooperation, organization, and function. The issue is not their existence, but their misidentification. 
When roles are seen clearly as functions rather than identity, they can be performed without confusion. 
What you are does not begin when a role begins, and it does not end when a role ends. The role is 
something you engage in. It is not what you are. 

Section 1.4: Personality and Traits 

Another layer of identity is what you describe as your personality and traits. These include patterns 
such as being calm or reactive, introverted or extroverted, confident or uncertain, disciplined or 
impulsive. These characteristics are often treated as stable features of who you are. They are used to 
explain behavior, predict reactions, and distinguish one individual from another. Over time, they 
become part of how you define yourself and how others define you. 
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Personality appears consistent, which gives it a sense of reliability. You may say, “this is just how I 
am,” and use that as a reference point across different situations. However, when examined closely, 
personality is not fixed. It is made up of patterns of behavior and response that have formed over 
time through experience, environment, and repetition. These patterns can strengthen, weaken, or 
change depending on conditions. For example, a person who is considered confident in one setting 
may become uncertain in another. Someone who is calm in familiar environments may become 
reactive under pressure. Traits are not expressed in the same way at all times. They depend on context, 
circumstances, and internal states. This variability shows that personality is not a constant structure, 
but a set of tendencies that shift. 

Personality is also shaped through conditioning. From early life, you learn what is encouraged, what 
is discouraged, and what is rewarded. Certain behaviors are repeated because they produce desired 
outcomes. Others are avoided. Over time, these repeated patterns form what is later called personality. 
This means that what feels natural or inherent may in fact be the result of accumulated influence. 
There is also a reinforcing loop. Once a trait is identified, it is often maintained through belief. If 
you consider yourself to be a certain type of person, you may continue to act in ways that confirm that 
idea. This strengthens the pattern and gives the impression of stability. But the stability comes from 
repetition, not from something unchanging at the core. This leads to a direct question. Can what you 
are be something that is formed through experience, dependent on conditions, and capable of 
change? Traits can develop, shift, or even disappear over time. They can be influenced by learning, 
environment, and intention. Yet they are often taken as defining identity. 

This does not mean personality has no function. It plays a role in interaction, communication, and 
behavior. It helps organize how you respond to the world. But its role is functional, not fundamental. 
It describes patterns. It does not define what you are. When this is seen clearly, the attachment to 
personality begins to loosen. Traits can still be observed and understood, but they are no longer taken 
as the core of identity. They are recognized as patterns within experience, not as the one who 
experiences. What you are is not limited to a set of changing characteristics. Personality may describe 
how you appear and respond, but it does not establish what you are. 

Section 1.5: The Sense of “Me” 

After name, history, roles, and personality are examined, there still remains something more subtle 
and more persistent. Even if all labels are set aside, there is still a sense of “me.” It is not always 
expressed in words, but it is felt directly. It is the sense that “this is happening to me,” “these are my 
thoughts,” “this is my life.” It appears as the center of experience. This sense of “me” is not as clearly 
defined as a name or a role, but it feels more fundamental. It seems to be the one to whom everything 
belongs. Thoughts arise, and they are felt as my thoughts. Emotions appear, and they are experienced 
as my feelings. Experiences happen, and they are organized as my life. This creates the impression 
of a central owner, a continuous subject that exists behind all experience. However, when this sense 
is examined directly, it becomes difficult to locate as something concrete. It is not an object that can 
be seen in the same way as a thought, a sensation, or a memory. Instead, it appears as a feeling of 
ownership, a kind of mental positioning that places experience around a center. This center is 
assumed, but not clearly defined. 

This sense is closely tied to thought. Language plays a major role in maintaining it. The repeated use 
of words like “I,” “me,” and “mine” reinforces the impression that there is a distinct entity behind 
experience. These words are useful for communication, but they also create a structure in which 
experience is constantly referred back to a central identity. Over time, this structure becomes 
automatic and unquestioned. 
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There is also a continuity to this sense of “me.” It feels as though the same “I” that existed yesterday 
exists today and will continue into the future. This continuity is supported by memory and reinforced 
by thought. But without memory and ongoing mental reference, this continuity becomes less clear. 
The sense of a continuous “me” depends on ongoing mental activity to maintain itself. This leads 
to a direct question. Is this sense of “me” something that exists independently, or is it something that 
is constructed and maintained through thought and memory? If it cannot be located as an object, 
and if it depends on processes that are themselves changing, can it be what you are? 

When looked at carefully, the sense of “me” does not stand alone. It appears together with thoughts, 
feelings, and perceptions. It rises and falls with them. In moments where thought becomes quiet, the 
sense of a defined “me” can become less pronounced or even absent. Yet experience continues. 
Awareness remains, even without a strong sense of identity. This does not mean that the sense of 
“me” should be removed or suppressed. It is part of how the mind organizes experience. The point 
is to see it clearly. It is not a fixed entity, but a process, a pattern that gives the impression of a center. 
When this is seen directly, a shift begins. The sense of “me” is no longer taken as an unquestioned 
fact. It is recognized as something that appears within experience, not as the one that exists 
independently behind it. What you are cannot be reduced to a feeling of ownership that depends on 
thought to exist. 

Closing Reflection 

At this point, what you take yourself to be has been examined through its main components. Name, 
personal history, roles, personality, and the sense of “me” have each been looked at directly, not 
as ideas, but as they actually appear in experience. None of them have been denied, and none of them 
have been removed. Each has been understood in terms of how it functions, how it is formed, and 
what it depends on to continue. A consistent pattern has emerged across all of them. Every element 
that is usually taken as identity is changeable, dependent, and observable. A name can be replaced. 
A history is remembered and interpreted. Roles shift with circumstance. Personality develops and 
adjusts. Even the sense of “me” relies on thought and continuity to be maintained. None of these 
stand on their own as something constant and independent. At the same time, all of them can be 
noticed. They appear within experience and can be observed directly. This leads to a point that cannot 
be avoided if the examination is taken seriously. If something is changing, it cannot provide a stable 
definition of what you are. If something is dependent, it cannot exist on its own as your fundamental 
nature. If something is observable, it raises the question of whether it can be the one that is observing. 
These are not abstract arguments. They are simple observations that follow from looking carefully. 

What becomes clear is that what is usually grouped together as “myself” is not a single, unified entity, 
but a collection of processes and patterns that have been linked and assumed to be one. The sense 
of unity comes from familiarity and repetition, not from something that has been clearly examined. 
This assumption has been in place for so long that it feels natural and unquestionable. This does not 
mean that these elements disappear or lose their practical value. They continue to function in daily 
life. Names are still used, history is still remembered, roles are still performed, and personality 
continues to shape behavior. The difference is in how they are understood. They are no longer taken 
as the core of identity, but seen as components within experience. At this stage, no final conclusion 
is being given. The purpose is not to replace one idea of self with another, but to make the current 
assumption visible. The question remains open, but it is now more precise. If none of these elements 
can fully define what you are, then what has been assumed as identity requires further examination. 
What follows will move deeper into that question. It will look at where this misidentification 
begins, how it is maintained, and why it continues without being noticed. The clarity reached here is 
essential, because without seeing the instability of what is assumed, the next step cannot be approached 
directly. 
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CHAPTER 2 

HOW THIS IDENTITY FORMS 

In the previous chapter, what you take yourself to be was examined in terms of its components. 
Name, history, roles, personality, and the sense of “me” were seen as elements that are changeable, 
dependent, and observable. This raised a necessary question. If these elements are not stable, then 
how does the sense of a stable identity form in the first place? This chapter addresses that question 
directly. It does not assume that identity exists as something fixed. Instead, it looks at the process 
through which identity is constructed and maintained. What appears as a solid and continuous 
self is not given at the start. It develops over time through specific mechanisms that can be observed. 
From early life, there is a process of learning through repetition. Sounds, labels, behaviors, and 
responses are repeated until they become familiar. A name is heard again and again until it is 
recognized as “mine.” Certain actions are encouraged, others are discouraged. Over time, patterns 
begin to form. These patterns are not random. They are shaped by environment, interaction, and 
reinforcement. What is repeated becomes stable, not because it is inherently true, but because it is 
continuously practiced. 

At the same time, language plays a central role. Words are not only used to describe the world, but 
to organize experience. The repeated use of terms like “I,” “me,” and “mine” creates a structure in 
which experience is constantly referred back to a central point. This structure is learned, not inherent. 
It shapes how perception is interpreted and how identity is formed. Without language, the sense of a 
clearly defined personal identity does not develop in the same way. This process is further 
strengthened through social reinforcement. Others respond to you as a particular person. They use 
your name, recognize your roles, and confirm your traits. Over time, this external feedback becomes 
internalized. What others reflect back to you is accepted and incorporated into your sense of self.  

This creates a loop. Identity is expressed, confirmed, and then reinforced again. Memory then 
organizes all of this into a structure. Past experiences are stored and connected, creating a narrative of 
continuity. This narrative gives the impression that there is a consistent entity moving through time. 
However, this continuity depends on memory holding events together in a certain way. Without that 
structure, the sense of a continuous identity becomes less clear. From these processes, a stable 
impression is formed. It feels like there is a single, enduring self that has always been present. But this 
impression is built from repetition, language, social interaction, and memory. It is constructed 
gradually and maintained continuously. This leads to a critical point. What feels inherent may in fact 
be conditioned. What feels stable may be the result of repetition and reinforcement. What feels 
continuous may depend on how memory organizes experience. This chapter does not ask you to reject 
identity. It asks you to see how it forms. When the process is clearly understood, the assumption that 
identity is fixed begins to weaken. Not because it is challenged, but because it is seen as something 
that develops and depends on conditions. The sections that follow will examine each part of this 
process in detail. The aim is not to explain identity as an idea, but to show how it actually forms in 
experience. 

Section 2.1: Learning Through Repetition 

The formation of identity begins with a simple and often overlooked process: repetition. From early 
life, you are exposed to repeated patterns of sound, behavior, and response. These repetitions are not 
neutral. They gradually shape how you recognize yourself and how you respond to the world. What is 
repeated becomes familiar, and what is familiar begins to feel natural. 
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One of the earliest examples is the learning of a name. At first, the sound has no meaning. It is simply 
heard. Over time, as it is repeated in connection with your presence, attention, and response, it 
becomes associated with you. Eventually, the sound is no longer just a label. It is recognized as “mine.” 
This shift does not happen through reasoning. It happens through repeated exposure and 
reinforcement. The same process applies to behavior. Certain actions are repeated because they are 
encouraged or rewarded. Others are reduced because they are discouraged. Through this, patterns 
begin to form. These patterns are not chosen in a deliberate way. They develop through interaction 
with the environment. Over time, they become consistent enough to be recognized as part of your 
character or personality. 

Repetition also shapes how you interpret experience. If a particular way of thinking or reacting is 
repeated often enough, it begins to feel correct or automatic. It no longer appears as one possible 
response among many. It appears as the natural way to respond. This is how conditioning begins to 
take hold. What is important to see is that repetition does not create truth. It creates familiarity. 
Something feels real or accurate not because it has been examined, but because it has been 
encountered again and again. This familiarity gives a sense of stability. It reduces uncertainty. It allows 
the mind to function efficiently by relying on established patterns. However, this same process also 
contributes to the formation of identity. Repeated references to “you,” repeated descriptions of who 
you are, and repeated patterns of behavior all begin to form a structure. That structure is then 
recognized and reinforced. Over time, it becomes what you take yourself to be. 

This leads to a critical point. If identity is formed through repetition, then its stability comes from 
continued reinforcement. If the patterns change or stop being repeated, the structure of identity can 
also change. This means that what feels fixed may actually depend on ongoing processes to remain in 
place. This does not make repetition unnecessary. It is essential for learning and adaptation. It allows 
skills to develop and communication to function. The issue is not the presence of repetition, but the 
assumption that what is repeated becomes what you are. When this is seen clearly, repetition is 
understood for what it is. It builds patterns. It creates familiarity. It stabilizes behavior. But it does not 
define your fundamental nature. It shapes what appears, not what you are. 

Section 2.2: Language and Conditioning 

Language is one of the most powerful mechanisms in the formation of identity. It does not only 
describe reality. It structures how reality is experienced. From early development, you are taught 
words that divide, label, and organize the world. Among these, the most influential are the words “I,” 
“me,” and “mine.” These terms are used repeatedly until they become automatic, and through this 
repetition, they begin to shape how experience is interpreted. When a thought appears, it is labeled as 
“my thought.” When an emotion arises, it is experienced as “my feeling.” When an event occurs, it 
becomes part of “my life.” This constant linguistic reference creates a center around which all 
experience is organized. That center is not directly observed as an object, but it is assumed through 
the structure of language. Over time, this assumption becomes so familiar that it is no longer 
questioned. This process is not neutral. Language introduces distinctions and boundaries that may 
not be examined. It separates subject from object, self from world, observer from observed. These 
distinctions are useful for communication, but they also create a framework in which identity is 
continuously reinforced. The repeated use of language does not just describe a self. It helps construct 
and maintain the sense of one. 

Alongside language, there is conditioning. Conditioning occurs when certain responses are repeatedly 
associated with specific situations. You are taught what is acceptable, what is not, what is valued, and 
what is rejected. These teachings are not only external instructions. They become internal patterns. 
Over time, they influence how you think, feel, and act, often without conscious awareness. 
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For example, you may learn to associate success with approval and failure with rejection. These 
associations shape your reactions and decisions. They also reinforce certain aspects of identity. You 
begin to see yourself in terms of these learned patterns. What started as external guidance becomes an 
internal structure. Language and conditioning work together. Language provides the framework, and 
conditioning provides the reinforcement. Through repeated labeling and repeated response, a 
consistent pattern forms. That pattern is then recognized as “who I am.” 

This leads to a key observation. What feels natural or inherent may be the result of learned structures. 
The way you describe yourself, the way you interpret experience, and the way you respond to situations 
are influenced by processes that developed over time. They are not fixed at the start. This does not 
mean language or conditioning should be rejected. Both are necessary for communication, learning, 
and social interaction. The issue is not their use, but the lack of examination. When their role in 
shaping identity is not seen, what is constructed is taken as given. When this is observed clearly, a shift 
becomes possible. Language continues to function, and conditioning continues to operate, but they 
are no longer assumed to define what you are. They are seen as tools and processes, not as the 
foundation of identity. 

Section 2.3: Social Reinforcement 

Identity does not form in isolation. It develops within a network of relationships where others 
continuously reflect back who you are. From early life, you are addressed, described, corrected, 
encouraged, and evaluated. Through this, a process of social reinforcement takes place. What is 
repeated by others begins to shape how you see yourself. When a child is told a name, that name is 
reinforced through constant use. When certain behaviors are praised, they are repeated. When others 
are criticized or discouraged, they are reduced. Over time, these responses create patterns. These 
patterns are not only behavioral. They become part of how identity is understood. You begin to 
recognize yourself through the feedback of others. This process continues throughout life. In family, 
education, work, and society, you are constantly being positioned. You are seen as capable or 
incapable, successful or unsuccessful, acceptable or unacceptable. These evaluations may be explicit 
or subtle, but they accumulate. Over time, they are internalized. What others say about you becomes 
something you begin to say about yourself. 

This creates a reinforcing loop. Identity is expressed, others respond to it, and that response 
strengthens the original pattern. For example, if you are consistently treated as a certain type of person, 
you may begin to act in ways that confirm that expectation. This confirmation then leads to further 
reinforcement. The cycle continues, often without being noticed. Social reinforcement also provides 
a sense of validation. When others agree with how you see yourself, it creates stability. When they do 
not, it can create discomfort or conflict. This shows that identity is not only internally maintained. It 
depends on external confirmation to remain consistent. Without that confirmation, the sense of self 
can feel uncertain or unstable. This dependence raises an important question. Can what you are be 
something that requires continuous reinforcement from others to remain intact? If identity changes 
based on how it is recognized or challenged in different environments, then its stability is not 
independent. It is influenced by conditions that are outside of your control. 

At the same time, social reinforcement contributes to shared identity structures. Groups, cultures, 
and societies develop common ways of defining individuals. These definitions create categories such 
as status, role, and belonging. While these structures help organize collective life, they also strengthen 
identification. What is socially recognized becomes personally accepted. This does not mean that social 
interaction is a problem. It is necessary for communication, cooperation, and development.  
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The issue is not the presence of social reinforcement, but the unquestioned acceptance of what it 
produces. When identity is formed through repeated external feedback, it can be mistaken for 
something inherent. When this process is seen clearly, the relationship between self and society 
becomes more transparent. You can recognize how identity is shaped through interaction without 
assuming that it defines what you are. Social reinforcement continues to operate, but it is no longer 
taken as the foundation of identity. What you are cannot depend on how it is described, confirmed, 
or reinforced by others. 

Section 2.4: Memory as Structure 

Memory plays a central role in the formation and maintenance of identity. It provides the sense of 
continuity that links past experiences to the present moment. Without memory, there would be no 
organized narrative of “my life,” no clear sense of progression from what was to what is. Because of 
this, memory becomes a primary structure through which identity is understood. What you call your 
identity is largely built from remembered experiences. Events are stored, recalled, and arranged into 
a sequence. This sequence creates a story. That story explains who you have been, what you have gone 
through, and how you have become what you are now. It gives coherence to life and allows you to 
relate present situations to past events. However, memory is not a fixed record. It is a reconstruction 
that takes place in the present. Each time something is remembered, it is influenced by current 
conditions, interpretation, and perspective. Details can be added, removed, or altered. What is 
remembered is not the event itself, but a version of it shaped by perception and time. Despite this, 
identity depends on memory as if it were stable. The sense of being the same person over time is 
maintained by the ability to recall and connect past experiences. This creates the impression of a 
continuous self-moving through time. But that continuity is built from how memory organizes 
experience, not from something directly observed as constant. Memory also creates patterns of 
recognition. You remember how you have responded in the past, and this influences how you 
respond in the present. This reinforces personality and behavior, making them appear consistent. The 
repetition of remembered patterns strengthens the sense of identity. What has been done before is 
expected to continue. 

There is also a psychological investment in memory. Certain events are held more strongly because 
they are associated with emotion, meaning, or significance. These become reference points in the 
narrative of identity. They are used to explain who you are and why you are that way. This strengthens 
the connection between memory and the sense of self. This leads to a critical question. Can what you 
are be something that depends on a reconstructed and changing record of the past? If memory is 
incomplete, selective, and subject to alteration, then the structure it builds cannot be fully stable. Yet 
it is relied upon as the foundation of identity. It is also important to observe that memory exists only 
in the present moment as recall. The past itself is not present. Only the representation of it appears 
now. This means that identity, when based on memory, is built from something that is not currently 
happening, but is being re-presented. This does not reduce the practical importance of memory. It is 
essential for learning, communication, and functioning in the world. The issue is not its use, but its 
misinterpretation. Memory provides structure and continuity, but it does not establish what you are. 
When this is seen clearly, memory is understood as a tool for organizing experience, not as the core 
of identity. It shapes the narrative, but it does not define the one to whom the narrative appears. 

Section 2.5: Continuity as Illusion 

One of the strongest supports of identity is the sense of continuity. There is a persistent feeling that 
the same “I” exists over time, moving from past to present and into the future. This sense appears 
stable and unquestionable. It gives the impression that identity is not only real, but enduring. 
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This continuity seems to connect everything. The child you remember, the person you are now, and 
the one you imagine becoming all appear to be the same entity. Differences in age, experience, and 
condition are acknowledged, but they are treated as changes within a single, continuous self. This 
creates a powerful sense of personal existence across time. However, when examined closely, this 
continuity depends on specific processes. It is maintained through memory, thought, and repetition. 
Memory provides the link to the past. Thought organizes these memories into a coherent narrative. 
Repetition reinforces the sense that this narrative belongs to a single, ongoing identity. Without these 
processes, the sense of continuity becomes less certain. Each moment of experience arises in the 
present. Thoughts appear and disappear. Emotions shift. Sensations change. There is no direct 
experience of a continuous self-moving through time. What is directly experienced is a series of 
changing events. Continuity is inferred, not observed in the same way as these events. 

This inference is subtle but powerful. Thought connects separate moments and presents them as a 
single flow. It says, “this happened to me,” “this is happening to me,” and “this will happen to me.” 
Through this, a line is drawn across time, and that line is taken to be the self. But this line is 
constructed. It is not something that can be directly pointed to as an object within experience. This 
leads to an important question. Is continuity an actual feature of what you are, or is it a mental 
construction that organizes experience? If it depends on memory and thought to exist, then it is not 
independent. It is something that is created and maintained, not something that stands on its own. 
The strength of this illusion comes from its familiarity. It has been present for so long that it feels 
unquestionable. It provides stability and reduces uncertainty. Without it, there can be a sense of 
disorientation, because the mind is accustomed to organizing life through continuity. 

This does not mean continuity has no function. It is useful for planning, learning, and navigating the 
world. It allows you to relate past experience to present action. The issue is not its practical value, but 
the assumption that it defines what you are. When this is seen clearly, continuity is understood as a 
way the mind organizes experience, not as proof of a fixed and enduring self. The sense of being the 
same person over time is recognized as something that depends on processes that are themselves 
changing. What you are cannot be established by a continuity that must be continuously constructed. 

Closing Reflection 

In this chapter, the focus has been on how identity forms, not as an abstract idea, but as a process 
that can be observed. What initially appears as a stable and self-evident identity has been examined in 
terms of the mechanisms that produce and maintain it. Repetition, language, social reinforcement, 
memory, and the sense of continuity have each been seen as contributing factors. None of these 
operate in isolation. They work together, reinforcing and stabilizing the impression of a consistent 
self. A clear pattern has emerged. What is taken to be identity is not something that appears fully 
formed at the beginning. It develops gradually through conditioning. What is repeated becomes 
familiar. What is named becomes recognized. What is reinforced becomes accepted. What is 
remembered becomes structured. What is connected across time becomes continuous. Through this 
accumulation, a sense of “who I am” takes shape and stabilizes. 

This stability, however, depends on ongoing processes. Repetition must continue. Language must 
be used. Social feedback must reinforce. Memory must organize and recall. Thought must 
maintain continuity. If these processes are disrupted or altered, the structure of identity is also 
affected. This shows that identity is not independent. It relies on conditions to remain intact. It is 
important to see that none of these mechanisms are inherently problematic. They are necessary for 
learning, communication, and functioning in the world. Without repetition, nothing would be learned. 
Without language, experience would not be organized in a shared way.  



pg. 32 
 

 

Without social interaction, development would not occur. Without memory, there would be no 
continuity of learning. These processes have clear and practical value. The issue is not their existence, 
but the interpretation placed upon them. What they produce is taken to be what you are. A 
constructed and maintained structure is assumed to be a fixed identity. This assumption is rarely 
examined because the processes that create it are continuous and familiar. Over time, the constructed 
nature of identity becomes hidden by its stability. 

When this is seen clearly, a distinction becomes unavoidable. There is a difference between what is 
formed and what is fundamental. Identity, as examined here, is formed. It develops, changes, and 
depends on conditions. What is formed cannot be what you are in any absolute sense, because it does 
not exist independently. This does not lead to an immediate conclusion about what you are. It removes 
a layer of assumption. It shows that what has been taken as identity is not as solid as it appears. The 
sense of self, while familiar and functional, is supported by processes that can be observed and 
understood. 

At this stage, something important becomes visible. The problem is not that identity exists. The 
problem is the misidentification of what is constructed as what is fundamental. This 
misidentification does not occur through a single event. It is the result of continuous reinforcement 
over time. Because of this, it feels natural and unquestionable. This brings the examination to a more 
precise point. If identity is constructed through these processes, then where does the confusion 
actually begin? At what point does what is observed become mistaken for what you are? How does 
the distinction between experience and identity become blurred? 

These questions lead directly into the next part. The focus will shift from how identity forms to where 
the core error occurs. It will examine how the confusion between what is experienced and what you 
are begins, and why it persists even when it can be observed. The clarity reached here is essential. 
Without seeing that identity is constructed and maintained, the next step cannot be approached 
directly. What follows does not build on belief. It builds on what has already been seen. 
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CHAPTER 3 

WHY IT FEELS REAL 

Up to this point, identity has been examined in terms of its components and the processes through 
which it forms. It has been shown that what you take yourself to be is built through repetition, 
language, social reinforcement, memory, and the construction of continuity. These elements are 
changeable, dependent, and observable. However, a critical question remains. If identity is 
constructed and maintained through these processes, why does it feel so real, so immediate, and so 
indisputable? Why does it not appear as something artificial or unstable? Why is it experienced as 
something that is simply “true”? This chapter addresses that question directly. It does not return to 
the structure of identity, but examines the force that makes it convincing. The sense of self is not 
only maintained by processes. It is reinforced by how it is felt, repeated, and confirmed in daily 
experience. One of the key factors is familiarity. What is repeated over time becomes unquestioned. 
The sense of being a particular person has been present for so long that it no longer appears as 
something that formed. It appears as something that has always been there. Familiarity removes the 
need to examine. What is constantly present is rarely investigated. 

Alongside familiarity, there is emotional attachment. Identity is not neutral. It is connected to 
relationships, achievements, fears, and expectations. These emotional connections strengthen the 
sense that identity is real and important. When something is emotionally charged, it is not easily 
questioned. It feels personal and significant. There is also social confirmation. Others interact with 
you as if you are a defined individual with a stable identity. This confirmation is continuous. It 
reinforces the same structure again and again. What is repeatedly confirmed by others becomes 
difficult to doubt. It creates a shared agreement that appears objective. Another factor is the presence 
of fear, particularly the fear of losing identity. If the sense of self is challenged, there can be resistance. 
This resistance is not random. It arises because identity is treated as something that must be preserved. 
The possibility of losing it feels like a threat. This fear strengthens the attachment to identity and 
prevents it from being examined clearly. Finally, there is a basic need for stability. The mind organizes 
experience in a way that reduces uncertainty. A stable identity provides a reference point. It allows for 
prediction, planning, and control. Without it, there can be a sense of disorientation. Because of this, 
the mind maintains identity as something solid, even if its structure is not fully examined. These factors 
work together. Familiarity makes identity unquestioned. Emotion makes it significant. Social 
confirmation makes it shared. Fear protects it. The need for stability maintains it. Through this 
combination, identity does not appear as something constructed. It appears as something real. This 
chapter will examine each of these factors in detail. The aim is not to weaken identity through 
argument, but to understand why it feels so convincing. When this is seen clearly, the sense of certainty 
around identity begins to shift. Not because it is denied, but because the mechanisms that support 
it are understood. 

Section 3.1: Familiarity and Repetition 

One of the strongest factors that gives identity its sense of reality is familiarity. What is repeated 
consistently over time begins to feel natural, and what feels natural is rarely questioned. The sense of 
being a particular person, with a specific name, history, and set of characteristics, has been present for 
so long that it appears self-evident. It does not feel constructed. It feels given. This familiarity is not 
accidental. It is the result of continuous repetition. From early development, the same identifiers are 
used repeatedly. A name is spoken and responded to. A role is reinforced through interaction. A 
history is recalled and retold. A personality is described and confirmed. These elements are not 
introduced once. They are repeated daily, in thought, in conversation, and in behavior. 
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Through repetition, patterns become stable. What is repeated frequently becomes easier to recognize, 
and what is easy to recognize becomes assumed to be true. This is a basic function of how the mind 
operates. It does not require deliberate effort. Over time, repeated patterns are treated as reliable 
references. They are no longer seen as patterns. They are seen as facts. The sense of identity benefits 
directly from this mechanism. Because the idea of “who you are” is repeated constantly, it becomes 
deeply familiar. This familiarity creates a sense of certainty. It feels like something that has always been 
present, even though it has been gradually formed. It is important to observe how this operates in real 
time. When you think about yourself, the same descriptions tend to appear. The same narratives are 
recalled. The same emotional associations are activated. This repetition reinforces the structure of 
identity. It gives the impression of consistency and continuity. However, repetition does not create 
truth. It creates recognition. Something can be repeated many times and still be based on incomplete 
or inaccurate assumptions. The strength of familiarity does not guarantee accuracy. It only guarantees 
that something feels known. 

This distinction is critical. The sense of identity feels real not necessarily because it is fundamental, 
but because it is familiar. It has been repeated so often that it no longer appears as something that 
could be examined. It appears as something that simply is. When familiarity is not questioned, it 
becomes a form of invisible reinforcement. It supports identity without drawing attention to itself. 
The repetition continues in the background, maintaining the sense of self without requiring conscious 
effort. If this is seen clearly, a shift begins. The certainty attached to identity starts to loosen, not 
because identity is denied, but because the basis of that certainty is understood. What feels permanent 
is recognized as something that has been continuously repeated and reinforced. This does not 
immediately remove the sense of identity. The patterns remain. The familiarity remains. But the 
assumption that familiarity equals truth begins to weaken. This creates space for further examination. 

Section 3.2: Emotional Attachment 

Beyond familiarity and repetition, identity is strengthened by emotional attachment. What you take 
yourself to be is not only repeated and recognized, it is also felt. This feeling gives identity a depth 
and intensity that makes it difficult to question. It is no longer just a description. It becomes something 
that matters. From early development, identity becomes linked with experiences that carry emotional 
weight. Praise and criticism, acceptance and rejection, success and failure, all become associated with 
the idea of “who you are.” These experiences are not neutral. They leave impressions. Over time, 
these impressions become connected to identity itself. For example, when something is achieved, there 
is a sense of pride. When something is lost, there may be disappointment or pain. These responses are 
often interpreted as reactions to events, but they are also tied to identity. The event is not experienced 
in isolation. It is experienced in relation to “me.” This connection strengthens the sense that identity 
is real and significant. Emotional attachment also creates defensiveness. When identity is questioned, 
it is not only an intellectual challenge. It can feel like a personal threat. This is because identity is 
associated with what has been valued, protected, and invested in over time. To question it is to touch 
something that feels important. This defensiveness is often automatic. It may appear as resistance, 
discomfort, or avoidance. The reaction does not need to be extreme. Even a subtle reluctance to 
examine identity closely is part of this mechanism. The attachment to identity makes it difficult to 
look at it without bias. 

Another important aspect is that emotional attachment creates a sense of ownership. Identity is not 
just something that exists. It is experienced as “mine.” This sense of ownership increases the intensity 
of attachment. What is “mine” is protected more strongly than what is seen as external. This 
attachment also extends to relationships. Identity is often defined in connection with others. Roles 
such as friend, partner, parent, or colleague carry emotional significance.  
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These roles are not only functional. They are tied to connection, belonging, and meaning. As a result, 
questioning identity can feel like it affects these relationships, even when it does not directly change 
them. It is important to see that emotional attachment does not prove that identity is fundamental. It 
shows that identity is invested with meaning. The strength of feeling does not determine the nature 
of what is being felt. Something can feel deeply important and still be based on an assumption that 
has not been examined. When this is observed carefully, a distinction becomes clear. There is the 
experience of emotion, and there is the interpretation that links that emotion to identity. The 
emotion itself arises and passes. The interpretation connects it to a sense of self and reinforces that 
structure. Seeing this does not remove emotion. It does not make experience neutral or detached. It 
clarifies the role emotion plays in maintaining identity. It shows how identity is supported not only by 
repetition and familiarity, but by felt investment. As this becomes clear, the certainty around identity 
begins to shift further. The sense of self is no longer supported only by what is known, but also by 
what is felt. When both are seen as processes rather than proofs, the foundation of identity becomes 
more open to examination. 

Section 3.3: Social Confirmation 

Identity does not form or stabilize in isolation. It is continuously reinforced through interaction with 
others. From early development onward, you are addressed, described, evaluated, and responded to 
as a particular person. This ongoing interaction creates a powerful layer of social confirmation that 
strengthens the sense that identity is real and fixed. When others use your name, refer to your history, 
acknowledge your roles, and respond to your behavior, they are not only communicating. They are 
reinforcing a shared understanding of who you are. This reinforcement is constant. It happens in 
direct conversation, in observation, in expectation, and in reaction. Over time, this creates a stable 
feedback loop. You present yourself in a certain way, and others respond in alignment with that 
presentation. That response then confirms the original structure. This loop becomes self-sustaining. 
The more identity is confirmed, the more it is repeated. The more it is repeated, the more it is 
recognized. The more it is recognized, the more it is confirmed. Through this cycle, identity takes on 
the appearance of objectivity. It no longer feels like a personal assumption. It feels like something 
that exists independently and is verified by others. 

Social confirmation also creates expectation. Others begin to expect consistency in how you behave, 
speak, and respond. These expectations are often subtle, but they are influential. When you act in ways 
that align with these expectations, the identity structure is reinforced. When you act outside of them, 
there may be confusion, resistance, or correction. This encourages a return to the established pattern. 
In this way, identity is not only maintained internally. It is maintained through a network of 
relationships. Each interaction contributes to the stability of the overall structure. The sense of self 
becomes something that is shared and supported collectively. It is important to observe how this 
affects perception. When multiple people confirm the same identity, it becomes difficult to question. 
The agreement of others creates a sense of validity. It suggests that identity is not only something you 
believe, but something that is recognized by the world. This makes it appear more solid and less 
open to examination. However, social confirmation does not establish what something is. It 
establishes what is agreed upon. Agreement can be consistent and widespread, but it is still based on 
shared assumptions. The fact that many people confirm the same identity does not make it 
fundamental. It makes it collectively maintained. 

This can be seen when context changes. In different environments, different aspects of identity may 
be emphasized or minimized. The way you are seen and treated can shift depending on the situation. 
This shows that identity is not fixed in itself. It is influenced by the context of interaction and the 
expectations within that context. 



pg. 36 
 

 

When this is understood, the role of social confirmation becomes clear. It does not create identity 
from nothing, but it stabilizes and reinforces what has already been formed. It gives identity a sense 
of external validation, making it appear less like a construction and more like a fact. Seeing this does 
not require withdrawal from social interaction. It requires clarity about what interaction is doing. It 
shows how identity is supported not only by internal processes like repetition and emotion, but also 
by external reinforcement. As this becomes visible, the certainty around identity is reduced further. 
What felt independently real is seen to depend, in part, on continuous confirmation from others. This 
opens the way to examine what remains when that confirmation is no longer taken as proof. 

Section 3.4: Fear of Losing Identity 

Another force that makes identity feel real and unquestionable is fear, specifically the fear of losing 
what you take yourself to be. This fear does not usually appear as a clear statement such as “I am 
afraid to lose my identity.” Instead, it operates in the background as resistance, avoidance, and 
defensiveness whenever identity is challenged or uncertain. To understand this, it is necessary to see 
how identity is treated. It is not experienced as a simple description. It is experienced as something 
that must be maintained and protected. When the idea of “who you are” is stable, there is a sense 
of control and orientation. When it is threatened, there can be discomfort or instability. This reaction 
reveals that identity is not neutral. It is held as something important. This becomes especially visible 
during moments of change, loss, or failure. When a role ends, when a relationship shifts, when a 
belief is challenged, or when circumstances change, the structure of identity is affected. The response 
to these changes is often more intense than the practical situation alone would require. What is being 
reacted to is not only the event, but the impact on identity. For example, losing a position may not 
only affect practical conditions. It may also affect how you see yourself. A change in relationships may 
not only alter interaction. It may also affect the roles through which identity was defined. In these 
moments, the instability of identity becomes more visible, and with it, the fear of losing what has 
been assumed to be self. 

This fear creates a strong tendency to preserve continuity. Effort is made to maintain the same sense 
of self, even when conditions change. This can appear as holding onto past definitions, resisting new 
information, or avoiding situations that challenge established identity. The aim is to keep the structure 
intact. At a deeper level, this fear is connected to a basic assumption. If identity is what you are, then 
losing identity would mean losing yourself. This assumption gives fear its intensity. It is not 
experienced as the loss of a description. It is experienced as a threat to existence at a psychological 
level. However, this assumption has not been examined at the point where fear arises. The reaction 
occurs before the question is asked. The mind moves to protect identity without first confirming 
whether identity is actually what you are. In this way, fear acts as a protective mechanism for an 
unexamined assumption. It is important to see that fear does not prove that identity is real. It shows 
that identity is treated as real. The presence of fear indicates attachment and dependence. It does not 
establish the nature of what is being protected. 

When this is observed directly, the function of fear becomes clearer. It is not an independent force. It 
is tied to the structure of identity and the belief that this structure must be preserved. Without that 
belief, the basis for fear changes. This does not mean that fear immediately disappears. The patterns 
that produce it may still operate. But the relationship to fear begins to shift. Instead of reacting 
automatically, there is the possibility of examining what is actually at risk. As this becomes clear, 
another layer of certainty around identity begins to loosen. What once felt unquestionable is seen to 
depend not only on familiarity, emotion, and social confirmation, but also on fear-based protection. 
This opens the way to look more closely at the final factor that stabilizes identity, the need for 
psychological stability itself. 
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Section 3.5: The Need for Stability 

Beyond familiarity, emotional attachment, social confirmation, and fear, there is a more fundamental 
factor that makes identity feel real. This is the need for psychological stability. The mind operates 
in a way that seeks order, predictability, and continuity. A stable sense of identity provides this 
function. It acts as a reference point through which experience is organized. Without a stable 
reference, experience can feel fragmented. Events would not easily connect. Decisions would lack a 
consistent basis. There would be difficulty in maintaining direction over time. To avoid this, the mind 
constructs and maintains a sense of self that appears continuous and reliable. This structure allows 
experience to be interpreted in a coherent way. Identity serves this purpose by creating a sense of 
center. From this center, thoughts are organized, actions are directed, and relationships are 
understood. It provides a framework through which everything else is interpreted. Because of this, 
identity is not only familiar and reinforced. It is also functional. It helps maintain a sense of order. 
This function makes identity appear necessary. It seems that without it, there would be confusion or 
instability. As a result, the mind continues to support and maintain identity, often without questioning 
its nature. The priority is not to examine identity, but to preserve the stability it provides. 

However, this stability is not as solid as it appears. It depends on the same factors that have already 
been examined. It relies on memory to create continuity. It relies on repetition to maintain familiarity. 
It relies on social interaction to reinforce consistency. When these supports are disrupted, the sense 
of stability can weaken. 

This can be observed in situations where identity is unclear or challenged. During major life changes, 
loss, or uncertainty, there can be a sense of disorientation. This is often described as instability or 
confusion. What is being experienced is not the loss of something fundamental, but the weakening of 
the constructed center that normally organizes experience. 

The response to this instability is usually to restore identity as quickly as possible. New definitions are 
adopted, old ones are reinforced, or external structures are relied upon to regain a sense of order. The 
aim is to re-establish stability. This process can repeat multiple times throughout life, each time 
maintaining the assumption that identity is necessary for order. 

It is important to examine whether this assumption is valid. Does stability require a fixed identity, or 
does it require clarity about what is actually stable? If identity itself is changeable and dependent, 
then the stability it provides is also conditional. It may function in a practical sense, but it cannot serve 
as a fundamental foundation. 

This distinction is essential. There is a difference between practical organization and absolute 
stability. Identity may assist in organizing daily life, but that does not mean it defines what you are. 
Confusing these two leads to the belief that identity must be preserved at all costs. 

When this is seen clearly, the role of identity begins to shift. It is no longer treated as the foundation 
of stability, but as a tool within experience. It can function where needed, without being assumed 
to be what you are. 

As this understanding deepens, the sense of certainty around identity continues to loosen. What once 
appeared as a stable and necessary center is seen as something constructed to provide order. This 
opens the way for the next stage of examination, where the dependence of identity becomes fully 
visible, and the first clear break in its assumed solidity begins. 
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Closing Reflection 

In this chapter, the focus has not been on what identity is made of, or how it forms, but on a more 
subtle and decisive question: why it feels unquestionably real. What has been examined are the 
forces that give identity its convincing power. These forces are not abstract. They are active in daily 
experience, operating continuously and often without being noticed. A clear pattern has emerged. The 
sense of identity is reinforced through familiarity, strengthened by emotional attachment, validated 
through social confirmation, protected by fear, and maintained by the need for psychological 
stability. Each of these factors contributes to the same outcome. They make identity appear solid, 
continuous, and beyond doubt. When these factors operate together, identity no longer appears as 
something constructed. It appears as something that simply is. The repetition of the same patterns 
creates familiarity. Familiarity removes the impulse to question. Emotional attachment gives identity 
importance and weight. Social confirmation makes it seem objective and shared. Fear prevents it from 
being challenged. The need for stability keeps it in place. 

It is important to see that none of these factors independently prove that identity is fundamental. They 
only explain why it is experienced as real. The strength of a feeling, the consistency of repetition, or 
the agreement of others does not determine what something actually is. It determines how convincing 
it appears. This distinction is central. What feels real is not always what is fundamental. In this case, 
what feels like a stable and continuous self is supported by processes that are conditional and 
observable. When those processes are examined, the certainty they produce begins to weaken. At this 
point, something significant becomes visible. The sense of identity is not only constructed and 
maintained. It is also defended and preserved. This defense is not random. It is driven by the 
assumption that identity is what you are. As long as that assumption remains unexamined, the 
mechanisms that support identity will continue to operate without question. However, once these 
mechanisms are seen clearly, a shift begins. Identity is no longer held with the same unquestioned 
certainty. It may still function. It may still appear. But it is no longer supported by the same level of 
automatic belief. The foundation has been exposed. 

This does not result in immediate conclusions. It does not replace identity with a new concept. It does 
something more precise. It creates the conditions for a deeper examination. When the forces that 
make identity feel real are understood, it becomes possible to ask a more direct question: If identity 
feels real because of these factors, then where does the actual confusion begin? At what point does 
what is experienced become mistaken for what you are? 

This question leads directly into the next chapter. The focus will shift from the convincing nature 
of identity to the core error that allows it to be mistaken for something fundamental. What has been 
seen here is necessary for that step. Without understanding why identity feels real, the error behind it 
cannot be clearly identified. What remains now is not an answer, but a position of clear observation. 
The structure of identity has been seen. The forces that sustain it have been understood. The certainty 
that once surrounded it has begun to loosen. From this point, the examination can move forward 
without relying on assumption. 
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CHAPTER 4 

THE DEPENDENCE PROBLEM 

Up to this point, identity has been examined in terms of its structure, how it forms, and why it feels 
real. What has become clear is that what you take yourself to be is not fixed or independent. It is built, 
reinforced, and protected through a series of processes. However, there is a deeper issue that has not 
yet been fully addressed. This is the problem of dependence. The question is simple, but precise. If 
something depends on other factors in order to exist or remain stable, can it be what you are? This is 
not a philosophical question. It is a direct test. What you are would have to be independent, not 
something that requires constant support to appear consistent. Identity, as it has been observed, does 
not meet this condition. It depends on memory to maintain continuity. It depends on roles and 
circumstances to define position. It depends on personality patterns to create consistency. It 
depends on the body as a reference point. Each of these elements contributes to the overall structure, 
but none of them are stable on their own. Memory can change, weaken, or be incomplete. Roles can 
shift or disappear entirely. Personality can develop, adjust, or contradict itself over time. The body 
itself is in constant change. Despite this, identity is assumed to remain stable. This creates a 
contradiction. Something that depends on changing elements is being treated as if it does not change. 
This contradiction is usually not examined because the changes are gradual or distributed. The overall 
sense of identity appears continuous, even though its components are not. This creates the impression 
of stability where there is actually constant adjustment. 

When this is looked at directly, the dependence becomes clear. Identity is not standing on its own. It 
is being maintained. It requires ongoing support from multiple sources. Without that support, the 
sense of identity weakens or shifts. This can be observed in situations where memory is disrupted, 
where roles are removed, or where personality patterns change significantly. In such cases, the sense 
of “who I am” becomes less certain. The importance of this observation cannot be overstated. What 
depends on something else cannot be the foundation. It may function, it may be useful, it may appear 
stable, but it is not independent. Treating it as fundamental creates instability, because what it depends 
on is not stable. This chapter examines that dependence in detail. Each major component that identity 
relies on will be looked at directly. The aim is not to deny their existence or their practical value, but 
to understand their role. If identity depends on these elements, and these elements are not stable, then 
the assumption that identity is what you are must be reconsidered. What follows is not a conclusion, 
but a continuation of observation. The same question will be applied consistently. If something 
changes, if something depends on conditions, if something can be observed, can it be what you are? 

Section 4.1: Identity Depends on Memory 

One of the primary supports of identity is memory. Without memory, the sense of being a continuous 
person over time would not be possible in the way it is currently experienced. Memory provides the 
link between past and present. It allows events, experiences, and descriptions to be connected into a 
narrative that appears consistent. This narrative is then taken to represent “who you are.” When asked 
who you are, the response often includes references to past experiences, decisions, relationships, 
and events. These references are drawn from memory. Without access to them, the ability to describe 
a personal identity becomes limited. This shows that identity is not only supported by memory. It is 
structured through it. Memory organizes information in a way that creates continuity. It selects, 
stores, and recalls specific elements of experience. These elements are then arranged into a sequence 
that appears coherent. This sequence becomes the basis for the sense of a personal history. Over 
time, this history is treated as evidence of a stable self. 
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However, memory is not a fixed or perfectly reliable system. It is selective, reconstructive, and 
subject to change. Not all experiences are remembered equally. Some are emphasized, others are 
forgotten, and many are altered in the process of recall. What is remembered can be influenced by 
current conditions, emotional states, and repeated interpretation. This means that the narrative built 
from memory is not a complete or unchanging record. It is a constructed representation that can 
shift over time. Despite this, it is often treated as a stable foundation for identity. This creates a 
situation where something inherently unstable is used to support what is assumed to be stable. This 
can be observed directly. Over time, your understanding of past events can change. The way you 
interpret previous experiences can shift. Details can be forgotten or redefined. As this happens, the 
sense of identity associated with those memories can also change. This shows that identity is not fixed 
independently. It is linked to the state of memory at any given time. In certain conditions, this 
dependence becomes even more visible. When memory is significantly disrupted, the sense of identity 
can weaken or fragment. If access to personal history is reduced, the ability to define “who I am” is 
also affected. This is not theoretical. It is observable in real situations where memory does not function 
normally. 

The implication is clear. If identity depends on memory, and memory is changeable and incomplete, 
then identity cannot be fully stable. It exists in relation to something that is not constant. This does 
not make identity invalid in a practical sense, but it does challenge the assumption that it is 
fundamental. It is important to distinguish between function and definition. Memory has a clear 
function. It allows for learning, recognition, and continuity in practical terms. Identity, as structured 
through memory, also has practical use. It helps organize experience and interaction. However, 
function does not determine what you are. If something depends on memory, and memory itself can 
change, then that something cannot be what you are in an absolute sense. It is dependent, not 
independent. It is maintained, not inherent. Seeing this does not require rejecting memory or ignoring 
personal history. It requires clarity about their role. Memory contributes to the construction of identity, 
but it does not define what you are. This distinction is essential for the examination to continue 
without confusion. 

Section 4.2: Memory Is Unstable 

While identity depends on memory, it is necessary to examine the nature of memory itself. If memory 
were completely stable, complete, and unchanging, the dependence of identity on it would raise fewer 
questions. However, this is not the case. Memory is inherently unstable. It does not function as a 
fixed record of the past. It operates as a dynamic and changing process. Memory does not store 
experience exactly as it occurred. It selects, filters, and reconstructs. What is remembered is 
influenced by attention at the time of the event, emotional intensity, repetition, and later interpretation. 
As a result, memory is not a precise archive. It is an active reconstruction that can change each time 
it is accessed. This can be observed directly. The same past event can be remembered differently at 
different times. Details can be added, removed, or altered. The meaning assigned to an event can shift 
as perspective changes. What once seemed important may later appear insignificant. What was once 
overlooked may later become central. These changes are not rare. They are part of how memory 
functions. Because identity is built from memory, these changes have direct implications. If the 
content of memory shifts, then the structure of identity that depends on it also shifts. This may not 
always be immediately noticeable, because the changes can be gradual or subtle. However, over time, 
the cumulative effect can be significant. 

Another important aspect is that memory is incomplete. Not everything that has been experienced 
is remembered. Large portions of experience are either not stored or not accessible. Despite this, 
identity is formed based on what is remembered, not on the entirety of what has occurred. This means 
that identity is built on a partial representation of experience. 
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In addition, memory can be influenced by external factors. Information from others, cultural 
narratives, and repeated retelling can shape how events are remembered. In some cases, memories can 
be altered without direct awareness. This introduces another layer of instability. What is taken as a 
personal history may include elements that have been modified or influenced over time. There are 
also conditions in which memory becomes clearly unreliable. Under stress, fatigue, or certain 
psychological or neurological conditions, memory can become distorted or inaccessible. In such cases, 
the sense of identity can become less stable or more fragmented. This demonstrates that identity does 
not stand independently. It is directly affected by the state of memory. The key point is not that 
memory is flawed, but that it is not fixed. It is a functional system that allows for learning and 
adaptation, but it does not provide a permanent foundation. When identity depends on something 
that is constantly changing, it cannot be fully stable. This leads to a necessary observation. If what you 
take yourself to be relies on memory, and memory itself is unstable, then the sense of a stable and 
continuous identity is based on something that does not have that stability. The appearance of 
continuity is maintained, but the underlying structure is in flux. 

Understanding this does not require rejecting memory or ignoring its practical role. Memory remains 
essential for functioning in daily life. The question is not whether memory is useful, but whether 
something that depends on it can be what you are in a fundamental sense. When this is seen clearly, 
the assumption of identity as stable begins to weaken further. What once appeared as a continuous 
and reliable self is now understood to depend on a system that is selective, changing, and 
incomplete. This prepares the ground for examining the next layer of dependence within identity. 

Section 4.3: Roles Change 

Another element that identity depends on is the set of roles and positions you occupy in life. These 
roles may include being a parent, a student, a professional, a leader, a friend, or any number of social 
or functional identities. They provide structure to interaction and help define how you relate to others 
and to situations. Over time, these roles are often included in the answer to the question “who you 
are.” However, roles are not fixed. They are context-dependent and subject to change. A role exists 
within a specific situation, relationship, or system. When that situation changes, the role can change 
or disappear entirely. This means that roles are not inherent. They are assigned, adopted, and 
maintained within particular conditions. This can be observed throughout life. Roles that once defined 
you may no longer apply. New roles may emerge. Some roles may overlap, while others may conflict. 
The same individual can occupy different roles in different contexts at the same time. For example, 
one can be a professional in one setting, a family member in another, and a learner in a different 
context. Each role carries different expectations and behaviors. 

Because of this, roles do not provide a single, stable identity. They provide multiple, shifting 
reference points. When identity is based on roles, it becomes dependent on the continuity of those 
roles. If a role changes, the aspect of identity linked to it is also affected. This becomes particularly 
clear during moments of transition. When a role is lost or significantly altered, such as through a 
change in work, relationship, or social position, there can be a sense of uncertainty. This is not only 
due to the practical change. It is also due to the impact on identity. What was previously used to define 
“who I am” is no longer present in the same way. In response, there is often an effort to replace or 
restore the role. A new position may be sought, or an old identity may be held onto beyond its 
relevance. The aim is to re-establish a stable sense of self. This reaction shows that identity is not 
independent. It is linked to the roles that support it. It is also important to note that roles are 
externally recognized. They exist within social systems and are confirmed by others. This means 
that identity based on roles depends not only on personal assumption, but also on external validation. 
If a role is no longer recognized or supported, its contribution to identity weakens. 
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Despite this, roles are often treated as defining characteristics. Statements such as “this is who I am” 
are made based on positions that are temporary and conditional. This creates a mismatch between the 
changing nature of roles and the assumed stability of identity. The key point is that roles have 
functional value. They are necessary for organization, communication, and cooperation within 
society. They allow individuals to operate within systems and fulfill responsibilities. However, their 
usefulness does not make them fundamental. If something changes based on context, if it can appear 
and disappear, and if it depends on external conditions, then it cannot be what you are in an absolute 
sense. It can describe what you do or how you are positioned, but it does not define what you are. 
When this is seen clearly, another layer of identity becomes less certain. What was taken as a stable 
definition is recognized as a temporary and shifting structure. This understanding continues to 
weaken the assumption that identity, as commonly understood, is fixed or independent. 

Section 4.4: Personality Shifts 

Another component commonly taken as identity is personality. This includes traits, tendencies, 
preferences, and patterns of behavior. Statements such as “I am this kind of person” or “this is just 
how I am” are often based on observed personality characteristics. Over time, these traits are treated 
as stable features of identity. However, when examined closely, personality is not fixed. It is dynamic, 
adaptive, and influenced by multiple factors. What appears as a consistent trait is often the result of 
repeated patterns shaped by experience, environment, and context. These patterns can change when 
conditions change. Personality is influenced by learning, environment, relationships, and 
circumstances. For example, behavior in one setting may differ significantly from behavior in 
another. A person who appears reserved in one context may be expressive in another. Someone who 
is confident in familiar situations may be uncertain in unfamiliar ones. These variations are not 
exceptions. They are part of how personality functions. Over time, personality can also change more 
broadly. Experiences can alter preferences, responses, and tendencies. What was once a strong trait 
may become less prominent. New patterns can develop. This change may be gradual or more 
noticeable depending on the situation. The key point is that personality is not fixed at a single point. 
It evolves. This can be observed directly. Looking back over time, there are often clear differences in 
how you think, react, and behave. The way situations are approached may change. Reactions that once 
felt automatic may no longer occur in the same way. This shows that personality is not a constant. It 
is a pattern that develops and adjusts. 

Despite this, personality is often treated as a defining feature of identity. Labels are applied and 
repeated, both by yourself and by others. These labels create the impression of stability. However, the 
stability comes from repetition of description, not from the underlying structure being unchanging. 
Another important aspect is that personality is partly constructed through interpretation. Certain 
behaviors are grouped together and described as traits. These descriptions are then reinforced through 
memory and social feedback. Over time, the description becomes associated with identity. However, 
the description is not the same as the behavior itself. It is a way of organizing and labeling patterns. 
Because personality is based on patterns of behavior and interpretation, it is subject to change. If the 
patterns change, the personality changes. If the interpretation changes, the understanding of 
personality also changes. This shows that personality does not exist as a fixed entity. It is dependent 
on conditions and perception.  

It is also important to recognize that personality serves a functional role. It helps create consistency 
in interaction and allows others to anticipate behavior. It contributes to communication and social 
organization. However, function does not determine identity. Something can be useful without being 
what you are. If personality changes, if it adapts to context, and if it depends on interpretation and 
reinforcement, then it cannot be what you are in a fundamental sense. It describes patterns within 
experience, but it does not define the basis of that experience. 
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Seeing this clearly weakens another layer of assumed identity. What was taken as a stable “way of 
being” is recognized as a flexible and evolving set of patterns. This continues the process of 
examining identity not as something fixed, but as something constructed and dependent. 

Section 4.5: The Body Changes 

Another major component that identity depends on is the body. It is often taken as the most concrete 
and unquestionable aspect of self. Unlike memory, roles, or personality, the body appears immediately 
present and physically real. Because of this, it is frequently assumed to be the foundation of identity. 
However, when examined carefully, the body is not stable. It is in a state of continuous change. This 
change is not occasional or superficial. It is constant, occurring at every level. Cells are replaced, 
structures develop and decline, and physical conditions shift over time. The body at one stage of life 
is not the same as the body at another stage. This can be observed directly. The body changes from 
childhood to adulthood, and continues to change throughout life. Physical appearance, strength, 
health, and capability all vary. These changes are not optional. They occur regardless of preference or 
intention. This shows that the body is not fixed. It is a process, not a static object. Despite this, 
identity is often tied closely to the body. Statements such as “this is me” are made in reference to 
physical form. This creates the impression that the body provides a stable basis for identity. However, 
this impression does not align with the reality of continuous change. 

Another important aspect is that the experience of the body is mediated through perception. 
Sensations, visual appearance, and physical awareness are all experienced. These experiences can 
change depending on conditions such as health, environment, and attention. This means that even the 
way the body is experienced is not constant. In addition, the body is subject to external factors. It is 
affected by environment, nutrition, activity, and time. These influences can alter its condition in 
significant ways. This further demonstrates that the body is not independent. It depends on conditions 
to maintain its current state. There are also situations where identification with the body becomes 
more clearly visible. During illness, injury, or aging, changes in the body can affect the sense of self. 
Reactions such as fear, resistance, or discomfort often arise, not only because of the physical condition, 
but because of the impact on identity. What is being protected is not only the body, but the idea that 
the body defines who you are. It is important to distinguish between the existence of the body and 
the assumption that it is what you are. The body clearly exists and has practical significance. It 
allows interaction with the physical world. It is necessary for functioning within that world. This is not 
being denied. 

The question is whether something that is constantly changing, dependent on conditions, and 
experienced through perception can be what you are in a fundamental sense. If it changes 
continuously, then it cannot provide a stable identity. This does not lead to a rejection of the body. It 
leads to a clearer understanding of its role. The body is part of experience. It is not the definition of 
what you are. It functions within reality, but it does not define the basis of awareness that experiences 
it. When this is seen clearly, another major support of identity is understood as changeable and 
dependent. What once appeared as the most solid foundation is recognized as a process in constant 
motion. This further weakens the assumption that identity, as commonly understood, is stable or 
fundamental. 
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Closing Reflection 

In this chapter, the examination has moved from how identity feels and functions to a more direct 
and decisive point, its dependence. What has been observed is not theoretical. It is based on elements 
that can be seen clearly in experience. Memory, roles, personality, and the body have each been 
examined, not to deny their existence, but to understand whether they can serve as a stable foundation 
for identity. A consistent pattern has become clear. Every element that supports identity is 
changeable, conditional, and dependent on other factors. Memory shifts and reconstructs. Roles 
appear and disappear based on context. Personality adapts and evolves. The body undergoes 
continuous change. None of these remain fixed, and none of them exist independently. Despite this, 
identity is experienced as something stable. This creates a contradiction. Something that depends on 
changing elements is treated as if it does not change. Something that requires constant support is 
assumed to stand on its own. This contradiction is not usually noticed because the changes occur 
gradually and are distributed across different areas. The overall sense of identity appears continuous, 
even though its components are not. When this is examined directly, the implication is clear. What 
depends on something else cannot be what you are in a fundamental sense. It may function as a 
description. It may organize experience. It may be useful in communication and interaction. But it 
does not meet the condition of being independent and stable. 

It is important to be precise here. The conclusion is not that identity should be removed or rejected. 
The conclusion is that identity, as commonly understood, is constructed and maintained, not 
fundamental. It operates within experience, but it does not define the basis of that experience. At this 
point, another layer of clarity becomes available. If identity depends on these elements, and these 
elements are not stable, then the sense of a stable self must be coming from somewhere else. It cannot 
be coming from what has been examined so far. This raises a more focused question. If memory, 
roles, personality, and the body are not what you are, then what is it that is aware of them? What is 
present when memory changes, when roles shift, when personality adapts, and when the body 
undergoes transformation? This question does not introduce a new concept. It points to something 
that is already present but has not yet been examined directly. Until now, the focus has been on what 
is observed. The next step is to look more closely at the relationship between what is observed 
and what is observing. 

Another important point must also be made clear. The dependence of identity is not only an individual 
issue. When identity is assumed to be stable and fundamental, systems are built on that assumption. 
These systems organize around roles, categories, and distinctions that are themselves unstable and 
constructed. This contributes to division, conflict, and misunderstanding at a larger scale. When the 
individual sense of identity is unclear, the structures built upon it reflect that lack of clarity. This is not 
addressed in detail here, but it is important to recognize that the implications of this examination 
extend beyond personal understanding. 

Returning to the central point, what has been seen in this chapter removes another level of 
assumption. Identity has been shown to depend on elements that cannot provide a stable foundation. 
This does not immediately answer the question of what you are. It removes what you are not. This 
removal is essential. Without it, any further examination would be based on the same unexamined 
assumptions. With it, there is space for a more direct investigation. What remains now is a position of 
clear observation without conclusion. The structures that support identity have been seen. Their 
dependence has been understood. The certainty that once held them in place has weakened. From 
here, the examination can move forward to the next step, identifying the core error that allows what 
is observed to be mistaken for what you are. 
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CHAPTER 5 

THE FIRST CRACK 

Up to this point, identity has been examined through its structure, its formation, its reinforcement, 
and its dependence. Each layer has revealed the same underlying fact. What you take yourself to be 
is not fixed, not independent, and not stable in the way it appears. It is constructed, maintained, and 
supported by elements that are themselves changing. This understanding does not immediately 
remove the sense of identity. The patterns remain. The familiarity remains. The responses associated 
with identity continue to operate. However, something important has changed. The certainty that 
once held identity in place has begun to weaken. This weakening is what can be called the first crack. 
It is not a dramatic event. It does not necessarily appear as a sudden realization. It is a shift in how 
identity is seen. What was previously assumed without question is now open to examination. The 
first crack appears when the contradiction becomes visible. Identity is experienced as stable, yet it 
depends on what is unstable. It is treated as independent, yet it requires continuous support. It feels 
permanent, yet its components are constantly changing. When this contradiction is seen clearly, the 
assumption of identity as a fixed self can no longer remain fully intact. This does not immediately 
resolve the question of what you are. It does something more precise. It interrupts the automatic 
acceptance of identity. It introduces a point where questioning becomes unavoidable. 

At this stage, there may be different responses. There may be curiosity, as the structure of identity 
becomes clearer. There may be discomfort, as the familiar sense of self is no longer fully secure. There 
may be resistance, as the mind attempts to restore the previous certainty. These responses are not 
separate from the process. They are part of how identity maintains itself. It is important not to move 
too quickly at this point. The tendency may be to look for a new definition, a replacement identity, or 
a conclusion that restores stability. This would continue the same pattern in a different form. The 
purpose here is not to replace one identity with another. It is to remain with the clarity of what has 
been seen. The first crack is not the end of identity. It is the beginning of a more direct examination. 
It creates the possibility of looking at experience without immediately organizing it into a fixed sense 
of self. This chapter focuses on what happens when identity is challenged or disrupted. It looks at 
moments where the instability becomes visible, not as an idea, but as a direct experience. These 
moments provide a clearer view of how identity operates and how it is maintained. What follows will 
not introduce new concepts. It will continue the same method of observation. The question remains 
consistent. When identity is affected, what is actually being affected? And what remains present when 
that structure is no longer stable? 

Section 5.1: What Happens When Identity Is Challenged 

The structure of identity, as it is usually experienced, remains stable only as long as it is not directly 
challenged. When circumstances align with the assumptions you hold about yourself, there is little 
reason to question them. Identity operates in the background, appearing consistent and reliable. 
However, when something occurs that does not fit within this structure, a disruption takes place. This 
is where the first crack becomes visible in real time. A challenge to identity can take many forms. 
It may come through unexpected change, criticism, failure, loss, or any situation that contradicts 
the way you define yourself. What is important is not the specific event, but the effect it has on the 
sense of self. When identity is challenged, there is often an immediate reaction. This reaction can be 
emotional, mental, or behavioral. One common response is defensiveness. When identity is 
questioned, there may be an attempt to protect it. This can appear as justification, denial, or resistance 
to new information. The aim is to maintain the existing structure. The reaction is often automatic, 
occurring before there is a clear examination of what is actually being challenged. 
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Another response is confusion. When the usual reference points of identity are disrupted, there can 
be uncertainty about how to interpret the situation. If identity is used to organize experience, then a 
challenge to identity affects that organization. This can create a temporary sense of instability, where 
the usual clarity about “who I am” is less certain. There may also be emotional intensity. Feelings 
such as discomfort, anxiety, or frustration can arise when identity is threatened. These reactions are 
not only responses to the external situation. They are responses to the perceived impact on the self. 
The stronger the attachment to a particular identity, the stronger the reaction when it is challenged. 

It is important to observe that the intensity of the reaction is often greater than the situation itself 
requires. This indicates that what is being protected is not only the practical outcome, but the identity 
associated with it. For example, criticism may trigger a strong reaction, not only because of the content 
of the criticism, but because it challenges how you see yourself. In these moments, the dependence of 
identity becomes more visible. The sense of self is affected by external events, by the responses of 
others, and by changes in circumstance. This shows that identity is not independent. It is sensitive to 
conditions. At the same time, these moments provide an opportunity for direct observation. When 
identity is challenged, the usual assumption of stability is interrupted. This makes it possible to see the 
structure more clearly. The reactions that arise can be observed as part of the process, rather than 
immediately acted upon. The key question in these moments is not how to restore identity, but to 
understand what is actually being affected. Is it something fundamental, or is it a structure that has 
been assumed to be fundamental? When this question is approached without immediate reaction, the 
challenge to identity becomes a point of clarity rather than only a disturbance. It reveals how identity 
is maintained, how it is protected, and how it responds to change. This is the beginning of seeing 
identity not as something fixed, but as something that can be examined directly in experience, 
especially when it is no longer functioning as expected. 

Section 5.2: Loss, Failure, Change 

The structure of identity becomes most visible when it is disrupted by loss, failure, or significant 
change. These moments are not rare or exceptional. They are part of human life. However, their 
importance in this examination is not in the events themselves, but in how they expose the instability 
of what is taken to be self. Loss can take many forms. It may involve the loss of a relationship, a 
position, a possession, or a condition that was previously relied upon. When something is lost, the 
immediate focus is often on the external absence. However, alongside that, there is often a deeper 
reaction. This reaction is connected to how that loss affects identity. For example, losing a role does 
not only remove a function. It can affect how you define yourself. Losing a relationship does not only 
change interaction. It can alter the sense of who you are in relation to others. In these moments, the 
reaction is not only to the event, but to the change in identity that the event produces. Failure 
operates in a similar way. When an expected outcome is not achieved, or when performance does not 
match expectation, there can be a strong response. This response is often interpreted as a reaction to 
the result. However, it is also tied to identity. Failure challenges the idea of who you believe yourself 
to be. If identity includes being capable, successful, or in control, then failure introduces a 
contradiction. 

This contradiction creates discomfort. The mind may attempt to resolve it by redefining the situation, 
defending the previous identity, or seeking a new way to restore consistency. This response shows 
that identity is not stable. It requires alignment with outcomes in order to maintain its structure. 
Change, whether gradual or sudden, has a similar effect. Life conditions shift. Circumstances evolve. 
Environments change. As these changes occur, the elements that support identity also shift. This can 
lead to a sense of uncertainty, particularly when change is not controlled or expected. What is 
important to observe is that these experiences reveal something that is usually hidden.  



pg. 47 
 

 

When identity is stable, its dependence is not obvious. When it is disrupted, that dependence becomes 
clear. The reaction to loss, failure, or change shows that identity is linked to external and internal 
conditions. Another key point is that the intensity of reaction often reflects the degree of 
identification. The more strongly a particular role, relationship, or outcome is linked to identity, the 
stronger the response when it is affected. This indicates that identity is not evenly distributed. It is 
concentrated around certain elements that are given more importance. It is also important to see that 
the attempt to avoid loss, prevent failure, or control change is not only practical. It is also an attempt 
to protect identity. While some level of response is necessary for practical reasons, the psychological 
intensity often goes beyond what is required for action. It is driven by the need to maintain a consistent 
sense of self. 

When these moments are observed carefully, they provide direct evidence of how identity operates. 
They show that identity is not fixed. It is sensitive, responsive, and dependent. It changes as 
conditions change, and it reacts when those changes threaten its structure. This does not mean that 
loss, failure, or change should be avoided or minimized in this examination. On the contrary, they are 
points where the structure of identity becomes most visible. They reveal the gap between the assumed 
stability of identity and its actual dependence on conditions. When this is seen clearly, these 
experiences are no longer only disturbances. They become points of direct insight. They show, 
without theory, that what is taken to be self is not independent. This prepares the ground for the next 
step, where the instability becomes not only visible, but undeniable. 

Section 5.3: The Instability Becomes Visible 

Up to this point, the instability of identity has been described through its dependence on memory, 
roles, conditions, and reinforcement. However, there is a difference between understanding this in 
description and seeing it directly as it operates. This section addresses the moment when instability 
is no longer an idea, but an observable fact. When identity is functioning without disruption, it gives 
the impression of continuity. There appears to be a stable center that remains the same over time. 
This impression is maintained through repetition, familiarity, and reinforcement. Because it is rarely 
interrupted, it is not often examined. It is simply assumed to be stable. However, when disruption 
occurs through loss, failure, or change, the structure begins to show its limits. What was assumed to 
be consistent starts to shift. Reactions arise. Thoughts attempt to reorganize. Emotions fluctuate. In 
these moments, something becomes clear. The identity that seemed stable is actually in motion. This 
movement is not always dramatic. It can be subtle. A change in how you see yourself, a shift in 
confidence, a fluctuation in emotional state, or a reconsideration of your role can all indicate instability. 
These are not separate events. They are expressions of the same underlying structure adjusting to new 
conditions. 

The key observation is that identity does not remain unchanged when circumstances change. It 
responds, adapts, and sometimes breaks down. This shows that identity is not independent. It is 
constructed in such a way that it must constantly adjust to maintain the sense of continuity. Another 
important point is that this instability is not newly created by disruption. It was always present. What 
changes is not the nature of identity, but the visibility of its nature. When conditions are stable, 
instability is hidden. When conditions shift, instability becomes visible. This can be observed directly. 
For example, consider how quickly the sense of self can change in response to a single event. A 
moment of success may strengthen identity. A moment of criticism may weaken it. A change in 
environment may alter behavior and perception. These shifts occur within a short period of time, yet 
the assumption of a stable identity often remains. This creates a contradiction. On one hand, identity 
is assumed to be consistent. On the other hand, it is clearly changing in response to conditions. 
When this contradiction is not examined, it is overlooked. When it is observed directly, it cannot be 
ignored. 
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It is also important to notice how the mind responds to this instability. There may be an attempt to 
restore consistency, to explain the change, or to re-establish a stable sense of self. This effort indicates 
that instability is not comfortable when it is seen. There is a tendency to move away from it and return 
to a sense of certainty. However, if the instability is not avoided, but observed carefully, it reveals 
something essential. It shows that what is taken to be identity is not fixed. It is a process, not a stable 
entity. It depends on conditions, and it changes as those conditions change. This observation does not 
require interpretation. It can be seen directly in experience. The question is not whether identity should 
be stable, but whether it actually is. When this is examined without assumption, the answer becomes 
clear through observation. At this stage, the instability of identity is no longer a theoretical point. It 
becomes something that can be seen repeatedly, in different situations, across time. This prepares the 
ground for the next step, where the presence of instability leads to a more fundamental question about 
what identity is and whether it can serve as a reliable foundation. 

Section 5.4: The Question Begins 

When the instability of identity becomes clearly visible, a shift takes place. Up to this point, identity 
has been assumed, maintained, and defended. Even when challenged, the primary movement has been 
to restore it. However, when its instability is no longer an abstract idea but something directly 
observed, that movement begins to weaken. This is where a different kind of inquiry starts. The 
question that arises is not introduced from outside. It is not given by a system, a belief, or an authority. 
It emerges naturally from observation. When what you take yourself to be is seen to be changeable, 
dependent, and inconsistent, the assumption that it defines you begins to lose its certainty. From 
this point, a simple but fundamental question appears: if this is not stable, can it be what I am? 
This question is different from the kind of questioning that seeks better answers within the same 
framework. It does not ask how to improve identity, refine it, or replace it with a more secure version. 
It does not ask how to become a better self. Instead, it questions the validity of the entire structure 
that has been taken as self. At this stage, there may be a tendency to move quickly toward conclusions. 
The mind may attempt to answer the question immediately, using ideas, beliefs, or prior knowledge. 
However, this would be a continuation of the same pattern. The importance of this question is not in 
answering it quickly, but in remaining with it without assumption. 

The question also brings a shift in attention. Previously, attention was directed toward maintaining 
identity, reacting to events, and organizing experience around a defined self. Now, attention begins to 
turn toward the structure itself. Instead of operating within identity, there is an opportunity to observe 
how it operates. This shift is subtle but significant. It changes the direction of inquiry from external 
outcomes and internal narratives to direct observation of what is happening. Thoughts, emotions, 
reactions, and assumptions can now be seen as part of a process, rather than as expressions of a fixed 
identity. At the same time, this stage can bring uncertainty. Without the usual reliance on identity, 
there may be a sense of not having a clear reference point. This uncertainty is often interpreted as a 
problem. However, it is actually a sign that the previous assumption is no longer being held in the 
same way. The absence of immediate certainty creates space for direct examination. It is important 
to see that this question does not require belief, agreement, or acceptance. It requires only observation. 
It is not asking for a new identity to replace the old one. It is asking whether identity, as it has been 
understood, can truly define what you are. 

If this question is approached carefully, without rushing to conclusion, it begins to reveal something 
important. It shows that much of what has been taken as self has not been examined at a fundamental 
level. It has been assumed, reinforced, and repeated, but not questioned in this way. This marks a 
turning point in the examination. The focus is no longer only on describing identity and its instability. 
It begins to move toward understanding where the misidentification begins.  
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The question opens the way for a deeper investigation, not by adding new ideas, but by continuing to 
look directly at what is present. From here, the examination becomes more precise. It will look at the 
point where experience and identity are confused, and how that confusion gives rise to the entire 
structure that has been observed so far. 

Closing Reflection 

This chapter has brought the examination to a point where the structure of identity is no longer only 
described, but seen in operation. What began as an assumption, something taken for granted and 
rarely questioned, has now been followed through moments of disruption, reaction, and observation. 
The result is not a conclusion imposed from outside, but a growing clarity that emerges from looking 
directly at experience. The key elements that define identity have already been examined in earlier 
chapters. What this chapter has added is a deeper exposure of how those elements behave under 
pressure. When identity is challenged, when loss occurs, when failure disrupts expectation, or when 
change alters conditions, something important becomes visible. The sense of self that appeared stable 
begins to show its dependence on what is not stable. This is not a theoretical point. 

 It is something that can be observed repeatedly. In different situations, across different contexts, the 
same pattern appears. Identity reacts, adjusts, defends, and sometimes breaks down. These reactions 
are not random. They are consistent with a structure that relies on conditions, memory, and 
reinforcement. Through this observation, the idea of identity as a fixed and independent center 
becomes increasingly difficult to maintain. What seemed solid begins to reveal itself as constructed 
and responsive. This does not mean that identity disappears in practice. Names, roles, and functions 
continue to operate. What changes is the assumption that these define what you are. 

One of the most important points in this chapter is the shift from conceptual understanding to 
direct observation. It is possible to agree with the idea that identity changes, that it depends on 
conditions, or that it is influenced by experience. However, agreement does not bring clarity. What 
matters is seeing these movements as they happen. When identity reacts to a challenge, when it is 
affected by loss, when it shifts with change, that is where the structure becomes visible. Another key 
point is the recognition that instability is not introduced by circumstances. It is revealed by them. 
The conditions of life do not create instability in identity. They expose what is already there.  

This distinction is important because it changes how these moments are understood. Instead of being 
seen only as problems to resolve, they can be seen as opportunities to observe the structure more 
clearly. As this becomes evident, the effort to maintain a consistent identity may begin to lose its 
urgency. This does not happen through force or decision. It happens because the basis for that effort 
is seen to be unreliable. When something is clearly seen as unstable, the attempt to treat it as stable 
naturally weakens. At this point, a fundamental question arises, not as an abstract idea, but as a direct 
consequence of observation. If everything that has been taken as identity is changeable, dependent, 
and observable, then what exactly is being referred to as “self”? This question does not seek an 
immediate answer. It does not point toward a new definition. It simply remains as a point of inquiry 
that cannot be ignored once it is seen. 

This question marks a transition. The examination is no longer focused only on the components of 
identity and their instability. It begins to move toward the source of the confusion itself. How does 
something that is clearly observable come to be taken as what you are? Where does this identification 
begin, and why does it persist so strongly despite its instability? It is also important to recognize that 
nothing has been removed in a practical sense. You still have a name, a history, roles, and a personality. 
These continue to function in daily life.  
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What is being questioned is not their existence, but their status as identity. This distinction allows the 
examination to remain grounded and precise, without rejecting what is functionally necessary. What 
remains at the end of this chapter is not a new position to adopt, but a clearer view of what has 
been assumed. The structure of identity has been followed to the point where its instability is evident, 
and the need to question it has emerged naturally. There is no conclusion to hold onto, no new belief 
to replace the old one. There is only the continuation of observation, now directed more precisely. 

From here, the examination moves into a deeper level. It will look at the exact point where the 
confusion begins, where experience and identity are not distinguished, and how this single error gives 
rise to everything that has been seen so far. The clarity reached here is necessary, because without 
seeing the instability of identity, the next step would remain abstract. Now, the ground is prepared. 
The question is active. The structure has been exposed. What follows is not an expansion, but a 
refinement of observation, moving closer to the core of the issue. 
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PART II 

THE ERROR 

Where Misidentification Begins 

The previous part brought the examination to a critical point. What you take yourself to be was not 
rejected, but carefully observed, and through that observation, its instability became clear. Identity 
was seen to depend on memory, roles, conditions, and reinforcement, and to shift when those 
conditions change. This did not require belief. It became evident through direct experience. However, 
seeing that identity is unstable is not the end of the inquiry. It leads to a more precise question. If what 
you take yourself to be is constructed and changing, then how did it come to be taken as what you 
are in the first place? This is the focus of this part. This section does not continue by describing 
identity in more detail. It moves deeper, into the point where a fundamental confusion begins. This 
confusion is not complex. It does not require advanced knowledge to understand. It is simple, but it 
operates continuously and without being noticed. It is the point where experience and identity are 
not distinguished. Everything you know about yourself is based on experience. Thoughts are 
experienced. Emotions are experienced. Sensations are experienced. Perceptions are experienced. 
These are all present and observable. However, at some point, these experiences are not only noticed, 
but identified with. What is experienced becomes what you take yourself to be. This shift is subtle. 
It does not appear as a deliberate decision. It happens through repetition, conditioning, and 
reinforcement. Over time, the distinction between what is observed and what you are becomes 
blurred. This is the core of the error. Not that experience exists, but that it is taken as identity. Once 
this confusion is in place, everything that follows builds upon it. Thought begins to organize around 
a center. That center is assumed to be “me.” From there, control is attempted, narratives are formed, 
and a continuous internal voice develops. This voice appears to represent you, to guide you, to define 
you. However, it is part of the same structure that has been assumed without examination. From this 
point, the search mechanism begins. If identity is constructed and unstable, it cannot provide lasting 
certainty. This creates a sense of lack, even if it is not clearly recognized. The response to this is 
searching. Searching for completion, for stability, for a more secure version of self. This search takes 
many forms, but it is based on the same assumption: that what you are is something that can be found, 
improved, or completed. At the same time, truth begins to be externalized. Instead of being 
examined directly in experience, it is projected outward into systems, beliefs, authorities, and 
structures. This is not limited to individuals. It becomes collective. Entire societies organize around 
shared assumptions about identity, meaning, and truth. These systems reinforce the same confusion 
at a larger scale. It is important to be clear about the function of this part. It does not introduce a new 
system of thought. It does not provide a corrected identity. It does not replace one belief with another. 
Its purpose is to locate the exact point where misidentification begins, and to make it visible 
through direct observation. Each chapter in this part addresses a different aspect of this error. The 
first identifies the confusion between experience and identity. The second examines how thought 
becomes a false center, creating the sense of a self that must be maintained. The third exposes the 
search mechanism, showing why it begins and why it does not end. The fourth looks at how truth 
is projected outward and sustained collectively. As with the previous part, nothing here requires 
agreement. The only requirement is observation. What is being described is not theoretical. It is 
present in immediate experience. The distinction between what is observed and what is observing can 
be checked directly. The movement of thought, the formation of self-image, and the tendency to 
search can all be seen as they occur. If this is examined carefully, something becomes clear. The 
problem is not that identity exists. The problem is that what is not stable, not independent, and 
not fundamental is taken to be what you are. From this single error, the entire structure that has 
been observed so far is built. This part brings that error into full view. Not to correct it through effort, 
but to make it undeniable through observation. 
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CHAPTER 6 

THE CORE MISTAKE 

The examination has now reached a point where it is no longer sufficient to describe identity as 
unstable or constructed. Those observations were necessary, but they lead directly to a more precise 
question. If identity is not fixed, and if it depends on changing conditions, then what exactly is the 
error that allows it to be taken as what you are? This chapter addresses that question directly. It 
does not approach it through theory or interpretation, but through clear observation of what is 
happening in experience. The aim is to identify the exact point where misidentification occurs, not 
in abstract terms, but in a way that can be seen immediately. At the center of this examination is a 
simple distinction that is often overlooked. There is a difference between what is experienced and 
what is aware of experience. Thoughts appear and disappear. Emotions arise and pass. Sensations 
come and go. Perceptions change continuously. All of these are present, and all of them can be 
observed. However, in ordinary experience, this distinction is not maintained. What is observed 
becomes identified with. A thought is not only seen; it is taken to be “my thought.” An emotion is 
not only felt; it is taken to be “my state.” A memory is not only recalled; it is taken to be “my past.” 
Through this process, experience is not only happening, it is being claimed as identity. This is the 
core mistake. Not that thoughts, emotions, or perceptions exist, but that they are taken to define 
what you are. This shift happens so quickly and so consistently that it is rarely noticed. It becomes 
the default way of interpreting experience. 

It is important to see that this mistake is not deliberate. It is not something you choose in a conscious 
and explicit way. It develops through conditioning, repetition, and reinforcement. From early 
stages of life, language, interaction, and learning all contribute to the formation of this identification. 
Over time, the distinction between observer and observed becomes less clear, until it is no longer 
questioned. Once this confusion is established, it creates a center that appears to be stable. This center 
is experienced as “me.” It seems to think, decide, act, and control. However, upon closer examination, 
this center is not independent. It is built from the same elements it claims to organize. It is constructed 
from thought, memory, and perception, yet it is assumed to be separate from them. This creates a 
circular structure. Thought creates an image of a self, and that image is then treated as the one who 
thinks. The observer appears to be separate from what is observed, but in fact, it is part of the same 
process. This circularity is not immediately obvious, because it operates continuously and without 
interruption. The purpose of this chapter is to make this structure clearly visible. Not through 
explanation alone, but through direct observation. The distinction between observer and observed 
can be checked. The process of identification can be noticed as it happens. The assumed center can 
be examined to see whether it exists independently or is constructed from what it claims to control. 

This is not an abstract exercise. It is a practical examination of what is present in every moment. When 
a thought arises, it can be seen. When an emotion appears, it can be observed. The question is whether 
these are simply experiences, or whether they are being taken as what you are. If this is seen clearly, 
the core mistake is no longer hidden. It becomes evident that identity, as it has been assumed, is based 
on a confusion between experience and awareness. This does not require belief. It can be verified 
directly, without relying on any external authority. What follows in this chapter will break this down 
further. It will look at how this confusion operates, how it creates the sense of a separate self, and why 
it continues even when its instability has already been observed. Each step will remain grounded in 
what can be seen directly, without moving into speculation or conclusion. The clarity of this point 
is essential. Without seeing this mistake clearly, everything that follows will remain conceptual. With 
it, the entire structure of misidentification begins to lose its foundation. 
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Section 6.1: Confusing Experience with Identity 

The core mistake begins at a point so familiar that it is almost never questioned. It occurs in the way 
experience is interpreted. Everything that appears in your life does so as experience. Thoughts, 
emotions, sensations, perceptions, and memories all arise within this field. They are present, they can 
be noticed, and they change over time. This is not complex. It is directly observable. However, 
alongside this simple fact, something else is happening. Experience is not only being observed. It is 
being identified with. What appears is not left as it is. It is taken to be “me” or “mine.” This shift is 
subtle, but it is continuous. It happens so quickly that it is usually unnoticed. For example, a thought 
arises. Instead of being seen as a thought, it is immediately taken as “my thought.” An emotion 
appears. Instead of being recognized as a passing state, it becomes “how I feel” in a way that defines 
you. A memory is recalled. Instead of being seen as a record of past experience, it becomes “my 
story”, something that explains who you are. In each case, the structure is the same. What is 
experienced is turned into identity. The distinction between the two is not maintained. This is the 
beginning of misidentification. It is important to see that experience itself is not the problem. 
Thoughts, emotions, and sensations are natural. They arise and pass as part of life. The issue is not 
their presence, but the way they are interpreted and claimed. When they are taken to define what 
you are, a structure is formed that depends entirely on what is changing. 

This can be observed directly. A thought appears, stays for a moment, and then disappears. An 
emotion arises, intensifies, and then fades. A sensation comes and goes. None of these remain 
constant. Yet, through identification, they are treated as if they define a continuous self. This creates 
a contradiction. On one hand, experience is clearly changing. On the other hand, identity is assumed 
to be stable. This stability is not found in the experiences themselves, but is constructed by linking 
them together through memory and interpretation. The result is the impression of a consistent “me,” 
even though the components of that “me” are constantly shifting. Another important point is that 
this identification happens automatically. It does not require deliberate effort. It is reinforced 
through language, learning, and repetition. From early development, experiences are labeled and 
associated with a self. Over time, this becomes the default way of perceiving. The distinction between 
experience and identity is no longer recognized. 

Because this process is automatic, it often goes unnoticed. Attention is directed toward the content of 
experience, not the structure of identification. Thoughts are followed, emotions are reacted to, and 
perceptions are interpreted, without examining how they are being taken as self. When this process is 
observed carefully, something becomes clear. There is a difference between what appears and what 
is aware of what appears. A thought can be seen. An emotion can be felt and noticed. A sensation 
can be observed. This means that these experiences are objects of awareness. They are not the 
awareness itself. The confusion occurs when this distinction is ignored. What is observed is treated as 
the observer. What is experienced is treated as identity. This is the core of the mistake. It is also 
important to notice that identification is not constant in the same way for all experiences. Some 
thoughts and emotions are more strongly identified with than others. This indicates that identification 
is a process that varies in intensity. However, the underlying structure remains the same. Whether 
strong or subtle, the movement is always from experience to identity. 

When this is seen directly, without interpretation, the structure of misidentification becomes clear. 
Experience continues as it always has, but the assumption that it defines what you are begins to be 
questioned. This does not require effort to change. It requires only clear observation of what is 
already happening. 
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This section establishes the foundation for the rest of the chapter. If the confusion between experience 
and identity is not seen, then the sense of self will continue to appear as stable and real. If it is seen 
clearly, then the structure that supports that sense begins to lose its certainty. From here, the 
examination moves to a more precise distinction, looking directly at the difference between the 
observer and the observed, and whether that difference is as clear as it appears. 

Section 6.2: The Observer vs the Observed 

In the previous section, it became clear that experience is often confused with identity. Thoughts, 
emotions, and sensations are not only observed, but taken to define what you are. To examine this 
more precisely, it is necessary to look closely at a distinction that appears simple but has far-reaching 
implications: the difference between the observer and the observed. At first glance, this distinction 
seems obvious. Thoughts can be noticed. Emotions can be felt and recognized. Sensations can be 
detected in the body. External objects can be perceived. All of these are things that can be observed. 
They appear, they change, and they disappear. At the same time, there is the sense that there is 
something that is aware of these experiences. This is often referred to as the observer. It is assumed 
to be the one who sees, feels, thinks, and knows. It appears to be separate from what is observed, as 
if there is a clear division between the two. However, when this is examined more carefully, the 
situation is not as straightforward as it first appears. The observer is usually not directly examined. It 
is assumed. It is taken for granted as the center from which observation happens. The focus remains 
on what is observed, not on what is observing. 

To understand this clearly, attention must turn toward the observer itself. The question is not what 
the observer does, but what it actually is. When you say “I observe,” what is being referred to? Is 
the observer something that can be located, defined, or seen in the same way as other experiences? If 
you look for the observer, what do you find? You may encounter thoughts about the observer. You 
may notice images or ideas that represent it. You may feel a sense of presence or a point of reference. 
However, each of these is itself an experience that can be observed. A thought that says “I am the 
observer” is still a thought. A feeling of being a center is still a sensation. An image of yourself 
observing is still a mental representation. All of these appear within awareness, just like any other 
experience. This raises an important question: if these can be observed, can they be the observer itself? 
This is where the distinction begins to break down. What is usually taken to be the observer is often 
another layer of experience. It is constructed from thought, memory, and sensation, and then 
assumed to be the one who observes. This creates a structure where the observer appears separate, 
but is actually part of what is being observed. This leads to a circular situation. Thought creates an 
image of a self, and that image is then treated as the observer of thought. The observer seems to stand 
apart from experience, but in reality, it is constructed from the same elements it claims to observe. 

This does not mean that observation does not occur. Clearly, thoughts, emotions, and perceptions are 
being noticed. The question is not whether there is observation, but whether there is a separate 
observer that exists independently of what is observed. When this is examined without assumption, 
it becomes difficult to find such an observer as an object. Everything that can be pointed to as the 
observer turns out to be something that is observed. This suggests that the observer, as it is commonly 
understood, may not be what it appears to be. Another important point is that the sense of separation 
between observer and observed is often assumed rather than verified. It feels as if there is a distance 
between “me” and what I experience. However, this sense of distance may itself be part of the 
experience, rather than a reflection of an actual division. For example, the feeling of being separate 
can be noticed. The thought “I am observing this” can be noticed. The idea of a center can be noticed. 
All of these are present within experience. This raises the possibility that the division between observer 
and observed is not absolute, but constructed through interpretation. 
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If this is the case, then the core mistake becomes clearer. It is not only that experience is taken as 
identity, but that a separate observer is assumed without direct evidence. This observer is treated 
as the self, even though it cannot be found as something independent of experience. This section does 
not conclude what the observer is. It does not replace one idea with another. It simply examines 
whether the assumed separation between observer and observed holds up under direct observation. 
If the observer cannot be found as something separate, and if what is taken to be the observer is itself 
observed, then the structure of identity begins to lose its foundation. The sense of a central “me” that 
stands apart from experience becomes uncertain. From here, the examination moves to the next 
question. If this confusion is so fundamental, and if it can be seen through observation, why does it 
persist so strongly? What maintains this misidentification, even when its structure becomes visible? 

Section 6.3: Why This Confusion Persists 

At this point, the core mistake has been made visible. Experience is being confused with identity, 
and the observer that appears to stand apart from experience is found to be part of the same process. 
This can be seen directly, without relying on theory. However, an important question remains. If this 
confusion can be observed, why does it continue? Why does it persist even when its structure 
becomes clear? The persistence of this confusion is not accidental. It is supported by several 
reinforcing factors that operate continuously. These factors are not separate from daily life. They are 
built into how experience is processed, interpreted, and repeated. One of the primary reasons is 
habitual identification. The movement from experience to identity has been repeated over a long 
period of time. Each thought is quickly taken as “my thought.” Each emotion is taken as “my feeling.” 
This repetition creates a strong pattern. Over time, it becomes automatic. It no longer appears as a 
process. It appears as a fact. This habitual pattern is reinforced by language. Language is structured 
in a way that continuously associates experience with a self. Statements such as “I think,” “I feel,” and 
“I remember” are used constantly. While they are practical for communication, they also reinforce the 
assumption that there is a fixed entity behind all experience. This assumption is rarely questioned, 
because it is embedded in everyday expression. 

Another factor is memory. Memory links past experiences together and presents them as a continuous 
narrative. This narrative creates the impression of a stable identity that persists over time. Even though 
individual experiences change, memory connects them into a story that appears consistent. This 
continuity supports the sense of a fixed “me,” even though it is constructed from changing elements. 
There is also the influence of social reinforcement. From early development, identity is confirmed 
and strengthened through interaction with others. You are given a name. You are described in certain 
ways. Your behavior is interpreted and labeled. These descriptions are repeated and accepted, both by 
others and by yourself. Over time, they become part of how you define who you are. This 
reinforcement does not occur occasionally. It is constant. Every interaction, every form of recognition, 
and every system of organization in society is built around identity. This makes the structure appear 
stable and real, because it is supported at both the individual and collective levels. Another important 
factor is psychological comfort. The sense of identity provides a form of stability, even if that 
stability is constructed. It offers a reference point for decision-making, interaction, and understanding. 
Without it, there may be a sense of uncertainty. Because of this, there is a tendency to maintain 
identity rather than question it, even when its instability is visible. This is closely related to fear. If 
identity is questioned, it may feel as though something essential is being threatened. This is not 
necessarily a conscious fear, but it operates in the background. The possibility of not having a defined 
self can be interpreted as loss, emptiness, or uncertainty. As a result, the structure of identity is 
protected, often without direct awareness of why. There is also the factor of continuous mental 
activity.  
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Thought is constantly active, generating interpretations, judgments, and narratives. This ongoing 
activity reinforces the sense of a center that is thinking and controlling. Because thought is rarely still, 
the structure it creates is rarely interrupted. This makes it difficult to see the process clearly, because 
it is always in motion. Another reason the confusion persists is that attention is usually directed toward 
the content of experience, not the structure of identification. Thoughts are followed, emotions are 
reacted to, and situations are analyzed, but the underlying process of turning experience into identity 
is not examined. Without this examination, the structure continues unnoticed. It is also important to 
recognize that seeing this confusion once is not the same as seeing it clearly and consistently. A 
moment of insight may occur, where the distinction between experience and identity becomes visible. 
However, if attention returns to habitual patterns, the old structure reasserts itself. This does not mean 
the insight was incorrect. It means the pattern is deeply established and continues to operate. The 
persistence of this confusion does not indicate that it is permanent. It indicates that it is reinforced 
continuously through multiple channels. To see it clearly, attention must move from the content of 
experience to the structure itself. This does not require effort in the form of control or suppression. 
It requires consistent observation of how identification happens in real time. 

When this observation is sustained, the reinforcing factors begin to lose their influence. Habitual 
identification becomes visible as a process. Language is seen as a tool, not as a definition. Memory is 
recognized as a record, not as identity. Social reinforcement is understood as external confirmation, 
not as truth. This does not require rejecting these elements. It requires seeing them clearly for what 
they are. When they are no longer taken as defining what you are, the confusion they support begins 
to weaken. This section completes the examination of the core mistake. The confusion between 
experience and identity, the assumption of a separate observer, and the reasons this confusion persists 
have now been made visible. From here, the next step is to examine how this confusion expresses 
itself more actively, particularly through thought, which begins to function as a center that organizes 
and maintains the sense of self. 

Closing Reflection 

This chapter has brought the examination to the most critical point so far. What was previously 
experienced as a stable and unquestioned sense of self has now been traced back to a specific and 
observable error. This error is not abstract, and it is not hidden in complexity. It is direct, continuous, 
and present in ordinary experience. It is the confusion between what is experienced and what you 
are, supported by the assumption of a separate observer that cannot be found independently. At the 
beginning of this inquiry, identity appeared as something given. It seemed natural to say “this is me,” 
referring to thoughts, emotions, memory, and the sense of a personal center. These elements were not 
examined in detail. They were accepted as self-evident. However, through careful observation, this 
assumption has been brought into question. The first key point that has become clear is that all 
identifiable aspects of identity are experienced. Thoughts arise and pass. Emotions shift. 
Sensations change. Memories are recalled and modified. None of these remain constant. They are all 
observable, which means they are objects within experience, not the subject itself. 

The second key point is that the observer, as it is usually understood, cannot be found as 
something separate. When attention is directed toward the one who is assumed to observe, what 
appears are thoughts, images, or sensations that represent an observer. However, each of these is also 
observed. This reveals a circular structure in which the observer is constructed from the same elements 
it claims to stand apart from. This leads to a critical insight. The sense of a separate “me” that observes, 
controls, and defines experience is not an independent entity. It is a product of thought, memory, 
and identification, continuously reinforced and rarely examined. 
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The third key point is understanding why this confusion persists. It is not sustained by a single 
factor, but by a network of reinforcing processes. Habitual identification occurs automatically. 
Language continuously links experience to a self. Memory creates the impression of continuity. Social 
structures confirm identity at every level. Psychological comfort encourages its maintenance. Fear 
resists its dissolution. Continuous thought activity reinforces the sense of a center. Together, these 
factors make the structure of identity appear stable and unquestionable. They create an environment 
in which the confusion is not only maintained, but normalized and reinforced at every level of life. 
However, despite this reinforcement, something important has also become clear. The entire structure 
depends on a single assumption that does not hold under direct observation. When the distinction 
between experience and awareness is examined, the basis of identity begins to lose its certainty. It 
is essential to understand that this chapter has not introduced a new belief or replaced one idea with 
another. It has not defined what you are. It has not provided a new identity to adopt. Instead, it has 
removed a fundamental confusion by making it visible. What remains is not a conclusion, but a 
clarity that does not depend on agreement. This clarity has a different quality from conceptual 
understanding. It does not come from accepting an explanation. It comes from seeing directly how 
experience is being interpreted as identity, and how that interpretation creates the sense of a self 
that must be maintained. When this is seen clearly, the structure does not need to be forced to change. 
Its instability and dependence are already evident. 

Another important aspect of this stage is that the examination remains grounded. Nothing has been 
denied in practical terms. Thoughts still occur. Emotions still arise. Memory still functions. 
Communication still uses language. These are not rejected. What has changed is the assumption that 
these define what you are. This distinction allows the inquiry to continue without creating conflict 
with daily life. There is no need to remove or suppress experience. The focus remains on 
understanding the structure of identification, not altering the content of experience. At this point, 
the sense of a central identity may begin to feel less certain. This does not mean that it disappears 
immediately. It means that its foundation is no longer unquestioned. The automatic movement from 
experience to identity begins to slow when it is observed. The assumption of a separate observer 
becomes less convincing when it cannot be located. This creates a new condition for the inquiry. 
Instead of operating within a fixed sense of self, there is now space to examine experience without 
immediately identifying with it. This space is not something that has been created. It was always 
present, but it was not recognized because attention was absorbed in the structure of identity. 

The importance of this chapter cannot be overstated. Without seeing this core mistake clearly, 
everything that follows would remain theoretical. With it, the examination moves from description to 
direct investigation of reality as it is experienced. What remains now is not to build upon identity, 
but to continue observing without the assumption that experience defines what you are. This leads 
naturally into the next stage of the inquiry, where the focus shifts to thought itself as a central 
mechanism in maintaining the illusion of identity. The ground has been prepared. The core error has 
been exposed. The structure that once appeared solid is now seen as constructed and dependent. What 
follows will not add complexity. It will continue to simplify, moving closer to what remains when 
misidentification is no longer sustained. 
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CHAPTER 7 

THOUGHT AS FALSE CENTER 

With the core mistake now clearly exposed, the examination moves to one of its most active and 
influential components: thought. Up to this point, it has been shown that identity is constructed 
through the confusion between experience and what you are, and that the observer, assumed to be 
separate, cannot be found independently. However, this structure does not sustain itself passively. It 
is continuously maintained, reinforced, and organized through the activity of thought. This chapter 
examines how thought comes to function as a false center, creating and maintaining the sense of a 
self that appears to think, decide, and control. This is not an abstract idea. It is something that can be 
observed directly in everyday experience. Thought is constantly active, producing images, 
interpretations, judgments, and narratives. Within this activity, a central reference point is formed, 
often described as “I” or “me.” It is important to begin with a clear observation. Thought is an event 
in experience. It arises, takes a form, and passes. It can be noticed in the same way as a sound, a 
sensation, or an emotion. It is not continuous in a fixed way, even though it may appear so due to its 
frequency. Each thought is discrete, even if they appear in rapid succession. However, despite being 
observable and changing, thought is not treated in the same way as other experiences. Instead of being 
seen as something that appears, it is often taken as something that defines and represents a central 
self. A thought does not simply occur. It is interpreted as “my thought,” and from this, a sense of 
ownership and identity is formed. 

Through this process, thought begins to construct an image of a self. This image includes descriptions, 
memories, expectations, and evaluations. It presents a version of who you are, how you have been, 
and what you might become. Over time, this image becomes familiar. It is repeated, reinforced, and 
accepted. It appears stable, even though it is continuously generated. This image then takes on a new 
role. It is not only seen as a description, but as the center from which experience is organized. It 
appears to be the one who thinks, decides, and acts. However, this creates a contradiction. The image 
is made of thought, yet it is assumed to be the one who produces thought. This circular structure is 
rarely questioned because it operates continuously. Thought creates the self-image, and the self-image 
is treated as the thinker. This gives the impression of a stable center, even though it is constructed 
from changing elements. Another important aspect is the sense of control associated with thought. It 
often appears that there is a central entity directing thinking, making decisions, and guiding action. 
However, when examined closely, this control is not as clear as it seems. Thoughts arise on their own. 
They are not chosen in advance. The next thought cannot be predicted with certainty. Yet, once a 
thought appears, it is often claimed as “mine,” and the sense of control is assumed. This creates the 
impression that there is a central authority within the mind, even though the activity of thought itself 
is spontaneous. The belief in control strengthens the sense of identity, making it appear that there is 
a fixed self directing experience. 

The voice in the mind also plays a significant role. This voice comments, evaluates, remembers, and 
projects. It narrates experience and creates a continuous story. Because this voice is familiar and 
constant, it is often taken to be the self. However, it is simply another form of thought, appearing and 
disappearing like any other. This chapter will examine these aspects in detail. It will look at how 
thought creates the self-image, how the illusion of control is formed, how the internal voice reinforces 
identity, and why all of this is believed without question. Each of these elements contributes to the 
formation of thought as a false center. The purpose here is not to stop thought or to control it. 
Thought has practical functions and continues to operate in daily life. The aim is to see clearly what 
thought is and what it is not. When thought is mistaken for a central self, confusion is maintained. 
When it is seen as an event in experience, its role changes. 
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As in previous sections, this does not require belief or agreement. It requires observation. Thoughts 
can be noticed as they arise. The sense of ownership can be examined. The idea of a thinker can be 
questioned. The process is direct and immediate. If this is seen clearly, the idea of a central “me” that 
exists as the source of thought begins to lose its certainty. What remains is not a new identity, but a 
clearer understanding of how the illusion of a center is constructed and maintained through 
thought itself. 

Section 7.1: Thought Creates the Self-Image 

Thought does not only respond to experience. It also constructs a representation of a self. This 
construction is continuous and often unnoticed, yet it forms the basis of what is commonly referred 
to as identity. The self-image is not a single thought. It is a collection of thoughts that describe, 
evaluate, and define who you are. This process begins with simple observations and descriptions. 
Experiences are labeled. Events are remembered. Patterns are recognized. From this, thought begins 
to organize information into a narrative. This narrative includes statements such as “I am this kind 
of person,” “I have this history,” “I tend to behave in this way.” These statements are not fixed. 
They are produced repeatedly, adjusted over time, and reinforced through memory and repetition. 
The important point is that these descriptions are constructed through thought, yet they are often 
treated as if they represent something fixed and real. The self-image appears to be stable because it is 
familiar. It is repeated frequently, both internally and in communication with others. This repetition 
creates the impression that it is something solid, rather than something that is continuously being 
generated. Memory plays a central role in this construction. Past experiences are recalled and organized 
into a coherent story. This story provides continuity. It links different moments together and presents 
them as a single, ongoing identity. However, memory itself is not static. It changes, it is selective, and 
it can be influenced by current interpretation. Despite this, the narrative built from memory is often 
treated as objective and defining. 

Thought also evaluates and compares. It produces judgments such as “I am successful,” “I am not 
good enough,” “I am better than this,” or “I am worse than that.” These evaluations become 
part of the self-image. They influence how you see yourself and how you respond to situations. 
However, these evaluations are not stable. They can change quickly depending on circumstances, 
feedback, and internal states. Another important aspect is projection. Thought does not only describe 
the past. It also projects into the future. It creates expectations about what you will become, what you 
should achieve, and how you should develop. These projections are incorporated into the self-image 
as goals, ideals, and fears. They extend the sense of identity beyond the present moment, creating a 
continuous narrative that moves forward in time. The self-image is also reinforced through interaction 
with others. Feedback, recognition, and social roles contribute to how thought constructs identity. 
When others describe you in certain ways, those descriptions can be internalized and added to the 
self-image. Over time, this creates a structure that appears consistent because it is supported both 
internally and externally. Despite its apparent stability, the self-image is entirely dependent on 
thought. It exists only as long as it is being generated and maintained. When thought is quiet, the self-
image is not actively present. It returns when thought resumes its activity. This indicates that the self-
image is not a constant entity, but a process that appears intermittently. 

It is also important to see that the self-image is not always accurate or complete. It is selective. It 
emphasizes certain aspects and ignores others. It can be influenced by bias, emotion, and external 
input. Despite this, it is often treated as if it provides a reliable definition of what you are. This creates 
a critical misunderstanding. The self-image is a representation, not a reality. It is a description, not 
the thing itself. However, because it is familiar and continuously reinforced, it is often mistaken for 
identity. 
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When this process is observed directly, the distinction becomes clear. Thoughts arise that describe 
and define a self. These thoughts can be seen as they appear. The narrative can be noticed as it forms. 
The evaluations and projections can be recognized as mental activity. This observation reveals that 
the self-image is not something you are, but something that is produced by thought. It is constructed, 
maintained, and adjusted continuously. It depends on memory, language, and repetition. Without 
these, it cannot exist in the same way. Seeing this clearly does not require rejecting the self-image. It 
may still function in practical contexts, such as communication and organization. The key point is to 
recognize that it is not a stable or independent identity. It is a mental construction, and its apparent 
solidity comes from repetition and familiarity. From here, the examination moves to another aspect 
of thought that reinforces the sense of identity: the illusion of control, where thought appears to be 
directed by a central self, even though its activity arises on its own. 

Section 7.2: The Illusion of Control 

Alongside the construction of a self-image, thought produces another powerful impression: that there 
is a central entity that controls thinking, decisions, and actions. This sense of control appears 
natural and unquestionable. It feels as though there is a “you” who is directing thoughts, choosing 
responses, and managing behavior. However, when this is examined carefully, the structure of control 
is not as solid as it seems. Begin with direct observation. A thought appears. Before it appears, there 
is no clear indication of what that thought will be. It arises without prior selection. It takes a form, 
remains briefly, and then passes. The next thought follows in the same way. This sequence continues 
continuously. The question is simple and direct. Did you choose the next thought before it 
appeared? When examined honestly, it becomes difficult to identify a point where a thought is 
consciously selected in advance. Thoughts seem to arise on their own. Even when there is an intention 
to think about a specific topic, the actual content of each thought within that topic is not fully 
controlled. It unfolds step by step, often in ways that are not predicted. Despite this, once a thought 
appears, it is quickly labeled as “my thought.” This labeling creates a sense of ownership. From 
ownership, the idea of control is inferred. If it is “my thought,” then it is assumed that “I” must be 
the one producing or directing it. This assumption is rarely questioned. It is accepted automatically. 

This creates a subtle but significant shift. The sequence is not “control produces thought,” but rather 
“thought appears, and then control is assumed.” The sense of a controller is added after the fact. 
It is not observed directly. It is inferred based on the presence of thought and the habit of ownership. 
The same pattern applies to decision-making. A choice appears. It may involve weighing options, 
considering consequences, and arriving at a conclusion. This process is experienced as “I am 
deciding.” However, the components of the decision, the thoughts, the preferences, the influences, 
all arise within experience. They are not fully controlled in advance. Even the sense of intention 
follows this pattern. An intention to act arises as a thought or feeling. It is experienced as something 
initiated by a self. However, when examined, the intention itself appears without a clear origin point 
that can be identified as a separate controller. This does not mean that action does not occur or that 
decisions are not made. Actions clearly take place. Decisions are clearly made. The question is not 
whether these happen, but whether there is a separate, independent entity controlling them. 

The illusion of control is reinforced by the need for stability and certainty. The idea that there is a 
central controller provides a sense of order. It suggests that life is being directed and managed. Without 
this assumption, there may be a sense of uncertainty. This makes the belief in control more appealing 
and more difficult to question. Another factor is the continuity of thought. Because thoughts appear 
in a sequence that often relates to previous thoughts, it creates the impression of a continuous process 
directed by a single source. This continuity is interpreted as evidence of control, even though it may 
simply reflect patterns within thought itself. 
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It is also important to see that the sense of control is not constant. There are moments where thoughts 
appear rapidly, emotions arise unexpectedly, or actions occur without deliberate planning. In these 
moments, the sense of control weakens or disappears. Yet, when stability returns, the assumption of 
control is quickly re-established. This inconsistency indicates that control is not a fixed reality, but a 
perception that appears under certain conditions. It depends on interpretation, not direct 
observation. When this is seen clearly, the idea of a central controller begins to lose its certainty. 
Thoughts continue to arise. Decisions continue to occur. Actions continue to take place. But the 
assumption that there is a separate “you” controlling all of this becomes less convincing. This does 
not lead to passivity or inaction. It leads to a more accurate understanding of how experience unfolds. 
The system of thought, memory, and response continues to function, but without the added layer of 
a constructed controller that is assumed to be directing it. Seeing the illusion of control is not about 
adopting a new belief. It is about recognizing what is actually observed. Thoughts arise. Decisions 
appear. Actions happen. The sense of control is added through interpretation. From here, the 
examination continues to another reinforcing element: the voice in the mind, which maintains the 
sense of identity through continuous narration and commentary, further strengthening the impression 
of a central self. 

Section 7.3: The Voice in the Mind 

In addition to constructing a self-image and creating the impression of control, thought operates in 
another persistent form: the continuous internal voice. This voice is familiar to almost every human 
being. It comments, evaluates, remembers, plans, compares, and reacts. It appears as a running 
narrative that accompanies experience. Because of its constant presence and intimate tone, it is often 
taken to be the self itself. This voice does not require effort to begin. It is already active. It speaks in 
words, images, and subtle impressions. It describes what is happening, interprets events, and provides 
opinions. It may say, “This is good,” “This is not right,” “I should do this,” “I should not have 
done that.” It may recall the past or project into the future. It may replay conversations or imagine 
new ones. This activity is so continuous that it is rarely noticed as a separate process. The key point is 
that this voice is a form of thought. Like any thought, it arises, takes shape, and passes. It is not 
constant in the sense of being a fixed entity, but it appears continuous because of its frequency and 
repetition. One thought follows another, creating the impression of an ongoing speaker. Because the 
voice often uses the word “I,” it creates a strong sense of identity. Statements such as “I think,” “I 
feel,” “I want,” “I am” are produced within this internal dialogue. These statements are not only 
descriptions. They are taken as direct expressions of a self. The voice does not simply describe identity. 
It actively reinforces and maintains it. 

This creates a subtle confusion. The presence of a voice suggests the presence of a speaker. It feels as 
though there is someone behind the words, someone who is thinking and expressing. However, when 
examined closely, the speaker cannot be found independently of the voice itself. The voice appears, 
but the one who is assumed to be speaking is not directly observable. Another important aspect is that 
the voice often presents itself as authoritative. It gives instructions, makes judgments, and provides 
conclusions. It can be persuasive and convincing. Because it is internal, it is often trusted without 
question. There is a tendency to assume that what the voice says is accurate or meaningful. However, 
the content of the voice is not always reliable. It can contradict itself. It can change based on mood, 
context, or new information. It can produce both supportive and critical statements. Despite this 
inconsistency, it is still treated as if it represents a stable center of identity. The voice also contributes 
to the sense of continuity. It links past, present, and future through narrative. It tells a story about 
what has happened and what will happen. This story creates the impression of a continuous self-
moving through time. Without this narrative, the sense of continuity would not appear in the same 
way. 



pg. 62 
 

 

It is also important to observe that the voice is not always under control. It can continue even when 
it is not needed. It can repeat patterns, revisit the same themes, and generate unnecessary commentary. 
Attempts to stop it often reveal that it operates independently of deliberate control. When the voice 
is observed directly, a distinction becomes clear. The voice is heard or noticed. It is experienced. This 
means it is an object of observation, not the observer itself. Even though it feels close and personal, 
it is still something that appears within awareness. This observation begins to separate the sense of 
self from the activity of the voice. The voice may continue, but it is no longer automatically taken as 
the center of identity. It is seen as a process, not as a defining entity. Recognizing the voice as thought 
does not require stopping it or changing its content. It requires seeing it clearly as it operates. When 
this is done, the authority and identity that were previously assigned to it begin to weaken. The voice 
remains, but its role changes. From here, the examination moves to the final aspect of this chapter: 
why all of this is believed. Despite being observable, the self-image, the sense of control, and the 
internal voice are rarely questioned. Understanding why they are accepted so easily is essential to seeing 
the full structure of thought as a false center. 

Section 7.4: Why It Is Believed 

The structure described so far is not hidden. Thought can be observed. The self-image can be noticed 
as it forms. The sense of control can be questioned. The internal voice can be heard as it operates. 
None of this is inaccessible. Yet, despite being available to direct observation, it is rarely examined in 
a sustained and precise way. Instead, it is accepted as reality. This section addresses a central 
question. If these processes are observable and changing, why are they believed to define what you 
are? Why does the assumption of a central self persist with such strength and consistency? One reason 
is familiarity. From early development, thought, language, and identity are introduced together. A 
name is given. Descriptions are repeated. Experiences are organized into a personal narrative. This 
process does not occur once. It is repeated continuously. Over time, what is repeated becomes 
familiar, and what is familiar is rarely questioned. The self-image, the voice in the mind, and the sense 
of control are not seen as constructs. They are experienced as normal and obvious. Another reason 
is functional usefulness. Identity has practical value. It allows communication, organization, and 
coordination within society. Names, roles, and personal references are necessary in many contexts. 
Because identity functions effectively at this level, it is extended beyond its practical use and assumed 
to be fundamental and defining. The distinction between function and identity is not made. What 
works in communication is taken as what you are. 

There is also social reinforcement. The assumption of identity is not held individually. It is shared 
and confirmed by others. Every interaction reinforces it. You are addressed by name. You are 
recognized based on past behavior. You are assigned roles and expectations. This constant feedback 
strengthens the sense that identity is real and stable. When something is confirmed externally and 
internally at the same time, it becomes difficult to question. A more subtle but powerful factor is 
psychological security. The idea of a defined self provides a sense of stability. It answers the question 
“who am I” in a way that appears clear and manageable. Without this assumption, there may be 
uncertainty. The absence of a fixed identity can feel like a loss of ground. This makes the constructed 
self psychologically protective, even if it is not accurate. Fear plays a significant role here. The 
possibility that identity is not what it appears to be can trigger discomfort. It may be experienced as 
confusion, instability, or even threat. This reaction is not accidental. It is part of how the structure 
maintains itself. By associating questioning with discomfort, the system discourages deeper 
examination. The belief in identity is therefore defended indirectly through avoidance. Another 
reason is the speed and continuity of thought. Thoughts arise quickly and in sequence. The self-
image, the voice, and the sense of control operate together in a continuous flow. This speed makes it 
difficult to isolate and examine each component. Instead of being seen as separate processes, they 
merge into a single, convincing experience of being a self. 
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Language also contributes to this belief. The structure of language is built around subjects and objects. 
Statements are formed with a “someone” who acts or experiences. For example, “I think,” “I feel,” 
“I decide.” This grammatical structure reinforces the idea that there is a central entity behind all 
experience. Because language is used constantly, this assumption becomes deeply embedded and rarely 
questioned. In addition, there is habit. The identification with thought and identity is repeated over 
time. Each time a thought is taken as “mine,” each time the voice is believed, each time the sense of 
control is assumed, the pattern is reinforced. Habits do not require conscious effort. They operate 
automatically. The belief in identity becomes a default mode of perception. It is also important to 
see that there is often no clear incentive to question this belief. As long as the system appears to 
function, the underlying assumption remains unexamined. Questioning typically begins only when 
instability becomes visible through loss, change, or contradiction. Until then, the structure continues 
without interruption. When all of these factors are combined, familiarity, usefulness, social 
confirmation, psychological security, fear, speed of thought, language, and habit, the belief in a central 
self becomes highly convincing. It does not appear as a belief. It appears as reality. However, the 
strength of a belief does not determine its accuracy. What has been described can be observed directly. 

Thought creates a self-image. The sense of control is assumed after thoughts arise. The internal voice 
operates continuously. All of these are processes within experience. None of them, when examined, 
provide evidence of a separate, independent entity that defines what you are. Seeing why it is 
believed does not require rejecting it forcefully. It requires understanding the conditions that sustain 
it. When these conditions are seen clearly, the belief begins to lose its automatic hold. It is no longer 
supported in the same way. This does not immediately replace the belief with a new conclusion. It 
creates space for further examination. The next step is to look at how this structure extends beyond 
the individual into a continuous movement of searching, where identity is not only assumed but 
constantly projected and pursued. 

Closing Reflection 

What has been examined in this chapter is not an abstract theory but a directly observable process. 
Thought creates an image of a self, assumes a position of control, and sustains a continuous internal 
voice that reinforces identity. These elements do not operate separately. They function together, 
forming what appears to be a central “me” that thinks, decides, and exists independently. However, 
when each part is looked at carefully, the structure does not hold in the way it first appears. The self-
image is constructed and maintained through memory and repetition. The sense of control is 
assumed after thoughts arise, not before. The voice in the mind presents itself as a speaker, yet no 
independent speaker can be found apart from the voice itself. The strength of this structure lies in its 
familiarity and continuity, not in its stability. It is believed because it is constantly active, socially 
reinforced, and psychologically comforting. It is rarely questioned, not because it is beyond 
examination, but because it is immediately accepted as reality. At this point, something important 
should be clear. The idea of a central self, formed and maintained by thought, has not been proven to 
exist as an independent entity. What has been found instead is a set of processes that create the 
appearance of such a center. This distinction is critical. Appearance, when unexamined, becomes 
belief. When examined, it is seen as construction. This does not require you to deny thought or attempt 
to stop it. Thought continues to function. The voice may continue. Decisions and actions still occur. 
The shift is in understanding. What was previously taken as identity is now seen as activity.This 
recognition is not a conclusion to hold onto. It is an opening. If the center is constructed, then the 
next question becomes unavoidable. What, if anything, exists independently of this construction? 
The following chapter moves into that question by examining the mechanism that keeps this structure 
active. Not only is identity constructed, but it is also continuously sought, reinforced, and projected 
into the future. Understanding this movement is necessary to see why the confusion does not end 
on its own. 
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CHAPTER 8 

THE SEARCH MECHANISM 

Up to this point, the structure of identity has been examined in terms of how it is constructed and 
maintained. It has been shown that what is commonly taken to be a self is formed through thought, 
reinforced through memory, and supported by continuous internal activity. However, this structure 
does not remain static. It is not only maintained. It is also constantly projected forward through a 
process that appears as searching. This chapter examines that process directly. The focus here is not 
on what is being searched for, but on the mechanism of searching itself. This distinction is 
important. People search for different things, success, meaning, fulfillment, identity, truth, or 
understanding. The objects of search vary widely, but the underlying movement remains the same.  It 
is this movement that must be understood. At the center of this movement is a simple but rarely 
questioned assumption. There is a sense that something is missing, incomplete, or not yet fully 
realized. From this assumption, the search begins. It may not always be expressed clearly, but it 
operates in the background. It creates the impression that what you are now is not sufficient, and that 
something needs to be added, achieved, or discovered. This assumption is closely tied to the structure 
of identity. If the self is constructed through thought and memory, it is inherently unstable and 
incomplete. It depends on changing elements. Because of this, it cannot provide a lasting sense of 
stability. This instability is often interpreted as lack.  

Instead of questioning the structure itself, the response is to improve, complete, or strengthen it. 
The search mechanism emerges from this response. It takes many forms. It may appear as the pursuit 
of knowledge, the development of skills, the accumulation of experiences, or the adoption of beliefs 
and systems. It may be external, focused on the world, or internal, focused on self-understanding. In 
all cases, the movement is directed toward a future state where the current sense of lack is expected 
to be resolved.  This creates a continuous loop. The present is seen as insufficient. The future is 
imagined as complete. Action is taken to move from one to the other. However, because the structure 
of identity remains unchanged, the sense of insufficiency returns. The search continues, often in a 
different form, but with the same underlying pattern. It is important to see that this process is not 
limited to specific activities. It operates across all areas of life. Even the search for truth or self-
understanding can become part of the same mechanism. The intention may appear different, but the 
structure remains. There is still a movement from what is to what should be. Another key aspect is 
that the search is rarely questioned because it appears meaningful and necessary. It gives direction. It 
provides a sense of purpose. It organizes time and effort. Without it, there may be a sense of 
uncertainty or lack of direction. This makes the search mechanism self-reinforcing. It sustains itself 
by appearing valuable and essential. However, a direct question must be asked. If the search is based 
on the assumption of lack, is that assumption valid? If what is being sought is meant to complete or 
define you, can it ever do so if the structure that seeks it is itself unstable?  

These questions are not theoretical. They point to the possibility that the search may not lead to 
resolution, but may instead perpetuate the very sense of lack it attempts to resolve. This chapter 
will examine the components of this mechanism in detail. It will look at how the assumption of lack 
forms, how the search for completion is structured, why it does not come to an end, and how it creates 
a continuous loop of becoming. Each of these elements contributes to the persistence of identity and 
the ongoing movement of seeking. As in previous chapters, the approach remains the same. This is 
not about rejecting effort or stopping activity. It is about seeing clearly how the process operates. 
When the mechanism is understood, its necessity can be questioned.  
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The purpose here is not to provide a new direction for the search. It is to examine whether the search 
itself is based on a misunderstanding of what you are. If that is the case, then continuing the search 
will not resolve the issue, no matter how refined or persistent it becomes. What follows is a step-by-
step examination of this mechanism, not to replace it with another system, but to make its structure 
fully visible and directly understandable. 

Section 8.1: The Assumption of Lack 

At the foundation of all searching lies a single assumption that is rarely examined directly. It is the 
sense that something is missing. This assumption may not always be expressed clearly in words, but 
it operates continuously in the background of experience. It shapes how you think, how you act, and 
how you relate to both yourself and the world. This sense of lack does not always appear as a clear 
statement such as “I am incomplete.” More often, it appears indirectly. It shows itself as restlessness, 
dissatisfaction, or the feeling that something needs to change. It may be subtle, appearing as a mild 
sense that the present is not enough. It may also be intense, appearing as a strong drive to achieve, 
become, or resolve something. The important point is that this sense of lack is not usually questioned. 
It is taken as a given. From this starting point, action begins. If something is missing, then it must be 
found, created, or acquired. This leads to the movement of searching, which appears logical and 
necessary based on the initial assumption. However, the origin of this assumption is closely tied to the 
structure of identity. As previously examined, identity is constructed from thought, memory, and 
experience. It is not fixed or independent. It depends on elements that are constantly changing. 
Because of this, it cannot provide a stable sense of what you are. This instability is often interpreted 
as lack. When identity does not feel complete or secure, the immediate response is not to question the 
structure itself, but to assume that something needs to be added to it. This may take the form of 
knowledge, achievement, recognition, relationships, or understanding. Each of these is seen as 
a way to fill the perceived gap. 

The process is reinforced through comparison. Thought compares what is with what could be, or 
what should be. It creates images of a better state, a more complete version of oneself, or a more 
stable condition. These comparisons strengthen the sense that the present is insufficient. The gap 
between what is and what is imagined becomes the motivation for movement. It is important to 
observe that this gap is created by thought itself. The image of what should be is a projection. It does 
not exist in the present moment. Yet, it is treated as a real standard against which the present is 
measured. This creates a continuous sense of falling short, even when there is no immediate problem 
in experience. The assumption of lack is also reinforced by external factors. Social systems, cultural 
expectations, and personal interactions often emphasize improvement, achievement, and becoming. 
These influences suggest that you are not yet what you should be, and that effort is required to reach 
that point. Over time, this message becomes internalized and operates as a constant pressure to 
change or complete oneself. Another aspect to consider is that the sense of lack is not stable. It 
shifts depending on circumstances. When one goal is achieved, another appears. When one problem 
is resolved, a new one emerges. This indicates that the lack is not tied to a specific condition, but to 
the structure that interprets experience. 

Despite this, the assumption remains largely unquestioned. It is treated as a starting point for action 
rather than something to be examined. The focus remains on what needs to be done to resolve the 
lack, not on whether the lack itself is valid. When this assumption is observed directly, a different 
possibility appears. Instead of immediately responding to the sense of lack, it can be examined. What 
exactly is missing in the present moment? Is the lack an actual condition, or is it a conclusion drawn 
by thought based on comparison, memory, and projection? 
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This question does not require an immediate answer. It requires careful observation. The sense of lack 
can be noticed as it arises. The thoughts that support it can be seen. The comparisons that create it 
can be identified. Through this observation, it becomes clear that the assumption of lack is not an 
unquestionable fact, but a constructed interpretation of experience. If this is the case, then the 
entire movement of searching that follows from it must also be reconsidered. The next section 
examines how this assumption develops into a structured process of seeking completion, and why 
that process continues even when it does not resolve the underlying issue. 

Section 8.2: Searching for Completion 

Once the assumption of lack is in place, the next movement follows naturally. If something is missing, 
then it must be found, achieved, or completed. This is the beginning of what can be called the 
search for completion. It is not a single action, but a continuous process that operates across different 
areas of life. This search takes many forms. It may appear as the pursuit of success, knowledge, 
relationships, recognition, stability, or meaning. It may be directed toward external conditions, 
such as career or environment, or toward internal states, such as clarity, peace, or identity. The form 
changes, but the underlying structure remains the same. There is a movement from a perceived state 
of insufficiency toward an imagined state of completeness. This imagined state is important to 
examine. It is not something that exists in direct experience. It is a projection created by thought. 
Thought takes elements from memory, comparison, and desire, and forms an image of what 
completion would look like. This image may include ideas such as being fulfilled, secure, certain, or 
fully defined. Once this image is formed, it becomes a reference point. The present moment is 
measured against it. If the present does not match the image, which it rarely does, it is seen as lacking. 
This reinforces the initial assumption and strengthens the motivation to continue searching. The 
process appears logical. If there is a gap between what is and what should be, then effort is required 
to close that gap. However, the structure of this process contains a fundamental issue. The standard 
of completion is not fixed. It changes over time. As circumstances change, as new information is 
gained, or as different comparisons are made, the image of completion is adjusted or replaced. 

This means that the goal of the search is not stable. It moves as the search progresses. What once 
appeared as completion may later be seen as insufficient. This creates a situation where the search 
continues, not because completion has not been reached, but because the definition of completion 
has shifted. Another important factor is that the search itself becomes part of identity. The idea of 
“becoming something” becomes central. You are not only seeking completion, but also defining 
yourself through that process. Statements such as “I am improving,” “I am developing,” or “I am on 
a path” reinforce the sense of identity as something that is incomplete but moving toward completion. 
This adds another layer to the process. The search is no longer only about achieving a goal. It becomes 
a way of maintaining identity. Without the movement of becoming, the structure of identity may feel 
uncertain. This makes the search self-sustaining, even when it does not resolve the underlying sense 
of lack. It is also important to observe that moments of temporary satisfaction do occur. A goal may 
be reached. A problem may be solved. A desired state may be experienced. In these moments, the 
sense of lack may temporarily decrease. However, this does not last. New desires, new comparisons, 
and new projections emerge. The sense of lack returns, and the search continues in a different form. 

This pattern indicates that the search for completion does not end because the structure that 
generates the sense of lack remains unchanged. As long as identity is based on unstable elements, 
the feeling of incompleteness will continue to arise. The response, to search for completion, repeats 
the same pattern without addressing its source. Another aspect to consider is the role of time. The 
search is always directed toward the future. Completion is expected to occur later, after certain 
conditions are met. This places resolution outside of the present moment. The present becomes a 
means to an end, rather than something to be understood directly. 
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This orientation toward the future creates a continuous delay. Completion is always ahead, never here. 
Even when progress is made, the final point is not reached, because the conditions for completion 
continue to evolve. This reinforces the idea that something more is always required. When this process 
is observed clearly, a question naturally arises. If the search for completion is based on an assumption 
of lack that may not be valid, and if the goal of completion is continuously shifting, can this process 
ever come to an end? Or does it perpetuate itself by design? This question is not meant to produce 
an immediate conclusion. It is meant to direct attention to the structure of the search. By seeing how 
completion is imagined, pursued, and continuously redefined, the entire movement becomes more 
visible. The next section examines this further by looking at why the search does not end, even after 
repeated attempts to resolve the sense of lack, and how it forms a continuous loop that sustains 
itself over time. 

Section 8.3: Why It Never Ends 

The search for completion continues not because it is effective, but because the structure that drives 
it is self-perpetuating. At first, it appears that the search remains unfinished because the correct 
solution has not yet been found, or because sufficient effort has not yet been applied. However, when 
examined closely, a different pattern becomes visible. The search continues because it is built in a way 
that cannot reach a final point of completion. One reason for this is that the starting point, the 
assumption of lack, is never fully resolved. It is temporarily covered or reduced, but not 
fundamentally understood. When a goal is achieved or a desired state is reached, there may be a brief 
sense of satisfaction. This can give the impression that the search is working. However, this 
satisfaction does not last. After a short period, a new sense of lack emerges, often in a different form. 
This recurring pattern indicates that the issue is not the absence of specific achievements or 
conditions. It is the structure that interprets experience as incomplete. As long as this structure 
remains in place, new forms of lack will continue to appear, regardless of what has already been 
achieved. Another reason the search does not end is that the standard of completion is constantly 
changing. What is considered sufficient at one point may later be seen as insufficient. This shift may 
be influenced by new experiences, comparisons, or expectations. Because the definition of completion 
is not fixed, the search has no stable endpoint. It adjusts continuously, making final resolution 
impossible within this framework. 

Comparison plays a significant role in this process. Thought compares the present to an imagined 
alternative, a better version, a more complete state, or a different condition. These comparisons 
generate a sense of difference, which is interpreted as lack. Even when one comparison is resolved, 
another can immediately take its place. This creates a chain of dissatisfaction that extends 
indefinitely. Time also reinforces the continuation of the search. Completion is always projected into 
the future. It is expected to occur after certain steps are taken or certain conditions are met. This 
places resolution outside of the present moment. As a result, the present is never fully sufficient. It is 
always seen as a stage in a process that has not yet reached its goal. This future-oriented structure 
ensures that the search remains active. Even when progress is made, the final point is not reached, 
because the expectation of completion is continuously moved forward in time. This creates a 
situation where the search appears meaningful and necessary, while never actually concluding. Another 
important factor is that the search becomes part of identity. The idea of “being someone who is 
improving or becoming” reinforces the sense of self. The process of searching provides direction 
and purpose. Without it, there may be a sense of uncertainty or lack of definition. This makes the 
search not only a response to perceived lack, but also a means of maintaining identity. Because of 
this, ending the search can feel like a loss. Even if the search does not resolve the underlying issue, it 
provides structure and continuity. This creates resistance to questioning the process itself. The search 
is therefore protected, not because it is effective, but because it is psychologically significant. 



pg. 68 
 

 

It is also important to observe that the search adapts. When one path does not lead to lasting 
satisfaction, another is pursued. This may involve changing goals, adopting new systems, or exploring 
different approaches. Each new direction appears to offer a solution, but the underlying structure 
remains the same. The assumption of lack is still present, and the movement toward completion 
continues. This adaptability makes the search difficult to recognize as a repeating pattern. It appears 
as a series of different pursuits, rather than a single continuous mechanism. However, when looked at 
carefully, the same structure can be seen operating across all forms of searching. The key point is that 
the search does not end because it is not designed to end. It is sustained by the very conditions it 
attempts to resolve. The sense of lack generates the search, and the search reinforces the sense of lack. 
This creates a closed loop that continues over time. Seeing this clearly does not require stopping all 
activity or rejecting goals. It requires understanding the structure of the search itself. When it is seen 
that the process cannot lead to final completion, the assumption that drives it begins to lose its 
certainty. From here, the examination moves to the final part of this chapter, where the full structure 
of this process is made explicit as a loop of becoming, showing how identity, lack, search, and 
continuation are all connected in a single repeating movement. 

Section 8.4: The Loop of Becoming 

When the assumption of lack, the search for completion, and the inability to reach a final resolution 
are seen together, a clear structure emerges. This structure can be described as a loop of becoming. 
It is not a single event, but a continuous cycle that sustains itself through repetition. Understanding 
this loop is essential, because it reveals how identity and searching are not separate processes, but 
parts of the same movement. The loop begins with a basic interpretation. The present is experienced, 
and thought evaluates it. Through comparison, memory, and projection, the present is seen as 
insufficient or incomplete. This evaluation creates the sense of lack. It may be subtle or strong, but 
it establishes the starting point of the cycle. From this point, the next movement follows. If the present 
is insufficient, then something must change. This leads to the idea of becoming something else, 
reaching a different state, or achieving a condition that is considered complete. Thought creates an 
image of this future state. It defines what should be achieved, improved, or resolved. This image 
becomes a target. Action is then directed toward it. Effort is applied. Time is invested. The movement 
from the present toward the imagined future begins. This is the phase of seeking and striving, where 
identity is actively engaged in the process of becoming. 

At some point, there may be progress. A goal may be reached, or a desired condition may be 
experienced. This can create a temporary sense of satisfaction. For a brief period, the sense of lack 
may appear reduced or absent. This reinforces the belief that the process is effective. It appears that 
becoming has brought completion. However, this state does not remain. New comparisons arise. New 
expectations form. The achieved state is no longer seen as complete. It becomes part of the past, and 
a new standard is introduced. The present is once again evaluated as insufficient. The sense of lack 
returns, often in a different form. This marks the beginning of the next cycle. The loop repeats. The 
structure remains unchanged, even though the content varies. The specific goals, conditions, and 
experiences may differ, but the movement from lack to becoming to temporary satisfaction and 
back to lack continues. This loop is not limited to obvious goals. It operates in subtle ways as well. 
The desire to understand oneself, to find meaning, or to reach clarity can become part of the same 
cycle. Even the search for truth can be absorbed into the loop of becoming if it is driven by the 
assumption that something is missing and must be attained in the future. One of the reasons this loop 
persists is that each cycle appears new. The change in content creates the impression of progress or 
variation. However, when the structure is examined, it becomes clear that the same pattern is 
repeating. The sense of identity is continuously being projected forward, never resolved in the 
present. Another important aspect is that the loop depends on time. Becoming requires a future. It 
assumes that what is not present now can be achieved later.  
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This places resolution outside of immediate experience. The present becomes a transitional point, 
always moving toward something else. Because of this, the loop prevents direct examination of what 
is here now. Attention is directed toward what should be, rather than what is. This maintains the cycle, 
because the assumption of lack is never fully questioned. It is continuously acted upon instead. It is 
also important to see that the loop is not enforced from outside. It operates internally through thought. 
It is maintained through interpretation, comparison, and projection. This means that it can be 
observed directly. Each stage of the loop can be seen as it occurs. The sense of lack, the formation of 
a goal, the movement toward it, and the return of dissatisfaction can all be noticed in real time. When 
this loop is seen clearly, a critical shift becomes possible. The process is no longer taken for granted. 
The assumption that becoming will lead to completion can be questioned. If the loop has no endpoint, 
then continuing within it will not resolve the underlying issue. 

This does not require rejecting action or refusing to engage in life. It requires understanding that the 
psychological movement of becoming, as a means of defining or completing what you are, is based 
on a structure that sustains itself without resolution. Seeing the loop as a whole brings the chapter to 
its essential point. Identity, lack, search, and continuation are not separate problems. They are 
expressions of a single repeating mechanism. As long as this mechanism is not understood, it 
continues. The next chapter moves beyond this loop to examine how the search extends outward, 
projecting meaning, truth, and authority into external systems, further reinforcing the separation 
between what is assumed to be the self and what is sought outside of it. 

Closing Reflection 

The movement examined in this chapter is not occasional. It is continuous. The assumption of lack, 
the search for completion, and the loop of becoming operate together as a single structure that 
shapes how life is experienced and interpreted. What appears as different pursuits, different goals, and 
different directions is, at its core, the same repeating pattern. At the center of this pattern is a simple 
but powerful misinterpretation. The sense that something is missing is taken as a fact, rather than 
examined as a conclusion formed by thought. From this, the search begins. The mind moves toward 
an imagined state of completion, believing that what is not present now can be achieved later. This 
movement appears meaningful, yet it does not resolve the underlying sense of insufficiency. It 
recreates it. The loop continues because each step reinforces the next. The search confirms the lack. 
The lack sustains the search. Temporary satisfaction gives the impression of progress, but it does not 
end the cycle. Instead, it resets it. The structure remains intact, even as its content changes. 

At this point, something essential should be clear. The issue is not that the wrong goals are being 
pursued, or that the effort is insufficient. The issue is that the entire movement of becoming, as a 
way to complete or define what you are, is based on an assumption that has not been verified. This 
does not mean that action, learning, or development should stop. It means that the psychological 
weight placed on becoming, as the path to resolution, must be examined. When this is seen clearly, 
the urgency behind the search begins to change. The drive to become something in order to be 
complete loses its automatic authority. 

What remains is not a new direction for the search, but a question that has not yet been fully addressed. 
If the search is based on a misinterpretation, then continuing it will not bring clarity. This raises a 
more direct question. Why is truth, meaning, or completion being sought outside, and what is 
assumed about oneself in that movement? The next chapter examines this outward movement in 
detail. It looks at how the search extends beyond the individual into systems, beliefs, and authorities, 
and how this projection reinforces the separation between what is assumed to be the self and what is 
believed to be found elsewhere. 
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CHAPTER 9 

EXTERNALIZATION OF TRUTH 

With the structure of the search now clearly examined, attention moves to a related and equally 
significant movement. When the sense of lack is assumed and the search for completion begins, it 
does not remain confined within what is directly observed. It extends outward. It begins to locate 
what is missing in external sources, systems, and authorities. This movement can be described as the 
externalization of truth. This chapter examines how and why what is sought is projected outside, 
and how this projection reinforces the original confusion about identity. The focus here is not on any 
specific belief system, tradition, or institution. It is on the mechanism that leads to seeking outside, 
regardless of the form it takes. When the present is interpreted as insufficient, and when the search 
for completion is underway, there is an assumption that what is missing is not already here. From 
this assumption, attention turns outward. Truth, meaning, clarity, or fulfillment are expected to be 
found in something beyond immediate experience. This may take the form of knowledge, teachings, 
leaders, ideologies, or structured systems. This movement appears reasonable. If something is not 
present, it seems logical to look elsewhere. However, this reasoning depends entirely on the initial 
assumption of lack. If that assumption is not examined, the direction of the search is determined by 
it. The result is that what is sought is consistently placed outside, even when the nature of what is 
being sought is not clearly understood. 

Externalization operates in many forms. It can appear as reliance on belief systems, where truth is 
defined and preserved by tradition or doctrine. It can appear as dependence on authority figures, 
where understanding is expected to come from those who are assumed to know more. It can also 
appear as attachment to conceptual frameworks, where complex explanations are used to define 
reality and identity. In each case, the same pattern is present. What is being sought is assumed to exist 
elsewhere, and the individual is positioned as someone who must acquire, learn, or receive it. This 
reinforces the sense of separation between the self and what is sought. The self is incomplete, and 
truth is external. This separation has important consequences. It prevents direct examination. Instead 
of looking at experience as it is, attention is directed toward ideas, systems, and interpretations. These 
may provide structure and explanation, but they do not necessarily resolve the underlying confusion. 
In many cases, they add complexity without addressing the root issue. Another important aspect is 
that external systems often provide certainty and structure. They offer clear definitions, guidelines, 
and answers. This can be appealing, especially when there is uncertainty or discomfort. However, this 
certainty is often based on acceptance rather than direct observation. It replaces one form of 
assumption with another. It is also important to see that externalization is not limited to formal 
systems. It can occur in subtle ways, such as seeking validation from others, relying on external success 
for identity, or expecting relationships to provide completion. In all cases, the same movement is 
present. What is not understood directly is projected outward and pursued externally. 

This does not mean that external knowledge, systems, or relationships have no value. They can have 
practical and functional roles. The question here is not about their usefulness, but about whether they 
can define or complete what you are. When they are used in this way, the original confusion is 
extended rather than resolved. A critical point must be emphasized. As long as truth is assumed to be 
external, the search will continue in that direction. This prevents a direct examination of what is already 
present. It maintains the division between the observer and what is observed, between the seeker and 
what is sought. This chapter will examine the specific forms this externalization takes. It will look at 
the tendency to seek outside, the role of systems and authorities, the projection of meaning, and the 
reasons why this movement continues at a global level. Each of these aspects contributes to the 
persistence of the search and the reinforcement of identity. 
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As in previous chapters, the approach remains the same. No belief is required. No system is 
introduced. The aim is to observe the movement directly. When the process of externalization is 
seen clearly, the assumption that drives it can be questioned. The central question remains consistent. 
If what is being sought is assumed to be outside, what is being overlooked in immediate experience? 
And if the assumption of separation is not valid, what does that imply about the entire movement of 
seeking truth externally? 

Section 9.1: Seeking Outside 

Once the assumption of lack is in place and the movement of searching begins, attention naturally 
turns outward. What is not understood or felt to be missing is no longer examined directly within 
experience. Instead, it is assumed to exist somewhere else. This is the beginning of seeking outside. 
This movement is not limited to specific areas of life. It appears across different contexts, often 
without being recognized as a single pattern. A person may seek fulfillment through achievement, 
clarity through knowledge, stability through relationships, or meaning through systems of belief. 
Although the objects differ, the underlying movement remains the same. What is assumed to be 
missing is expected to be found externally. This expectation is based on a simple interpretation. If 
something is not present now, then it must be located elsewhere. However, this interpretation depends 
entirely on the initial assumption that something is in fact missing. If that assumption is not examined, 
the direction of the search is taken for granted. The result is that attention is consistently directed away 
from immediate observation and toward external acquisition. 

Seeking outside often appears productive. It leads to learning, exploration, and interaction. It creates 
movement and change. Because of this, it is rarely questioned. It is seen as a natural and necessary 
part of life. However, the question here is not whether external engagement has value. The question 
is whether it can resolve the sense of lack that initiated the search. When examined closely, a 
pattern becomes visible. External achievements, knowledge, or conditions may bring temporary 
satisfaction. They may change circumstances or provide new perspectives. However, they do not 
permanently resolve the underlying sense that something is incomplete. After a period of time, the 
same sense of lack reappears, often in a different form. This leads to further searching, directed again 
toward something outside. This indicates that the issue is not the absence of external conditions, but 
the interpretation of experience itself. If the sense of lack is generated internally through thought, 
comparison, and projection, then external solutions cannot fully resolve it. They may address specific 
situations, but they do not alter the structure that produces the feeling of incompleteness. 

Another important aspect of seeking outside is that it reinforces dependence. When completion or 
truth is believed to exist externally, the individual becomes dependent on external sources to obtain 
it. This may involve relying on information, approval, recognition, or guidance. Over time, this 
dependence strengthens the belief that what is sought is not available within direct experience. This 
also creates a division. There is the seeker, who is incomplete, and there is what is sought, which is 
complete and located elsewhere. This division becomes the foundation of the search. It is rarely 
questioned because it appears obvious. However, this division is itself an assumption. It is not directly 
observed as a fixed reality. It is also important to see that seeking outside often shifts rather than ends. 
When one external source does not provide lasting resolution, another is pursued. This may involve 
changing goals, adopting new systems, or seeking different forms of validation. Each new direction 
appears promising, but the underlying movement remains unchanged. The search continues because 
the assumption driving it remains intact. In many cases, the search becomes more refined over 
time. It may move from material goals to psychological or existential ones. However, refinement does 
not necessarily lead to resolution. The structure of seeking remains the same, even if the object 
becomes more subtle. 
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When this process is observed directly, a critical question arises. If what is being sought is assumed to 
be outside, but external sources do not resolve the sense of lack, is the direction of the search correct? 
Or is the movement itself based on a misinterpretation of where clarity or completion can be 
found? This question does not require an immediate answer. It requires attention. The act of seeking 
can be observed as it happens. The movement toward external solutions can be noticed. The 
temporary satisfaction and its return to dissatisfaction can be seen. Through this observation, the 
structure of seeking outside becomes clear. It is not simply a practical activity. It is a psychological 
movement based on an unexamined assumption. When this is understood, the necessity of 
continuing in the same direction begins to lose its certainty. The next section examines how this 
outward movement becomes organized into systems, beliefs, and authorities, and how these structures 
reinforce and sustain the process of externalization on both individual and global levels. 

Section 9.2: Systems, Beliefs, Authorities 

As the movement of seeking outside continues, it does not remain unstructured. Over time, it becomes 
organized into systems, beliefs, and authorities that define, interpret, and guide the search. These 
structures appear in many forms, including religions, philosophies, ideologies, educational 
frameworks, and social institutions. While they differ in content, they share a common function. They 
locate truth externally and provide a path for reaching it. This organization brings order to the 
search. Instead of moving without direction, the individual is given frameworks to follow, 
explanations to adopt, and practices to apply. These systems often offer clear definitions of reality, 
identity, and purpose. They describe what is considered true, what should be pursued, and how one 
should live. Because of this, they can appear stable and reliable. Beliefs play a central role within these 
systems. A belief is an accepted idea about what is real or true, often held without direct verification. 
Beliefs provide certainty. They offer answers to questions that may otherwise remain open. This can 
reduce confusion and provide a sense of direction. However, belief operates through acceptance, not 
through direct observation. It replaces uncertainty with assumed knowledge. 

Authorities reinforce this process. An authority may be an individual, a group, or an established source 
of knowledge. It is regarded as having greater understanding or access to truth. When authority 
is accepted, its statements and interpretations are often taken as valid without direct examination. This 
creates a relationship where the individual depends on external sources to define what is true. The 
combination of systems, beliefs, and authorities creates a structured environment for the search. It 
tells the individual what to seek, how to seek, and what the outcome should be. This structure 
can be comforting because it reduces the need for independent examination. It provides ready-made 
answers and clear directions. However, this structure also has significant implications. When truth is 
defined externally and accepted through belief, the opportunity for direct observation is reduced. 
Instead of examining experience as it is, the individual interprets it through the lens of the system. 
This can lead to alignment with predefined ideas rather than direct understanding. Another important 
aspect is that different systems often present different and sometimes conflicting definitions of 
truth. Each system may claim validity and offer its own path. This creates a situation where multiple 
external sources compete for acceptance. The individual may move from one system to another, 
seeking certainty, but the underlying structure of seeking outside remains unchanged. 

It is also important to see that these systems are created and maintained by human thought. They are 
constructed through interpretation, language, and shared agreement. This does not necessarily 
invalidate their practical use, but it raises a critical question. If these systems are products of thought, 
can they provide absolute definition of what you are, or do they reflect the same processes that 
have already been examined? Dependence on systems and authorities can also reinforce identity.  
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Belonging to a belief system or aligning with a particular framework can become part of how one 
defines oneself. This adds another layer to identity, where the self is not only constructed internally 
but also supported externally through affiliation. This can create division. Different systems lead 
to different identities, and these identities may conflict. Each group may hold its beliefs as true, leading 
to disagreement, competition, or even conflict. This is not incidental. It is a direct consequence of 
locating truth externally and defining identity through that location. It is important to be clear. This 
examination is not a rejection of all systems, beliefs, or authorities. They can have practical roles in 
communication, learning, and organization. The question is whether they can resolve the 
fundamental confusion about what you are. When they are used as substitutes for direct 
observation, they may provide structure, but they do not address the root of the issue. When this is 
seen clearly, a shift becomes possible. Instead of relying entirely on external definitions, attention can 
return to what is directly observable. This does not eliminate the existence of systems, but it changes 
their role. They are no longer taken as final authorities on identity or truth. The next section examines 
how this outward movement leads to the projection of meaning, where thought assigns significance 

and interpretation to experience, further reinforcing the separation between what is observed and 
what is believed about it. 

Section 9.3: Projection of Meaning 

Once systems, beliefs, and authorities are in place, the movement of seeking outside extends further 
into how experience itself is interpreted. What is seen, heard, or felt is no longer encountered in a 
simple and direct way. Instead, meaning is projected onto experience through thought. This 
projection becomes so immediate and habitual that it is rarely noticed as a separate process. It appears 
as if meaning is inherent in what is observed, rather than something being added to it. Projection of 
meaning begins with interpretation. A situation occurs, and almost instantly, thought provides an 
explanation, a label, or a judgment. This may take the form of defining something as good or bad, 
important or irrelevant, success or failure. These interpretations are drawn from memory, 
conditioning, and prior knowledge. They are not inherent in the situation itself, but are applied to 
it. This process creates a layer between observation and understanding. Instead of seeing what is 
present, the mind engages with what it thinks is present. The distinction is subtle but critical. What 
is actually observed may be simple and direct, but what is experienced psychologically includes 
interpretation, evaluation, and reaction. This added layer becomes the primary reference point. 

Projection also operates in how meaning is assigned to life as a whole. Concepts such as purpose, 
value, and significance are often constructed through thought and then projected outward as if they 
exist independently. For example, an individual may believe that a certain achievement gives life 
meaning, or that a particular role defines worth. These meanings are not discovered in direct 
observation; they are created and then perceived as real. This has a direct impact on identity. If 
meaning is projected onto roles, relationships, or achievements, then identity becomes tied to those 
projections. The self is no longer just constructed from memory and experience, but also from 
interpreted significance. Losing a role or changing a condition is no longer just a change in 
circumstance; it is experienced as a loss of meaning, and therefore a threat to identity. Another 
important aspect of projection is that it is selective. Thought does not interpret everything equally. It 
focuses on certain elements based on prior conditioning, preference, and fear. This means that what 
is noticed and how it is interpreted is not neutral. It is shaped by existing patterns of thought. As a 
result, two individuals may observe the same situation and assign completely different meanings to it. 

This variability indicates that meaning is not fixed within the observed world. It is dependent on the 
structure of thought within the observer. However, this dependency is rarely recognized. Instead, 
projected meanings are often treated as objective facts. This strengthens belief and reduces the 
likelihood of questioning the process itself. 
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Projection of meaning also sustains the search mechanism. When meaning is assigned externally, the 
individual continues to seek situations, relationships, or achievements that align with those projected 
values. This reinforces the idea that fulfillment and clarity exist outside and must be obtained. Even 
when a projected meaning is temporarily satisfied, it does not end the process. New meanings are 
created, and the cycle continues. It is also important to see that projection is not limited to positive 
interpretations. Negative meanings are also assigned. Situations may be interpreted as threatening, 
inadequate, or incomplete. These interpretations contribute to fear, comparison, and dissatisfaction. 
Like positive projections, they are based on thought, but they are experienced as if they are inherent 
in reality. When this process is observed directly, a clear distinction begins to emerge between what 
is observed and what is added by thought. Sensory experience, such as seeing, hearing, or feeling, 
occurs without interpretation. It is immediate. The layer of meaning is applied afterward, often so 
quickly that the two appear inseparable. 

Recognizing this separation does not require rejecting meaning entirely. Practical interpretation has a 
role in communication and functioning. The key point is to see that psychological meaning, 
especially when tied to identity, is constructed and projected. It is not an inherent property of what is 
observed. When projection is no longer taken as absolute, its influence begins to weaken. Experience 
can be encountered more directly, without the constant overlay of interpretation defining what it 
should mean. This does not remove the ability to think or interpret, but it changes the relationship to 
those processes. They are seen as activities of thought, not as final statements about reality or 
identity. The next section examines how this process of externalization and projection continues at a 
broader scale, and why it persists across individuals, cultures, and systems globally, maintaining the 
same structure of misunderstanding over time. 

Section 9.4: Why This Continues Globally 

The processes described so far do not occur in isolation. They are not limited to specific individuals, 
cultures, or periods of time. The movement of seeking outside, organizing belief, and projecting 
meaning appears consistently across the human world. It repeats in different forms, but its structure 
remains the same. This raises a critical question. Why does this pattern continue globally, even when 
its limitations and consequences are visible? One reason is that these processes begin early and develop 
without examination. From childhood, individuals are introduced to language, identity, and 
interpretation before there is any capacity to question them. Names are given, roles are assigned, and 
meanings are explained. These are necessary for communication and social functioning, but they also 
establish a framework in which identity and understanding are formed through external input. 
Because this happens at the beginning of life, it becomes the default way of perceiving and relating to 
the world. Another factor is collective reinforcement. The same structures that shape the individual 
are shared by others. Family, education systems, cultural traditions, and institutions all operate within 
similar patterns. This creates an environment where assumptions about identity, meaning, and truth 
are constantly confirmed. When a pattern is reinforced by the entire surrounding system, it appears 
natural and unquestionable. 

Fear also plays a central role in maintaining this continuity. The possibility of not relying on external 
definitions or systems can be experienced as uncertainty or instability. Without predefined answers, 
there is no immediate reference point for identity or meaning. This can create discomfort, which leads 
the individual back to familiar structures. In this way, fear does not only arise from the system; it also 
protects the system by discouraging direct examination. In addition, there is a tendency to seek 
certainty and conclusion. The mind prefers clear answers over open questions. Systems, beliefs, and 
authorities provide this certainty. They offer defined explanations that can be accepted and followed.  
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Even if these explanations are incomplete or inconsistent, they reduce the discomfort of not knowing. 
This preference for certainty sustains the continuation of externalization, because it discourages 
remaining with direct observation without immediate conclusion. The scale of human 
organization also contributes to the persistence of these patterns. Societies are structured around 
shared beliefs and identities. Political, economic, and social systems often depend on group 
identification, division, and agreement on certain ideas. These structures are maintained collectively, 
which makes them resistant to change at an individual level. Even when one person begins to question, 
the surrounding system continues to operate as before. History provides clear evidence of this 
continuity. Across different eras, humans have created systems that define identity and assign meaning 
externally. These systems have led to cooperation and development, but also to division, conflict, 
and dehumanization. The forms change over time, but the underlying structure remains consistent. 
This indicates that the issue is not limited to specific beliefs or institutions, but is rooted in how identity 
and understanding are formed. It is also important to see that knowledge alone does not end this 
process. Information about psychology, philosophy, or human behavior may describe these patterns 
in detail, but description is not the same as direct observation. Without direct examination, 
knowledge becomes another layer within the same structure. It can even strengthen the sense of 
understanding without actually addressing the underlying movement. 

Another reason for global continuation is that the process is largely automatic. Thought operates 
quickly and continuously. Interpretation, comparison, and projection happen without deliberate 
intention. Because these processes are automatic, they are not easily recognized. What is automatic is 
often taken as natural, and what is natural is rarely questioned. Despite this, the continuation of these 
patterns is not inevitable. The fact that they are widespread does not mean they cannot be seen. The 
entire structure depends on lack of direct observation. When the processes of seeking, believing, 
and projecting are observed clearly as they occur, their influence begins to change. This does not 
require agreement from others or change in external systems. It begins at the level of individual 
clarity. This clarity does not oppose or fight the existing structures. It does not attempt to replace 
them with new beliefs or systems. Instead, it removes the assumption that truth and identity must be 
defined externally. When this assumption is no longer operating, the processes built upon it begin to 
lose their foundation. What has been described in this chapter is not a localized issue, but a shared 
human pattern. It explains why confusion about identity persists across generations and cultures. It 
also points to where that confusion can be addressed, not through external change alone, but through 
direct understanding of the processes within experience. The next part moves into a more direct 
examination of fear, which plays a central role in maintaining these patterns and preventing their 
complete observation. 

Closing Reflection 

At this point, the structure of externalization should be clearly visible, not as an abstract idea, but as 
an active process occurring within experience. What began as a simple movement of seeking has 
unfolded into a complex system involving belief, authority, interpretation, and global 
reinforcement. Each layer supports the next, creating a network that appears stable and convincing. 
However, when examined directly, this structure does not stand on independent ground. It depends 
on a series of unexamined assumptions that have been carried forward without question. The 
movement is consistent. A sense of lack is assumed. From that assumption, attention turns outward. 
External sources are given importance. Systems are formed to organize the search. Beliefs are adopted 
to provide certainty. Authorities are followed to validate direction. Meaning is projected onto 
experience to reinforce identity. This entire process is then confirmed by the surrounding world, 
making it appear natural and necessary. When seen as a whole, this is not a collection of separate 
events, but a single continuous movement. 
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What is important here is not agreement with this description, but the ability to observe it directly. 
The search for meaning, the reliance on external validation, the interpretation of experience, and the 
attachment to systems are not distant or theoretical. They occur in real time. They can be seen in how 
decisions are made, how relationships are approached, and how identity is maintained. Without this 
direct observation, the structure remains intact, even if it is intellectually understood. It is also 
important to recognize that this process does not resolve what it promises to resolve. External seeking 
may produce results in specific areas of life, but it does not bring an end to the underlying sense of 
incompleteness. The search continues because its foundation has not been examined. Each new 
attempt appears different, but it is driven by the same assumption. This is why the movement does 
not come to an end on its own. It sustains itself through repetition and reinforcement. The role of 
systems, beliefs, and authorities becomes clearer in this context. They do not create the confusion, but 
they maintain and organize it. They provide structure to the search, making it more defined and 
socially supported. At the same time, they reduce the likelihood of direct examination by offering 
ready-made answers. This creates a situation where clarity is replaced by accepted explanation. 

Projection of meaning further strengthens the structure. By assigning significance to external 
conditions, thought creates a link between identity and what is outside. This link makes change, loss, 
or uncertainty appear as threats to the self. As a result, the individual becomes more invested in 
maintaining external conditions, which reinforces the cycle of seeking and attachment. When this 
entire movement is seen clearly, a significant shift becomes possible. Not a shift toward a new belief 
or system, but a shift in how attention operates. Instead of moving outward in search of completion 
or truth, attention can remain with what is directly present. This does not require withdrawal from the 
world or rejection of practical structures. It requires seeing that the assumption of lack and the 
movement to resolve it externally are not based on direct observation. This clarity does not produce 
immediate answers in the form of conclusions. It removes the false direction that has been taken for 
granted. When the direction changes, the entire structure built upon it begins to lose its relevance. The 
need to seek externally for identity or completion weakens, not because it is suppressed, but because 
it is seen as unnecessary. 

It is also essential to understand that this is not an individual problem in isolation. The same structure 
operates at a global level. Systems of division, conflict, and inequality are often built on identities and 
meanings that are externally defined and defended. When individuals operate within this structure, 
they contribute to its continuation. When clarity begins at the individual level, it has implications 
beyond the individual, because it affects how relationship and action take place. However, this is not 
a process that can be forced or achieved through effort. Effort itself often belongs to the same 
structure of becoming and seeking. What is required is clear observation without distortion. When 
the movement of externalization is seen fully, without justification or resistance, it no longer holds the 
same authority. At this stage, nothing new has been added. No new identity has been introduced. No 
alternative system has been offered. What has occurred is the exposure of a structure that was already 
operating. This exposure is not a conclusion. It is a point of clarity from which further examination 
becomes possible. The next part moves into a deeper and more direct area that sustains this entire 
structure: fear. Not as an abstract concept, but as an active force that protects identity, maintains 
attachment, and prevents the complete observation of what has been described. 
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PART III 

FEAR 

What Maintains the Illusion 

At this stage, the structure of identity and the mechanism of error have been examined in detail. It has 
been shown how identity is constructed, how it is maintained through thought and memory, and 
how it is reinforced through external systems, beliefs, and projected meaning. It has also been 
shown that this structure does not resolve the fundamental question of what you are, and that the 
movement of seeking continues because its foundation is not examined. However, there is a critical 
element that has not yet been fully addressed. Even when the instability of identity becomes visible, 
even when the process of external seeking is understood, the structure does not end. It continues, it 
reasserts itself, and it resists being seen completely. This persistence is not accidental. It is sustained 
by a force that operates at both psychological and biological levels. That force is fear. Fear is not 
introduced here as an abstract idea or a theoretical topic. It is approached as a direct and observable 
movement within experience. It appears in different forms, including fear of loss, fear of death, 
and fear of emptiness, but these forms share a common function. They act to protect what is 
assumed to be the self. This protection operates automatically. When identity is challenged, when 
uncertainty appears, or when the possibility of losing something arises, fear responds immediately. It 
creates resistance, drives avoidance, and reinforces attachment. In this way, fear maintains the 
structure that has already been examined, even when that structure is seen to be unstable. It is 
important to understand that fear is closely linked to identification. What is identified as “self” 
becomes something that must be preserved. If identity is based on memory, roles, relationships, or 
the body, then any threat to these elements is experienced as a threat to the self. Fear arises not simply 
because something may change, but because what is changing is mistaken for what you are. This 
means that fear is not independent. It is directly connected to the assumption of identity. Without 
that assumption, the basis for fear changes. Therefore, examining fear is not separate from examining 
identity. It is a continuation of the same process, moving into a deeper level where the defensive 
structure of the self becomes visible. Fear also plays a central role in preventing direct observation. 
When fear is present, attention is often redirected away from what is actually occurring. There is a 
tendency to escape, to seek comfort, or to return to familiar patterns. This interrupts the clear 
examination of identity and its instability. In this way, fear does not only arise from the structure; it 
also protects and sustains it. At the same time, fear is often normalized. It is accepted as a natural 
and unavoidable part of life. While certain forms of fear have practical value in responding to 
immediate physical danger, the fear being examined here is psychological, rooted in thought, time, 
and identity. It is frequently managed, suppressed, or rationalized, but rarely understood at its source. 
This part of the book does not attempt to provide methods for controlling or overcoming fear. Any 
method would remain within the same structure of seeking and becoming. Instead, the approach 
remains consistent. Fear will be observed directly, without interpretation or avoidance. Its structure, 
its triggers, and its relationship to identity will be examined as they appear. The purpose is not to 
eliminate fear through effort, but to understand it so clearly that its dependence on 
misidentification becomes evident. When this is seen directly, the necessity of fear begins to change, 
not as a belief, but as a result of clear observation. As this examination unfolds, it becomes evident 
that fear is not only personal, but also collective. It influences how individuals relate, how systems 
are formed, and how conflict arises. Understanding fear at the individual level therefore has 
implications beyond the individual. This part proceeds step by step, beginning with fear of loss, 
moving through fear of death, and then addressing fear of emptiness and attachment. Each is 
examined not as a separate issue, but as a different expression of the same underlying structure. What 
is required here is the same as before: attention without resistance, observation without 
conclusion. Fear is not to be avoided or analyzed from a distance. It is to be seen as it operates. Only 
in this way can its role in maintaining the illusion of identity be fully understood. 
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CHAPTER 10 

FEAR OF LOSS 

Fear of loss is one of the most immediate and recognizable forms of fear. It appears in everyday life, 
often without being questioned, and is commonly accepted as natural. It arises in relation to 
relationships, possessions, roles, status, health, and psychological security. Whenever 
something is valued, there is the possibility of losing it, and with that possibility comes fear. This 
reaction is so familiar that it is rarely examined in depth. It is managed, justified, or avoided, but not 
often understood at its root. At first, fear of loss seems to be a response to external conditions. 
Something exists, and there is a risk that it may no longer exist. The fear appears to be about that 
potential change. However, when examined more carefully, it becomes clear that the intensity of fear 
is not determined solely by the object or condition itself, but by the degree of identification with it. 
What is not identified with can change or disappear with little psychological impact. What is identified 
with becomes personally significant, and its loss is experienced as a threat. This reveals an important 
point. Fear of loss is not only about losing something external. It is about losing what that thing 
represents within identity. A relationship may represent belonging or validation. A role may 
represent purpose or worth. A possession may represent security or achievement. When these are 
threatened, the reaction is not limited to the external change. It is experienced as a disturbance to the 
sense of self. This connection between loss and identity is often overlooked. The focus remains on 
protecting or preserving the external condition. Effort is directed toward maintaining relationships, 
securing positions, or avoiding change. While these actions may have practical value, they do not 
address the underlying structure that produces fear. As long as identity is tied to what can change, the 
possibility of loss remains, and with it, fear continues. 

It is also important to observe that fear of loss operates in both actual and imagined situations. It 
is not necessary for something to be lost for fear to arise. The mere possibility, projected by thought 
into the future, is enough to trigger the same response. This shows that fear is closely linked to time 
and anticipation. Thought creates a future scenario in which something is absent, and the body and 
mind react as if that scenario is real. Another aspect of fear of loss is its influence on behavior. It can 
lead to attachment, control, and avoidance. There may be an attempt to hold onto people or 
conditions, to prevent change, or to avoid situations where loss might occur. These responses are 
often seen as forms of care or responsibility, but when driven by fear, they can create tension, 
dependency, and conflict. The effort to secure what is inherently unstable leads to continuous 
psychological strain. Fear of loss also reinforces the structure of identity. The more something is 
protected, the more important it becomes. The more important it becomes, the stronger the 
identification. This creates a cycle in which fear strengthens attachment, and attachment strengthens 
fear. This cycle operates quietly, often without awareness, and becomes part of how life is organized. 
In examining fear of loss, the aim is not to remove relationships, possessions, or roles from life. These 
have practical and functional roles. The question is not whether they exist, but whether they are what 
you are. If identity is placed in what changes, then instability is unavoidable. If this is not clearly seen, 
fear of loss remains a constant presence, regardless of external circumstances. 

This chapter will examine fear of loss step by step, beginning with the loss of identity itself, then 
moving through relationships, control, and the underlying assumptions that make loss appear as a 
threat to the self. Each aspect will be approached through direct observation, not through belief or 
conclusion. What is required here is the same clarity established earlier. Fear is not to be suppressed 
or justified. It is to be seen as it operates, in real time, without distortion. Only then can the connection 
between loss, identification, and fear be fully understood. 
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Section 10.1: Loss of Identity 

Fear of loss reaches its most fundamental level when it concerns not external objects or conditions, 
but identity itself. While the loss of relationships, roles, or possessions is significant, these forms of 
loss derive their impact from a deeper assumption. They matter because they are connected to what 
you take yourself to be. When this connection is examined directly, it becomes clear that the central 
issue is not loss in general, but the possibility of losing the sense of “me.” Identity, as previously 
examined, is constructed from name, history, roles, personality, memory, and thought. These 
elements combine to form a sense of continuity and definition. Over time, this constructed structure 
is experienced as stable and real. It becomes the reference point for perception, decision, and action. 
However, because it is constructed, it is also dependent on conditions that are not fixed. When any 
part of this structure is challenged or altered, there is a reaction. This reaction is often interpreted as 
discomfort, confusion, or anxiety. At its core, it is fear of losing identity. This can occur in many 
situations. A change in role may challenge how you define yourself. A failure may contradict an 
established self-image. A loss of memory, recognition, or status may disrupt the continuity of identity. 
In each case, the reaction is not only to the external change, but to what that change implies about 
who you are. It is important to observe that identity is not lost all at once. It shifts, adapts, and 
reorganizes. However, even small disruptions can create a sense of instability. This indicates that 
identity is not as solid as it appears. It requires continuous reinforcement through memory, 
thought, and external confirmation. Without this reinforcement, the sense of self begins to weaken, 
and fear arises. 

This fear is often subtle. It may not always appear as a clear thought such as “I am losing myself.” 
Instead, it may manifest as a need to restore stability, to defend a position, or to maintain a particular 
image. There may be an impulse to explain, justify, or reassert identity in response to challenge. These 
reactions are not random. They are attempts to protect the constructed sense of self. Another 
important aspect is that identity is often tied to consistency over time. There is an assumption that 
who you are now should align with who you were in the past and who you will be in the future. When 
this continuity is disrupted, it creates a sense of fragmentation. This fragmentation is experienced as a 
threat, not because change itself is harmful, but because continuity is mistaken for identity. Fear of 
losing identity also influences how change is approached. Change is often resisted, not because it is 
impractical, but because it challenges the existing structure of self. Even positive change can produce 
discomfort if it requires a shift in how identity is defined. This resistance can limit adaptation and 
create conflict between what is occurring and what is being held onto. It is also important to recognize 
that identity is not a single fixed entity, but a collection of representations. Different roles, traits, 
and memories are activated in different contexts. Despite this variability, there is an assumption of a 
unified self that holds them together. This assumption is rarely examined. When the coherence of this 
collection is questioned, the reaction is often defensive, indicating the presence of underlying 
insecurity. The key point in this section is that fear of loss is fundamentally linked to the possibility 
of losing identity. As long as identity is constructed from elements that are unstable and subject to 
change, the possibility of loss remains constant. This does not depend on specific events.  

It is built into the structure itself. This observation leads to a critical question. If what you take yourself 
to be can be altered, challenged, or lost, can it be what you are? This question is not intended to 
produce an immediate answer. It is intended to direct attention toward direct examination. What is 
assumed to be self can be observed as it forms, changes, and reacts. In this observation, it becomes 
possible to see that identity is not a fixed entity, but an ongoing process. Fear arises when this process 
is mistaken for something that must remain stable. When this confusion is seen clearly, the relationship 
between identity and fear begins to shift. The next section moves into a more specific area where this 
dynamic becomes highly visible: the loss of relationships, and how attachment to others becomes a 
central point of fear and identity. 
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Section 10.2: Loss of Relationships 

Among all forms of loss, the loss of relationships is often experienced as one of the most intense. This 
includes not only the end of personal connections such as family, friendship, or partnership, but also 
the weakening, change, or absence of emotional closeness. The reaction to this kind of loss can be 
immediate and powerful, often involving grief, fear, loneliness, and a sense of disorientation. 
While this is commonly understood as a response to losing another person, a closer examination 
reveals that something more fundamental is involved. A relationship is not only an interaction between 
individuals. It also carries psychological meaning and identity. Within a relationship, there may be 
a sense of being valued, recognized, supported, or defined. Roles such as parent, partner, friend, or 
companion are not only functional; they become part of how you understand yourself. When a 
relationship changes or ends, what is affected is not only the external connection, but also the internal 
structure that depended on it. This is where fear begins to emerge. The loss of a relationship is 
experienced as a loss of stability and identity. If a relationship has been a primary source of 
emotional security or self-definition, its absence creates a gap that is not easily filled. This gap is often 
interpreted as something missing, leading to discomfort and a renewed search for connection or 
replacement. However, the intensity of this reaction is directly related to the degree of attachment 
and identification that was present. 

Attachment, in this context, is not simply care or connection. It is the dependence on another 
person for psychological completeness. When attachment is strong, the other person becomes part 
of the self-structure. Their presence supports identity, and their absence threatens it. This creates a 
condition where the relationship is not only valued, but also required for the maintenance of the 
self-image. It is important to observe how this operates in daily life. There may be a need for 
reassurance, approval, or constant presence. There may be fear of separation, change, or rejection. 
These are not only relational dynamics; they are expressions of fear of losing what defines the self. 
When the relationship is stable, there is a sense of security. When it is uncertain, fear arises. This 
fluctuation indicates that stability is being derived from something that is inherently variable. 
Another aspect to consider is that relationships are subject to change over time. People grow, 
circumstances shift, and conditions evolve. No relationship remains fixed in the same form 
indefinitely. When identity is tied to something that changes, the possibility of loss is always present. 
This creates a continuous background of vulnerability, even when it is not consciously acknowledged. 
Fear of losing relationships can also influence behavior in subtle ways. It may lead to control, 
compromise beyond necessity, or avoidance of honesty in order to preserve the connection. 
There may be reluctance to face conflict or express disagreement, because of the perceived risk of 
losing the relationship. In this way, fear shapes interaction, sometimes limiting clarity and authenticity. 
It is also important to see that the image of the other person plays a role. Relationships are not only 
based on direct interaction, but also on mental representations built from memory and expectation. 
When loss occurs, it is not only the physical presence that is gone, but also the image and meaning 
associated with that person. The attachment is often as much to this image as it is to the person 
themselves. This does not mean that relationships are to be avoided or diminished.  

Human connection has practical and emotional significance. The question is whether the relationship 
is being used as a foundation for identity. When this is the case, the relationship carries a burden 
that it cannot sustain. It becomes a source of both comfort and fear, because its continuity is never 
guaranteed. When this structure is observed directly, a distinction becomes clear between relationship 
as interaction and relationship as identity support. Interaction can exist without psychological 
dependence. It can involve communication, cooperation, and care without being used to define the 
self. When identity is no longer tied to the relationship, the fear of loss begins to change, not because 
the relationship is less important, but because it is no longer what you are. 
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This observation does not remove the natural responses to change or separation, but it removes the 
added layer of fear that comes from misidentification. The loss of a relationship is then seen as a 
change in circumstance, not as a loss of self. The next section continues this examination by addressing 
another form of loss that is closely related to identity and control: the loss of control, and how the 

need to maintain control becomes a response to underlying instability. 

Section 10.3: Loss of Control 

Fear of loss is not limited to identity and relationships. It also appears strongly in relation to control. 
Control, in this context, refers to the attempt to manage, direct, or secure outcomes in a way that 
maintains stability and predictability. This includes control over circumstances, other people, and 
internal states such as thoughts and emotions. When control is present, there is a sense of order 
and security. When control is threatened or lost, fear arises. At first, control appears practical and 
necessary. In many areas of life, some level of organization and decision-making is required. However, 
the issue here is not functional control, but psychological dependence on control as a source of 
stability. When control becomes tied to identity, it is no longer just a tool. It becomes a requirement 
for maintaining the sense of self. This can be observed in how uncertainty is experienced. When 
outcomes are predictable, there is comfort. When outcomes are uncertain, there is tension. This 
tension is often interpreted as a natural response to unpredictability. However, the intensity of the 
reaction is not determined solely by the situation, but by the degree to which identity depends on 
certainty and control. 

Loss of control can occur in many forms. External events may not go as planned. Other people may 
act independently. The body may change in ways that are not controllable. Thoughts and emotions 
may arise without deliberate intention. In each case, there is a disruption of the expectation that things 
should remain within a manageable structure. This disruption is experienced as instability, and fear 
emerges as a response. It is important to observe that much of what is considered control is based on 
projection and assumption. The mind anticipates outcomes, creates expectations, and attempts to 
align reality with those expectations. When reality does not match, there is a sense of loss. However, 
what is actually lost is not a concrete object, but the assumed certainty about how things should 
be. Control is also closely linked to time. It operates through planning, predicting, and managing 
future outcomes. While practical planning has its place, psychological control extends beyond 
immediate necessity. It attempts to secure a future that remains inherently uncertain. This creates a 
continuous effort to stabilize what cannot be fully stabilized. The result is not lasting security, but 
ongoing tension and vigilance. 

Another important aspect is the attempt to control internal experience. There may be efforts to 
suppress unwanted thoughts, avoid certain emotions, or maintain a particular mental state. These 
efforts are often driven by the belief that certain internal conditions define well-being or identity. 
When these conditions cannot be maintained, there is a sense of failure or loss. This reinforces the 
cycle of control and fear. The relationship between control and identity becomes clearer when it is 
observed that control is often used to protect a self-image. There may be a need to appear 
competent, stable, or successful. Maintaining this image requires managing how situations unfold and 
how one is perceived. When control is lost, the image is threatened, and fear arises. This indicates that 
control is not only about managing reality, but about preserving identity within it. It is also 
important to see that complete control is not possible. Life involves variables that cannot be predicted 
or managed entirely. Other individuals have their own actions and decisions. The body changes over 
time. External conditions shift. Despite this, there is often an ongoing attempt to achieve a level of 
control that would eliminate uncertainty. This attempt is inherently unstable, because it is directed 
toward something that cannot be fully attained. 
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When this is not recognized, the loss of control is experienced repeatedly, leading to recurring fear. 
Each instance may appear separate, but they are expressions of the same underlying structure. The 
expectation of control creates the conditions for its perceived loss. The key point is that fear of losing 
control is not only about external unpredictability. It is about the assumption that stability depends 
on control. When identity is tied to this assumption, any disruption becomes a threat. If this 
connection is examined directly, it becomes clear that control is being used as a substitute for 
understanding the nature of change and uncertainty. This does not imply that all forms of control 
should be abandoned. Practical organization and decision-making remain necessary. The distinction 
is between functional control and psychological dependence on control as identity support. 
When this dependence is seen clearly, the relationship to control begins to change. It is no longer a 
source of security, but a limited tool used where appropriate. The next section examines why loss, in 
all its forms, is experienced as a threat to the self, and how this perception is rooted in the underlying 
structure of identification. 

Section 10.4: Why Loss Feels Like Self-Threat 

Fear of loss becomes fully understandable only when it is seen why loss is not experienced as a simple 
change in circumstance, but as a threat to the self. Loss, in itself, is a natural part of life. Conditions 
change, relationships shift, roles evolve, and the body moves through time. These changes are 
observable and expected. However, the intensity of the reaction to loss indicates that something more 
than change is involved. What is being threatened is not only what is lost, but what that loss 
represents within identity. This begins with identification. When something is identified as “mine” 
or “part of me,” it is no longer experienced as separate. It becomes integrated into the structure of the 
self. This can apply to objects, relationships, roles, beliefs, and internal states. Once this 
integration occurs, the boundary between what you are and what you have becomes unclear. The 
external or internal element is no longer simply present; it is used to define who you are. From this 
point, loss is interpreted differently. If something that is part of identity is removed or altered, the 
reaction is not limited to acknowledging change. It is experienced as damage or reduction of the 
self. This is why loss can produce reactions such as fear, resistance, or distress that go beyond the 
practical implications of the situation. The response is proportional not to the event itself, but to the 
degree of identification involved. 

It is important to observe that this process often operates without awareness. There may not be a clear 
recognition that identity is tied to what is being lost. Instead, the reaction appears immediate and 
justified. For example, the loss of a role may be experienced as failure, the loss of a relationship as 
emptiness, or the loss of control as instability. These interpretations arise quickly and are accepted as 
accurate. However, they are based on the underlying assumption that identity depends on what is 
changing. Another aspect to consider is that identity is structured around continuity. There is an 
expectation that what defines you should remain consistent over time. This expectation creates a sense 
of stability. When continuity is disrupted, there is a perception of fragmentation. This fragmentation 
is interpreted as a threat, because the sense of self relies on ongoing coherence. Without that 
coherence, there is uncertainty about what remains. This leads to a deeper layer of fear. Beyond the 
specific loss, there is a more general concern: if what I rely on to define myself can disappear, 
then what am I? This question is often not faced directly. Instead, it is avoided through efforts to 
restore stability, replace what is lost, or reinforce identity in other ways. These responses temporarily 
reduce discomfort, but they do not address the underlying issue. Fear of loss also involves projection 
into the future. Thought anticipates potential loss and reacts in advance. Even when nothing has 
changed, the possibility of change is enough to create fear. This indicates that the reaction is not only 
to actual events, but to imagined scenarios based on memory and expectation. The mind constructs 
a future in which identity is diminished, and the body responds as if that scenario is real. 



pg. 83 
 

 

It is also important to recognize that the sense of threat is amplified by the belief that identity must 
be protected and maintained. This belief leads to continuous monitoring of conditions, 
relationships, and internal states. There is an effort to prevent change, avoid risk, and secure stability. 
However, because change is unavoidable, this effort cannot fully succeed. The result is a persistent 
background of tension, where the possibility of loss is always present. When this structure is examined 
directly, a key insight emerges. Loss feels like a threat to the self only if the self is defined by what 
can be lost. If identity is constructed from elements that are inherently unstable, then instability is 
unavoidable. The fear is not created by loss itself, but by the misidentification of the self with what 
changes. This does not require accepting a new definition of the self. It requires observing how 
identification operates and how it creates the perception of threat. When this is seen clearly, the 
intensity of fear begins to change. Loss may still occur, but it is no longer interpreted as a reduction 
of what you are. It is seen as a change in condition, not as a loss of self. This understanding does not 
come from conclusion, but from direct observation. When the connection between loss and identity 
is fully visible, the reaction to loss is no longer automatic. It is understood within its proper context. 
The next chapter moves into another fundamental area where fear operates with similar intensity but 
deeper implications: fear of death, where the question of identity is confronted in its most absolute 
form. 

Closing Reflection 

Fear of loss, in all its forms, reveals a single underlying structure. Whether it appears as loss of identity, 
relationships, control, or stability, the intensity of the reaction is not determined by the event itself, 
but by the degree of identification involved. What is identified as self becomes something that must 
be preserved. When that is threatened, fear arises. This makes it clear that fear of loss is not primarily 
about external change, but about the assumption that what changes is what you are. Throughout 
this chapter, it has been shown that identity is constructed from elements that are inherently 
unstable. Memory shifts, roles change, relationships evolve, and conditions are never fixed. Despite 
this, identity is formed by relying on these elements as if they provide lasting definition. This creates 
a contradiction. The self is built from what cannot remain the same, yet it is expected to provide 
continuity and security. Fear of loss is the direct expression of this contradiction. It is also evident 
that attempts to manage this fear do not resolve it. Efforts to hold onto relationships, maintain control, 
or protect identity may provide temporary stability, but they do not remove the underlying 
dependency. As long as identity is tied to what can be lost, the possibility of loss remains constant, 
and with it, fear continues in different forms. The cycle persists because its foundation is not 
examined. A critical point emerges from this observation. Loss feels like a threat only because of 
misidentification. If what you take yourself to be is based on changing conditions, then change will 
always appear as danger. If this assumption is not questioned, fear remains unavoidable. However, 
when the structure of identification is seen clearly, the relationship between loss and fear begins to 
shift. The reaction is no longer automatic, because the basis for the reaction is understood. This does 
not eliminate change, and it does not remove the practical impact of loss. What it removes is the 
psychological distortion that turns change into a threat to the self. When identity is no longer derived 
from what is unstable, loss is seen for what it is: a change in condition, not a reduction of what you 
are. This clarity is not achieved through belief or effort. It comes through direct observation of how 
identification operates and how fear arises from it. When this observation is complete, the need to 
protect identity begins to weaken, because the assumption that required protection is no longer held 
in the same way. What has been uncovered in this chapter is not a solution to fear, but the structure 
that produces it. Seeing this structure clearly is essential, because it prepares the ground for the next 
level of examination. Fear does not end with loss. It extends further into a deeper and more 
fundamental concern: the fear of ending itself, commonly understood as fear of death. The next 
chapter moves into that area directly, where the question of identity is no longer about change within 
life, but about the possibility of no continuation at all. 
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CHAPTER 11 

FEAR OF DEATH 

At this point, the examination of fear moves from situations of change within life to a question that 
appears absolute. While fear of loss involves the removal or alteration of specific elements such as 
relationships, roles, or conditions, fear of death is commonly understood as the end of the self 
entirely. For this reason, it is often regarded as the most fundamental and unavoidable fear. However, 
as with all previous sections, this chapter does not begin by accepting that assumption. It begins by 
examining what is actually being feared. Fear of death is rarely experienced as a direct encounter 
with death itself. Instead, it appears as thought about death, images, expectations, and interpretations 
formed in the mind. These may include ideas of non-existence, separation, disappearance, or the 
unknown. The reaction to these ideas is often immediate and intense. However, it is important to 
observe that what is being responded to is not death as an event, but the concept of death 
constructed by thought. This distinction is essential. Without it, fear is accepted without being 
examined. The structure underlying this fear is closely linked to identification with the body and 
psychological continuity. The body is perceived as the container of life, and its ending is interpreted 
as the ending of the self. In addition, there is a strong attachment to the continuation of memory, 
experience, and identity over time. This creates an expectation that what you take yourself to be should 
persist indefinitely. When this expectation is challenged by the idea of death, fear arises. 

It is also necessary to consider that fear of death is not limited to moments when death is imminent. 
It operates continuously in the background of life. It influences decisions, behavior, and the way 
identity is maintained. Much of what is pursued, accumulated, or defended is connected, directly or 
indirectly, to the avoidance of ending. This includes the desire for legacy, recognition, security, and 
continuity through relationships or achievements. These movements suggest that fear of death is not 
isolated, but integrated into the structure of identity itself. Another aspect of this fear is the role 
of the unknown. Death is often described as something that cannot be experienced in advance and 
cannot be fully understood through thought. This creates uncertainty. Thought attempts to fill this 
uncertainty with projections, but these projections are based on what is already known. As a result, 
they do not resolve the unknown; they amplify it. Fear arises not only from the idea of ending, but 
from the inability to define what that ending means. At the same time, there is an important question 
that is rarely examined directly. When you say that you fear death, what exactly is it that you believe 
will end? Is it the body, which can be observed and is clearly subject to change? Is it thought, which 
appears and disappears continuously? Is it memory, which is already unstable? Or is it something else 
that has not been clearly identified? Without addressing this question, fear remains general and 
undefined, making it more difficult to understand. This chapter does not approach fear of death 
through belief, reassurance, or explanation about what happens after death. It does not rely on 
religious, philosophical, or scientific conclusions. Instead, it follows the same method established 
throughout this work. What is present will be observed directly. The relationship between identity 
and the fear of ending will be examined without assumption. 

As this examination proceeds, it will become necessary to distinguish between what is actual and 
immediate, and what is constructed by thought in relation to time. Death, as an event, is not present 
in immediate experience. What is present is the idea of death, and the reaction to that idea. 
Understanding this distinction is central to seeing how fear operates. This chapter will move step by 
step through the key elements that sustain fear of death, including identification with the body, 
attachment to continuity, and the assumptions that underlie the perception of ending. The purpose is 
not to remove fear through effort, but to understand its structure and origin so clearly that its 
dependence on misidentification becomes evident. 
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What is required here is the same as before: attention without avoidance, and observation without 
conclusion. Fear of death is not to be approached as a problem to solve, but as a process to be seen. 
Only through direct examination can it become clear whether the fear corresponds to what is actually 
present, or to what is assumed without verification. 

Section 11.1: Identification with the Body 

Fear of death is most commonly rooted in a single, rarely questioned assumption: that you are the 
body. This identification appears natural because the body is constantly present in experience. 
Sensations are felt through it, actions are carried out by it, and it serves as the visible reference point 
through which others recognize you. Because of this continuous association, the body becomes the 
primary basis for identity. However, the fact that the body is present does not, by itself, establish that 
it is what you are. This distinction must be examined carefully. The body can be observed directly. It 
has shape, structure, and measurable processes. It changes over time in ways that are clear and 
unavoidable. From birth through development, aging, and eventual decline, the body is in continuous 
transformation. These changes are not optional or controlled by identity. They occur according to 
biological processes. If something is constantly changing, the question arises: can it serve as a stable 
definition of what you are? Despite this instability, identification with the body remains strong. This 
is reinforced through language and perception. Statements such as “my body” and “I am this body” 
are used interchangeably, even though they imply different relationships. The first suggests 
possession, while the second suggests identity. This confusion is rarely examined. As a result, the 
body is not only experienced; it is taken to be the self. 

From this identification, a direct conclusion is formed: if the body ends, then I end. This conclusion 
is not always stated explicitly, but it operates continuously in the background. It gives rise to fear when 
the idea of death is introduced. The ending of the body is interpreted as the ending of existence 
itself, because the body has been assumed to be the entirety of what you are. However, it is necessary 
to look more closely at experience. The body is known through perception and sensation. 
Sensations arise and pass. Perceptions change depending on conditions. Even the sense of the body 
can vary in intensity, location, and clarity. At times, attention may not be focused on the body at all, 
yet experience continues. This suggests that the body, while present, is not the constant element in 
experience. It is something that is known, not necessarily what is knowing. This leads to an important 
observation. If the body can be observed, then it is part of what is experienced. As established earlier, 
what is experienced cannot be assumed to be the same as what is experiencing. This does not require 
adopting a new belief. It requires recognizing a simple distinction: the body appears within experience, 
and therefore it is not identical to the capacity through which experience is known. Another aspect 
of identification with the body is the association with location. The self is often assumed to exist 
within the boundaries of the body, particularly within the head or chest. This creates a sense of being 
a localized entity moving through the world. However, this sense of location is also based on 
perception and interpretation. It can shift, expand, or become unclear under different conditions.  

This indicates that the feeling of being located in the body is not fixed, but constructed. It is also 
important to recognize that the body operates largely independently of personal control. Processes 
such as breathing, circulation, digestion, and cellular activity occur without deliberate action. Even 
movements that appear intentional depend on underlying systems that are not directly controlled. This 
raises a question: if the body functions according to processes that are not directed by identity, in what 
sense can it be said to be what you are? Fear of death depends heavily on maintaining the 
identification with the body. If the body is taken to be the self, then its ending must be resisted. This 
resistance appears as fear. However, if the identification is examined and seen clearly, the basis for this 
fear begins to shift.  
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The ending of the body remains a biological event, but it is no longer automatically interpreted as the 
ending of what you are, because the assumption linking the two has been questioned. This does not 
lead to a conclusion about what happens after death. It does not provide an alternative belief about 
continuation or non-continuation. Instead, it removes an unexamined assumption. It allows the 
relationship between identity and the body to be seen as it actually is, rather than as it has been 
automatically accepted. Understanding this distinction is essential for the sections that follow. Fear 
of death is not sustained by the body alone, but by additional assumptions related to time, continuity, 
and the unknown. These will be examined next, continuing the same process of direct observation 
and careful distinction between what is experienced and what is assumed to be the self. 

Section 11.2: The Unknown 

Fear of death is often described as fear of the unknown. This description appears reasonable at first, 
because death is commonly understood as something that cannot be experienced in advance or fully 
described through knowledge. However, this explanation requires careful examination. The term 
“unknown” is frequently used, but rarely analyzed. It is important to ask: what exactly is meant by the 
unknown, and how does it produce fear? The unknown, by definition, is that which is not known. 
It has no form, no content, and no description that can be verified. It is not something that can be 
directly experienced or observed in the present. What is actually present is not the unknown itself, but 
thought about the unknown. This thought attempts to represent what cannot be known, and in 
doing so, it creates images, expectations, and interpretations. These constructions are then treated as 
if they correspond to something real. Fear arises not from the unknown itself, but from these mental 
constructions. When the mind attempts to imagine what happens after death, it relies on what is 
already known. It may produce images of darkness, emptiness, absence, or separation. These images 
are not the unknown; they are projections based on memory and experience. The reaction of fear 
is directed toward these projections, even though they do not have an independent existence outside 
of thought. This process reveals a contradiction. The unknown is defined as something that cannot 
be known, yet thought attempts to define it. When it fails to do so, it generates uncertainty. That 
uncertainty is then interpreted as danger. In this way, the unknown becomes associated with threat, 
not because of what it is, but because of the inability of thought to grasp and control it. 

Control plays a central role in this dynamic. Much of human activity is based on the ability to predict, 
manage, and influence outcomes. This creates a sense of stability. The unknown, by contrast, 
represents a condition where control is not possible. This absence of control is interpreted as risk. 
When applied to death, it produces a strong reaction, because death is seen as an event where all 
forms of control come to an end. It is also important to observe that the unknown is not limited to 
death. It is present in many aspects of life, including the future, other people, and changing conditions. 
However, in most cases, the unknown is tolerated or managed. It becomes a source of fear only when 
it is linked to identity and continuity. When the unknown is associated with the potential ending of 
what you take yourself to be, it is no longer neutral. It becomes something to avoid. Another factor is 
the role of time. The unknown is often projected into the future, creating a scenario that has not 
occurred. Thought constructs a future moment in which death takes place, and then attempts to 
imagine what follows. This imagined future is treated as if it is real in the present. The body responds 
with fear, even though the event has not occurred and the unknown has not been encountered. This 
shows that fear is not based on direct experience, but on anticipation constructed by thought. 

There is also a tendency to seek answers about the unknown through belief systems, theories, or 
explanations. These may provide descriptions of what happens after death, offering certainty in place 
of uncertainty. While these explanations can reduce fear temporarily, they do so by replacing the 
unknown with something known or assumed. This does not resolve the underlying issue. It avoids 
the direct encounter with not knowing by filling it with conceptual certainty. 
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The approach here does not attempt to define the unknown or replace it with belief. Instead, it 
examines the relationship between thought and the unknown. When it is seen that fear arises from 
the attempt to imagine and control what cannot be known, the nature of that fear becomes clearer. 
The unknown itself does not produce fear. It is the movement of thought trying to grasp it that 
creates the reaction. This leads to an important observation. If the unknown cannot be known, then 
any fear associated with it must come from what is known. It comes from memory, imagination, 
and projection, not from the unknown itself. When this is understood, the unknown is no longer 
automatically linked to threat. It remains undefined, but it is no longer filled with imagined danger. 
This does not provide certainty about death or what follows. It removes a false association. It allows 
the unknown to remain unknown, without being turned into a source of fear through interpretation. 
In doing so, it prepares the ground for examining the next element that sustains fear of death: the 
assumption of psychological continuity, where the expectation of ongoing identity is brought into 
question. 

Section 11.3: Psychological Continuity 

A central factor in fear of death is the assumption of psychological continuity. This assumption is 
rarely stated directly, yet it operates constantly. It is the sense that “I” exist as a continuous entity 
moving through time, carrying memory, identity, and experience from the past into the present, and 
projecting into the future. This continuity feels natural and unquestioned. However, it must be 
examined carefully to understand its role in sustaining fear. Psychological continuity is constructed 
through memory. What you call “yourself” includes remembered experiences, relationships, 
knowledge, and events. These memories are organized into a narrative that gives a sense of personal 
history. This narrative creates the impression of a stable and ongoing self, even though it is 
composed of separate and changing elements. Each memory is a representation of something that has 
already occurred. It is not the event itself, but a record of it. The sense of continuity arises because 
these memories are linked together. Thought connects them, forming a story that appears consistent 
over time. This story is reinforced by repetition, language, and social interaction. Others refer to you 
as the same person, and you refer to yourself in the same way. This mutual reinforcement strengthens 
the belief that there is a continuous identity moving through time. 

However, when examined directly, this continuity is not as stable as it appears. Memory is selective 
and incomplete. It changes over time. Some details are forgotten, others are altered, and new 
interpretations are added. The narrative is not fixed; it is constantly being updated. Despite this, it is 
treated as if it represents a solid and unchanging self. The projection of continuity into the future 
is equally important. Thought does not only organize the past; it also anticipates the future. It creates 
an expectation that the same “I” will continue to exist, experience, and accumulate further memory. 
This expectation becomes the basis for planning, desire, and fear. When death is introduced, it appears 
as a disruption of this projected continuity. It is interpreted as the point at which the ongoing story of 
“me” comes to an end. This is where fear arises. If identity is based on continuity, then the ending of 
that continuity is experienced as the ending of self. The fear is not only about the physical event of 
death, but about the loss of everything that has been accumulated psychologically. This includes 
relationships, achievements, knowledge, and personal meaning. All of these are tied to the assumption 
that they belong to a continuous self that must persist. It is important to see that this continuity is not 
directly experienced in the present. What is present is always immediate experience. Memory 
appears as thought in the present. Anticipation of the future also appears as thought in the present. 
The sense of continuity is therefore constructed within the present moment through the activity of 
thought. It is not an independent entity moving through time. 
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This leads to a critical observation. If continuity is constructed through thought, then it depends on 
ongoing mental activity. Without the constant reference to memory and projection, the sense of a 
continuous self is not actively maintained. This does not mean that memory disappears, but that the 
identification with it is what creates the impression of continuity as identity. Another important aspect 
is that continuity provides a sense of security. It creates the feeling that there is something stable that 
persists over time. This perceived stability becomes something to protect. When death is seen as the 
end of continuity, it is also seen as the loss of that stability. Fear arises as a reaction to this perceived 
loss. However, if the continuity itself is examined and seen as constructed, its role begins to change. 
It can still function practically, allowing for learning and communication, but it is no longer taken as 
the core of identity. When this shift occurs, the ending of continuity does not automatically imply 
the ending of what you are, because what you are is no longer defined by that continuity. This does 
not provide a conclusion about whether anything continues after death. It does not replace one belief 
with another. It simply removes an assumption that has been operating without examination. It shows 
that the fear associated with the loss of continuity is based on identifying with something that is 
constructed and unstable. Understanding psychological continuity is essential for seeing the full 
structure of fear of death. It reveals that fear is not only linked to the body or the unknown, but also 
to the expectation that identity must continue over time. The next section will examine the underlying 
assumption that connects all of these elements, bringing the structure of fear into clearer focus. 

Section 11.4: The Assumption Behind Fear 

At this stage, the structure of fear of death can be traced to a deeper level. Identification with the 
body, projection of the unknown, and attachment to psychological continuity all point to a common 
foundation. That foundation is an assumption that has not been examined directly. It is the 
assumption that there is a defined entity, a “self,” that exists as something solid, continuous, and 
subject to ending. Without this assumption, the structure of fear cannot operate in the same way. This 
assumption appears simple, but it carries significant implications. It suggests that what you are is 
something that can begin and end, something that can be preserved or lost. From this perspective, 
death is interpreted as the termination of that entity. Fear arises as a natural response to the 
perceived threat of non-existence. However, this entire chain depends on whether the initial 
assumption is valid. If what you take yourself to be is not what you assume, then the basis for fear 
must be reconsidered. It is important to see that this assumption is not usually formed through 
deliberate reasoning. It develops gradually through conditioning, language, and repeated 
identification. From early stages of life, the sense of “I” is associated with the body, with memory, 
with personal experience, and with social recognition. These associations become so familiar that they 
are no longer questioned. The self is treated as an obvious and self-evident fact, rather than as 
something constructed. Once this assumption is in place, all experience is interpreted through it. 

 Events are related to “me,” thoughts are taken as “my thoughts,” and emotions are felt as “my 
feelings.” This constant reference creates a center around which experience is organized. That 
center appears stable, even though it is built from changing elements. Because it appears stable, it is 
also assumed to be something that can be threatened or destroyed. Fear of death depends entirely 
on this structure. If there is a defined self that exists over time, then its ending is a meaningful concern. 
But if the nature of that self is not clearly understood, the fear is based on an unverified assumption. 
The reaction is real, but the foundation of the reaction may not be. This is why examining the 
assumption is essential. Without doing so, fear is accepted as inevitable, rather than being understood 
in relation to its cause. Another aspect of this assumption is that it treats the self as an object among 
other objects. It is imagined as something that exists in the world, occupying space, moving through 
time, and subject to the same conditions as physical things.  
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This makes it possible to think about the self as something that can cease to exist, in the same way 
that other objects can be destroyed or disappear. However, this view depends on treating the self as 
something that can be observed in the same way as external objects, which has not been 
established. When the assumption is examined more closely, a question emerges: what exactly is this 
“self” that is assumed to exist and to end? Is it the body, which has already been shown to be changing 
and observable? Is it memory, which is incomplete and unstable? Is it thought, which appears and 
disappears continuously? Each of these elements can be identified and observed, but none of them 
provides a fixed and independent entity that can be clearly defined as the self. Despite this, the 
assumption persists. It is maintained through habit, repetition, and lack of direct examination. Fear 
reinforces it by making the possibility of ending seem urgent and significant. This urgency discourages 
deeper investigation. Instead of questioning the assumption, attention is directed toward avoiding 
the perceived threat. In this way, fear not only arises from the assumption but also protects it from 
being examined. 

The approach here does not attempt to replace this assumption with another idea about what the self 
is. It does not introduce a new identity or concept to hold onto. Instead, it brings attention to the fact 
that the assumption itself has not been clearly verified. It invites direct observation of what is actually 
present, rather than reliance on inherited or constructed definitions. When this assumption is seen 
clearly, the structure of fear begins to change. If there is no clearly defined entity that can be identified 
as the self in the way it has been assumed, then the idea of that entity ending must also be reconsidered. 
This does not lead to a conclusion about existence or non-existence. It removes a false certainty that 
has been operating without examination. What remains is not a new belief, but a shift in understanding. 
Fear of death is no longer based on an unquestioned assumption. It is seen in relation to how identity 
has been constructed and interpreted. This clarity does not come from accepting a statement, but 
from observing the structure directly. With this, the main elements that sustain fear of death have 
been examined. The next step is to bring these observations together, not as a conclusion, but as a 
clear view of how fear operates when identity is assumed rather than understood. 

Closing Reflection 

The examination of fear of death reveals a structure that is consistent with what has been observed 
throughout this work. Fear does not arise independently. It is not an isolated reaction that exists on 
its own. It is sustained by a set of assumptions, identifications, and interpretations that have not 
been fully examined. When these are brought into clear view, the nature of fear begins to change, not 
through effort or control, but through understanding. At the surface level, fear of death appears to 
be a response to an unavoidable reality. The body comes to an end, and this ending is interpreted as 
the end of the self. This interpretation feels immediate and unquestionable. However, as this chapter 
has shown, the connection between the body and the self is assumed, not established. The body 
can be observed. It changes continuously. It operates through processes that are not directed by 
identity. Despite this, it is taken to be what you are. From this identification, the conclusion follows 
that its ending must be feared. 

Beyond the body, fear is also linked to the unknown. Death is described as something that cannot be 
known, and this absence of knowledge is interpreted as danger. However, what is actually feared is 
not the unknown itself, but the projections of thought attempting to represent it. Images of 
emptiness, disappearance, or absence are created and reacted to as if they were real. This shows that 
fear is not based on direct encounter, but on mental construction. Another central element is 
psychological continuity. The sense of being a continuous self moving through time is built from 
memory and projection. This continuity provides a sense of stability and identity. When death is 
introduced, it appears as the interruption of this continuity. The fear is therefore not only about 
physical ending, but about the loss of everything that has been accumulated and organized as “me.”  



pg. 90 
 

 

This includes experiences, relationships, knowledge, and meaning. The assumption that this continuity 
must persist is rarely questioned, yet it is fundamental to the structure of fear. At the deepest level, 
all of these elements depend on a single underlying assumption: that there is a defined and enduring 
entity that exists as the self. This entity is treated as something that can be located, preserved, and 
ultimately lost. However, when this assumption is examined directly, it does not hold in the way it 
appears to. What is found instead are changing processes: thoughts, sensations, perceptions, and 
memories, all of which can be observed. None of these provide a stable, independent entity that can 
be clearly identified as the self. This leads to a critical shift. If what you take yourself to be is not a 
fixed entity, but a collection of changing processes, then the idea of that entity ending must be 
reconsidered. Fear of death is based on the belief that something definite will be lost. When that 
“something” is not clearly found, the basis for fear is no longer the same. This does not produce a 
conclusion about what happens after death. It removes a false certainty about what is ending. It is 
important to be precise here. This is not an argument against the fact that the body ends. It does not 
deny biological reality. The body clearly undergoes change and eventually ceases to function. What is 
being examined is the interpretation of that event as the ending of what you are. That interpretation 
depends on identification. When identification is seen clearly, the interpretation is no longer automatic. 

Another important observation is that fear of death is not limited to the idea of a future event. It 
influences how life is lived in the present. The need for security, continuity, and preservation of 
identity shapes behavior, relationships, and systems. Much of human activity can be understood as 
an attempt to avoid ending, whether through accumulation, achievement, or extension of influence. 
This shows that fear of death is not confined to a single moment; it is embedded in the structure 
of daily life. Attempts to resolve this fear often involve seeking certainty. This may take the form of 
beliefs about what happens after death, philosophical explanations, or psychological strategies. While 
these approaches may provide temporary comfort, they do not address the underlying structure. They 
operate within the same framework of assumption and projection. As a result, they modify the 
expression of fear without removing its cause. The approach taken here is different. It does not 
offer an answer to replace uncertainty. It does not provide a conclusion to hold onto. Instead, it 
removes what has been assumed without examination. It shows that fear is sustained by identification 
with what is unstable and constructed. When this identification is seen clearly, the relationship to 
fear changes. The reaction is no longer based on an unquestioned belief about what you are. This does 
not mean that all responses to death disappear. The body and mind may still react to perceived threat. 
What changes is the psychological interpretation that turns this reaction into fear of losing the self. 
Without that interpretation, the intensity and persistence of fear are no longer the same. There is a 
difference between responding to a situation and being driven by a deep assumption of personal 
ending. 

What has been uncovered in this chapter is not a solution, but a clarification. Fear of death is not an 
inevitable consequence of existence. It is the result of how identity has been formed and understood. 
When that formation is examined directly, the structure of fear becomes visible. When it is visible, it 
is no longer operating in the same way. This completes the examination of fear related to loss and 
death. However, there is still another dimension that must be addressed. Even when identity, 
continuity, and death are examined, there remains a resistance that is more subtle but equally 
persistent. It is the fear of emptiness, the possibility that without identity, there may be nothing to 
hold onto or define oneself. The next chapter moves into that area directly, where the question is no 
longer about losing something known, but about facing the absence of definition itself. 

 

 



pg. 91 
 

 

CHAPTER 12 

FEAR OF EMPTINESS 

Up to this point, fear has been examined in relation to loss, death, and continuity. In each case, the 
structure of fear has been traced back to identification. What is taken to be the self is treated as 
something that must be protected, preserved, and continued. When that assumption is questioned, 
the foundation of fear begins to shift. However, this does not immediately bring an end to fear. 
Instead, another form of fear becomes more visible, often more subtle, yet equally powerful. This is 
the fear of emptiness. This fear does not arise from the possibility of losing something known, but 
from the possibility that, when what is known is removed, nothing remains to define you. It appears 
when identity is no longer held with certainty. When the usual references such as name, role, 
personality, memory, and continuity are seen as unstable or constructed, a question emerges that 
is not easily answered: if I am not this, what am I? This question is often approached as a problem 
to be solved. Thought attempts to produce an answer, to replace the removed identity with another 
concept that feels more secure or more complete. This may take the form of new beliefs, new 
definitions, or more refined versions of identity. However, these responses follow the same pattern 
that has already been examined. They attempt to restore a center, rather than to understand whether 
such a center is necessary at all. The fear of emptiness is closely related to the absence of definition. 
Identity provides structure. It offers a way to locate oneself in relation to the world. Without it, there 
appears to be a lack of orientation. This lack is often interpreted as something negative, something to 
avoid or resolve. The mind moves quickly to fill it, because the absence of definition is experienced 
as uncertainty and instability. 

Another important aspect is that emptiness is often misinterpreted. It is imagined as a state of 
nothingness, absence, or void in a negative sense. Thought projects images or ideas about what 
emptiness might be and reacts to those projections with discomfort or fear. However, these 
projections are not the same as what is actually present. They are representations created by 
thought, not direct observations. Because of this, there is a strong tendency to avoid facing emptiness 
directly. This avoidance takes many forms. It may appear as constant activity, distraction, or 
engagement with external systems. It may also appear as internal movement, such as continuous 
thinking, planning, or seeking. In each case, the function is the same: to prevent direct contact with 
the absence of defined identity. Silence plays a significant role here. When external and internal 
activity decreases, there is an opportunity for the structure of identity to be seen more clearly. 
However, this silence is often resisted. It is filled quickly with thought or action. The reason for this 
resistance is not always obvious, but it is closely linked to the fear that, without activity and 
identification, there may be nothing to hold onto. It is important to be precise. The fear being 
examined is not about physical emptiness or lack of material resources. It is psychological. It 
concerns the absence of a defined self, the absence of narrative, and the absence of a center that can 
be identified and maintained. This form of fear is rarely addressed directly, because it is often covered 
by other concerns or avoided through constant engagement. 

The approach in this chapter remains consistent with the rest of the work. There will be no attempt 
to define emptiness, no effort to transform it into something positive or desirable, and no method 
offered to overcome fear. Instead, the focus is on direct observation. What is meant by emptiness 
will be approached by examining what is no longer assumed. The reactions to it, including avoidance 
and resistance, will be observed as they occur. This requires attention without movement away from 
what is present. The question is not how to escape emptiness, but whether the fear associated with 
it is based on misunderstanding. If emptiness is approached without projection, without 
interpretation, and without the need to resolve it, then it can be seen in its actual nature, rather than 
through the lens of assumption. 
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This chapter proceeds by examining the key expressions of this fear. It begins with the question “If I 
am not this, what am I?”, then moves into the avoidance of silence, the role of constant distraction, 
and the deeper tendency to refuse direct observation. Each of these will be looked at as part of the 
same structure, not as separate issues. What is required here is a willingness to remain with what is 
present without immediately attempting to change it. The fear of emptiness cannot be understood 
from a distance. It must be seen as it operates, without interference. Only then can its dependence 
on identity and assumption become fully clear. 

Section 12.1: If I Am Not This, What Am I? 

When the structures that define identity begin to loosen or are examined closely, a fundamental 
question emerges with urgency and weight: “If I am not this, what am I?” This question is not 
abstract. It appears directly when what has been taken as the self such as name, history, roles, 
personality, thoughts, and continuity is no longer accepted without examination. When these are 
seen as constructed, unstable, or dependent, the usual reference points for identity are no longer 
sufficient. The immediate response to this question is often an attempt to find an answer. Thought 
moves quickly to produce a replacement. It searches for another definition, another concept, or 
another identity that can restore a sense of certainty. This may take the form of philosophical 
conclusions, spiritual ideas, or refined self-descriptions. However, this movement follows the same 
pattern that has already been examined. It assumes that what you are must be something definable, 
something that can be described, named, or held as knowledge. This assumption is rarely questioned. 
The need for an answer is driven by the discomfort of not knowing. When identity is unclear, there 
is a sense of instability. The question feels incomplete, and thought attempts to resolve it by producing 
a conclusion. However, every answer provided by thought is based on existing knowledge, memory, 
and language. It cannot go beyond what is already known. As a result, any answer it gives is another 
construction, not a direct recognition. It is important to observe that the question itself contains an 
assumption. It assumes that there is a “what” that can be identified and described. It assumes that 
what you are must fit into a category or definition. This assumption shapes the way the question is 
approached. Instead of examining whether a definable identity is necessary, the focus remains on 
finding the correct definition. 

This creates a continuous movement. Identity is questioned, then replaced. The replacement is later 
found to be insufficient, and the process repeats. This cycle is part of the broader search mechanism 
that has already been examined. The question “What am I?” becomes another form of seeking, rather 
than an opportunity to observe what is actually present without assumption. Another important aspect 
is the role of silence and absence. When no answer is immediately available, there is a gap. This gap 
is often experienced as uncomfortable. It is interpreted as emptiness, uncertainty, or lack. Thought 
moves to fill this gap as quickly as possible, because remaining without an answer feels unstable. 
However, this gap is significant. It is the point where the usual process of identification is 
interrupted. If this gap is not immediately filled, something different becomes possible. Instead of 
moving toward a conclusion, attention can remain with the fact that no clear definition is present. 
This is not a passive state, but an active observation of what is without adding interpretation. In 
this observation, it becomes clear that the need for a defined identity is itself part of the structure 
being examined. The question then changes in function. It is no longer a request for an answer, but a 
way of revealing the assumption behind identity. It shows that the search for a definition is driven 
by the belief that such a definition is necessary for existence or stability. When this belief is seen, the 
urgency of the question begins to shift. It is also important to note that the absence of a clear answer 
does not result in the absence of experience. Perception, thought, sensation, and action continue. Life 
does not stop because identity is not defined. This indicates that function does not depend on 
definition. The idea that a defined self is required for existence is not supported by direct observation. 
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The discomfort associated with not knowing what you are is therefore not caused by the absence of 
an answer, but by the expectation that there must be one. When this expectation is not fulfilled, it 
is interpreted as a problem. However, this interpretation can be questioned. It can be observed as part 
of the same structure that creates and maintains identity. This section does not provide an answer to 
the question “What am I?” Any answer would become another concept to identify with. Instead, it 
shows that the question, as it is usually approached, may be based on an unexamined assumption. 
When that assumption is seen clearly, the need for a definitive answer begins to lose its urgency. What 
remains is not a new identity, but the absence of one that can be clearly defined. This absence is often 
what is referred to as emptiness, and it is this that gives rise to fear. The next section examines why 
this emptiness is avoided, beginning with the tendency to move away from silence, where the absence 
of identity becomes more apparent. 

Section 12.2: Avoidance of Silence 

Silence, in this context, does not refer only to the absence of external sound. It refers to the absence 
of continuous mental activity, the absence of constant engagement with thought, memory, and 
projection. It is the condition in which the usual processes that maintain identity are no longer actively 
operating. In such moments, there is no immediate reference to who you are, no ongoing narrative 
reinforcing identity. This makes silence a direct point of contact with what has been described as 
emptiness. For this reason, silence is often avoided. This avoidance is not always deliberate. It occurs 
automatically, through habits that keep the mind occupied. These habits include constant thinking, 
planning, recalling, imagining, and reacting. Even in the absence of external demands, the mind 
tends to generate activity. This continuous movement creates the impression of stability, because it 
maintains the sense of a center that is active and present. When this activity slows down or stops, 
something different becomes noticeable. Without constant thought, the usual sense of identity is not 
actively reinforced. There is no immediate statement of “I am this” or “I am that.” This absence can 
be experienced as uncertainty. It is not that something has been removed physically, but that the 
structure that provides definition is no longer in operation. This is often interpreted as a lack or as 
something missing. The response to this condition is typically to restore activity. Thought resumes, 
distractions are sought, or attention is directed outward. This restores the familiar structure of identity 
and reduces the discomfort associated with silence. However, this response prevents the direct 
observation of what silence actually is. Instead of being understood, it is treated as something to 
escape from. 

It is important to observe that silence itself does not contain fear. It does not produce discomfort on 
its own. The reaction arises from the interpretation of silence as emptiness in a negative sense. This 
interpretation is created by thought, which associates the absence of identity with absence of existence 
or meaning. As a result, silence is not experienced directly, but through a layer of assumption and 
projection. Another factor is that silence removes the usual distractions that keep deeper questions 
out of attention. When activity is constant, there is little opportunity to observe the structure of 
identity or the mechanisms that sustain it. Silence exposes these mechanisms by interrupting their 
continuity. This exposure can feel unsettling, not because silence is inherently problematic, but 
because it reveals what is normally kept out of view. In many cases, silence is associated with isolation 
or inactivity, and is therefore undervalued. However, from the perspective of direct observation, 
silence provides a condition in which the relationship between thought, identity, and awareness 
can be seen more clearly. Without continuous interference from mental activity, it becomes possible 
to observe what remains when identity is not being actively constructed. The avoidance of silence is 
therefore not simply a preference for activity. It is a way of maintaining the structure of 
identification. As long as thought is continuously engaged, the sense of self is continuously 
reinforced. When this engagement is interrupted, the assumption of identity is no longer supported in 
the same way.  
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This creates an opportunity for observation, but it is often avoided because it does not provide the 
familiar sense of definition. It is also important to recognize that silence cannot be forced through 
effort. Any attempt to create silence deliberately often becomes another form of activity. The 
approach here is not to achieve silence, but to notice the movement away from it. By observing 
how quickly attention returns to thought or distraction, the mechanism of avoidance becomes visible. 
This visibility is more important than trying to control or stop the movement. When silence is no 
longer avoided, it reveals that the absence of constant identity does not result in the absence of 
experience. Perception continues. Awareness remains. What is absent is the continuous narration 
and reinforcement of self. This distinction is critical, because it shows that identity is not required 
for experience to occur. Understanding the avoidance of silence is essential for examining fear of 
emptiness. It shows that what is being avoided is not silence itself, but what silence exposes: the lack 
of a clearly defined self. The next section continues this examination by looking at a broader pattern 
that extends beyond silence, the role of constant distraction in maintaining identity and preventing 
direct observation. 

Section 12.3: Constant Distraction 

Beyond the avoidance of silence, there is a broader and more pervasive pattern that sustains the 
structure of identity. This pattern is constant distraction. It operates not only in obvious ways, such 
as engagement with external activities, but also internally through continuous thought, planning, and 
reaction. Distraction is not limited to specific behaviors; it is a mode of functioning in which 
attention is repeatedly directed away from direct observation of what is present. Constant distraction 
maintains a continuous flow of engagement. There is always something to focus on, something to 
respond to, something to think about. This ongoing movement creates the impression that there is no 
gap, no interruption, no space where identity is not being reinforced. As long as attention is occupied, 
the underlying structure of identification remains unchallenged and unnoticed. It is important to 
see that distraction is not necessarily negative in itself. Many forms of activity are required for practical 
functioning. Communication, work, and interaction all involve attention directed toward specific tasks. 
The issue here is not activity, but the psychological dependence on constant engagement. When 
activity becomes a way to avoid facing the absence of defined identity, it serves a different function. 
It becomes a mechanism for maintaining the illusion of self. 

This mechanism operates automatically. When there is a moment of pause or lack of engagement, 
attention quickly moves to something else. This may be an external stimulus such as a device, 
conversation, or task, or it may be internal, such as recalling the past or anticipating the future. In both 
cases, the effect is the same: the mind remains occupied, and there is no opportunity to observe what 
is present without interference. The role of thought in distraction is particularly significant. Thought 
does not only respond to external conditions; it generates its own content. It produces a continuous 
stream of ideas, concerns, and images. This internal activity can function as distraction even in the 
absence of external input. It creates a sense of movement and continuity, which supports the 
perception of a stable identity. When distraction is constant, there is little awareness of it. It becomes 
the normal state. The possibility of being without distraction appears unfamiliar or even 
uncomfortable. This discomfort is not caused by the absence of distraction itself, but by what becomes 
visible when distraction is no longer present. Without continuous engagement, the underlying 
uncertainty of identity is no longer covered. 

Another important aspect is that distraction is often valued and encouraged. In many contexts, 
being constantly engaged is associated with productivity, relevance, or connection. This reinforces the 
pattern, making it less likely to be questioned. However, from the perspective of direct observation, 
constant distraction prevents the clear seeing of how identity is constructed and maintained. It keeps 
attention moving at the surface, without allowing it to settle into deeper examination. 
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It is also necessary to observe that distraction does not resolve the fear it avoids. It only postpones 
it. The underlying uncertainty remains, even if it is not immediately visible. This is why distraction 
must be continuous. The moment it stops, the same discomfort can reappear. This creates a cycle in 
which distraction is repeatedly used to maintain a sense of stability that is not actually secure. The 
approach here is not to eliminate distraction through effort or control. Attempting to stop distraction 
can become another form of activity, another goal to achieve. Instead, the focus is on seeing 
distraction as it occurs. This includes noticing how quickly attention moves away from stillness, how 
thought fills gaps, and how engagement is maintained without conscious intention. When distraction 
is observed clearly, its function becomes evident. It is not simply a response to external demands, but 
a way of avoiding direct contact with the absence of a defined self. This understanding does not require 
judgment or correction. It only requires clear observation. 

As this observation deepens, the need for constant distraction may begin to change, not because it is 
suppressed, but because its role is no longer hidden. What remains is the possibility of attention that 
is not driven by avoidance, an attention that can remain with what is present without immediately 
seeking engagement. The next section moves further into this structure by examining a deeper level 
of avoidance. It is not only that distraction occurs, but that there is an active, though often unnoticed, 
tendency to refuse direct observation altogether. This refusal is what ultimately sustains the entire 
structure of fear and identification. 

Section 12.4: The Refusal to Look 

At the deepest level of fear of emptiness, there is a movement that goes beyond distraction and 
avoidance of silence. This movement can be described as a refusal to look. It is not always conscious 
or deliberate, but it operates consistently. It is the tendency to turn away from direct observation of 
what is present when that observation challenges the structure of identity. This refusal is subtle. It 
does not always appear as a clear decision to avoid something. Instead, it is embedded in habitual 
patterns of attention. When a moment arises in which identity is unclear, when there is no immediate 
definition of self, attention shifts. It moves toward thought, activity, or interpretation. This shift 
happens quickly, often without being noticed. The result is that the condition of not knowing is not 
examined directly. It is important to see that what is being refused is not an external object or event. 
It is the direct observation of what remains when identification is absent. This includes the 
absence of narrative, the absence of definition, and the absence of a center that can be described. This 
condition does not provide anything for thought to hold onto. It cannot be easily categorized or 
explained. Because of this, it is experienced as uncertain and unstable. 

The refusal to look is closely linked to the need for psychological security. Identity provides a sense 
of orientation and control. Even when it is unstable, it offers a familiar structure. To look directly at 
its absence is to encounter a condition where that structure is not present. This is interpreted as a loss 
of security, even though the security provided by identity has already been shown to be dependent 
and unstable. Another aspect of this refusal is the reliance on interpretation instead of 
observation. When something unfamiliar or undefined appears, thought quickly attempts to interpret 
it. It labels it, explains it, or compares it to something known. This process creates a sense of 
understanding, but it also prevents direct contact with what is actually present. Instead of observing 
the condition itself, attention is occupied with descriptions and conclusions about it. This tendency 
is reinforced by the assumption that understanding must come in the form of clear answers and 
definitions. When such answers are not available, the situation is treated as incomplete or unresolved. 
The refusal to look is therefore not only a movement away from observation, but also a movement 
toward premature conclusion. It replaces direct seeing with conceptual certainty. 
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It is also necessary to recognize that the refusal to look sustains the entire structure that has been 
examined throughout this work. Identity, fear, and the search for resolution all depend on 
unexamined assumptions. As long as these assumptions are not observed directly, they continue to 
operate. The refusal to look prevents this observation, allowing the structure to remain in place 
without being clearly seen. This refusal is not something that can be overcome through force or 
discipline. Any attempt to force observation becomes another form of control, which is part of the 
same structure. The approach here is different. It is to become aware of the refusal itself. This 
means noticing when attention shifts away, when interpretation replaces observation, and when the 
need for certainty interrupts direct seeing. When the refusal is seen as it occurs, it begins to lose its 
automatic nature. It is no longer hidden. This does not require effort to change it. The act of seeing 
clearly is sufficient to interrupt the pattern. In that interruption, there is a moment where observation 
is present without avoidance. 

In such moments, what has been avoided becomes visible. The absence of defined identity is no longer 
covered by distraction or interpretation. It is not approached as a problem to solve, but as a condition 
to be observed. This observation does not produce a conclusion, but it reveals that the fear associated 
with emptiness is sustained by the movement away from it, not by the condition itself. This is a 
critical point. Fear does not come from emptiness directly. It comes from the refusal to remain with 
it without interpretation. When that refusal is no longer operating in the same way, the relationship 
to emptiness changes. It is no longer something that must be avoided, because it is no longer being 
misinterpreted as a threat. With this, the structure of fear of emptiness has been examined in its main 
forms. The question of identity, the avoidance of silence, the reliance on distraction, and the refusal 
to look all point to the same underlying movement. The next step is to bring these observations 
together, clarifying what has been seen and preparing for the transition into the examination of 
attachment, where the attempt to hold onto what is unstable becomes fully visible. 

Closing Reflection 

The examination of fear of emptiness brings the inquiry to a point where the structure of identity is 
no longer only seen as unstable, but as unnecessary for what is present. Earlier, fear appeared in 
relation to loss and death, where something defined was at risk of ending. Here, the situation is 
different. The fear does not arise from losing something, but from the possibility that there may be 
nothing to define in the first place. This distinction is essential, because it reveals a deeper layer of 
the same structure. Throughout this chapter, it has been shown that when identity is questioned, a gap 
appears. This gap is the absence of clear definition, the absence of a stable answer to the question of 
what you are. The immediate reaction to this gap is to fill it. Thought attempts to provide an answer, 
distraction maintains continuous engagement, and interpretation replaces direct observation. These 
movements all serve the same function: to avoid remaining with the absence of identity. The 
question “If I am not this, what am I?” plays a central role in this process. It appears as a search for 
clarity, but it often operates as a continuation of the same pattern of seeking. It assumes that what you 
are must be something that can be defined and known in conceptual terms. This assumption drives 
the search for an answer, but every answer produced by thought becomes another object of 
identification, repeating the structure that is being examined. 

It has also become clear that silence is not neutral in its impact. When mental activity decreases, the 
usual reinforcement of identity is interrupted. In that interruption, the absence of a defined self 
becomes more visible. This visibility is often interpreted as emptiness in a negative sense, 
something to be avoided. However, this interpretation is not inherent in silence itself. It is created by 
thought, which projects meaning onto what is simply the absence of continuous identification. 
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Constant distraction extends this avoidance into a broader pattern. It ensures that attention is rarely 
without occupation. Whether through external engagement or internal thought, distraction maintains 
the continuity of identity by preventing gaps from being fully observed. This makes it possible for 
the structure of self to persist without being clearly examined. The discomfort associated with 
emptiness is therefore not resolved, but continuously postponed. At the deepest level, the refusal 
to look completes this structure. It is the movement that prevents direct observation of what remains 
when identity is not being constructed. This refusal is not an act of decision, but a conditioned 
response. It is the automatic turning away from uncertainty, the preference for definition over 
observation, and the reliance on conclusion instead of direct seeing. As long as this refusal operates, 
the structure of fear remains intact, because its foundation is not exposed. 

A critical point emerges from all of this. The fear of emptiness is not caused by emptiness itself. It is 
caused by the interpretation of emptiness as absence of self, combined with the assumption that 
such absence is a problem. This interpretation depends on the belief that identity is necessary for 
stability, meaning, or existence. When this belief is not examined, emptiness appears threatening. 
When it is examined, the nature of emptiness begins to change. It is necessary to be precise here. 
Emptiness, as approached in this chapter, is not defined as a concept or state to be achieved. It is 
simply what remains when identification is not active. It does not remove perception, action, or 
awareness. These continue without interruption. What is absent is the continuous process of defining 
and maintaining a self. This absence does not result in non-function. It reveals that function does 
not depend on identity. 

The resistance to emptiness is therefore based on a misunderstanding. It assumes that without identity, 
there is nothing. However, direct observation shows that there is still experience, awareness, and 
functioning, even when identity is not being actively constructed. This indicates that identity is not 
the source of these processes, but something added to them. When it is not added, what remains is 
not a void in the sense of absence, but a condition without conceptual definition. This understanding 
does not come from accepting an idea. It comes from observing the movements that avoid emptiness 
and seeing their function clearly. When distraction, interpretation, and refusal to look are seen as they 
operate, their necessity begins to weaken. There is no need to force their end. The clarity of 
observation itself changes the relationship to them. 

What follows from this is not a conclusion about what you are, but the removal of the assumption 
that you must be something definable. This removal is significant, because it allows the question of 
identity to come to rest without being answered conceptually. In that absence of answer, there is no 
longer a need to construct or defend an identity. This prepares the ground for the next stage of 
examination. Even when identity is seen as constructed and unnecessary, there remains a strong 
tendency to hold onto what is familiar and changing. This tendency is expressed as attachment. It 
is the movement of maintaining connection to what provides a sense of stability, even when that 
stability is known to be unreliable. The next chapter examines this movement directly. It shows how 
attachment forms, why it persists, and how it is connected to the same structure of identification and 
fear that has been examined so far. 
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CHAPTER 13 

ATTACHMENT 

Following the examination of fear of emptiness, the movement of identity becomes visible in another 
form that is more familiar and widely accepted. This movement is attachment. While fear reveals 
how identity is protected when it is threatened, attachment shows how identity is maintained 
through holding onto what is unstable. It is not separate from what has already been examined. It 
is a continuation of the same structure, expressed through connection, dependence, and resistance 
to change. Attachment appears in many forms. It may be directed toward relationships, roles, 
beliefs, possessions, experiences, or internal states. These objects of attachment differ in content, 
but they serve a similar function. They provide a sense of continuity and stability. Through them, 
identity is reinforced. What is held onto becomes part of how the self is defined. The statement “this 
is mine” or “this is important to me” is not only about the object itself, but about the identity 
connected to it. At first, attachment may not appear problematic. It is often associated with care, 
value, and meaning. Relationships, for example, involve connection and responsibility. Engagement 
with life requires interaction with people and environments. The issue here is not the existence of 
connection, but the psychological dependence placed on it. When something is used to define or 
stabilize identity, it becomes something that must be preserved. From this, the structure of 
attachment develops. This structure is closely linked to what has already been examined. If identity is 
built from memory, thought, and continuity, then anything that supports these becomes significant. 
Relationships provide continuity through shared history. Beliefs provide structure through 
interpretation. Possessions provide a sense of control and permanence. In each case, the object of 
attachment is used to reinforce the sense of self. 

However, what is being held onto is not stable. Relationships change, beliefs are challenged, 
possessions are lost or replaced, and internal states fluctuate. Despite this, attachment treats these 
elements as if they can provide lasting stability. This creates a fundamental tension. On one side, there 
is the need for continuity. On the other, there is the reality of constant change. Attachment exists 
within this tension, attempting to hold onto what cannot remain the same. When change occurs, 
attachment is revealed more clearly. Loss, separation, or alteration of what is held onto produces a 
reaction. This reaction is often described as pain, discomfort, or resistance. It is not only the change 
itself that produces this response, but the impact of that change on identity. When something that has 
been used to define the self is altered or removed, the sense of self is also affected. This shows that 
attachment is not only about the object, but about the identity connected to it. It is important to see 
that attachment does not resolve the instability it responds to. It attempts to create stability by holding 
onto what is unstable. This cannot succeed in a lasting way. As a result, attachment requires continuous 
effort. It must be maintained, protected, and reinforced. This creates a cycle in which the very attempt 
to secure identity through attachment leads to ongoing instability and dependence. 

Another aspect of attachment is that it is often justified and normalized. It is seen as natural to hold 
onto what is valued. While there is practical value in maintaining relationships and responsibilities, the 
psychological dimension of attachment is rarely examined. It is assumed that holding onto what is 
important is necessary for meaning and existence. This assumption prevents a deeper examination of 
whether identity actually depends on what is held onto. The approach in this chapter does not 
attempt to remove attachment through effort or discipline. Any attempt to eliminate attachment as a 
goal becomes another form of control, which is part of the same structure. Instead, the focus is on 
understanding how attachment forms and operates. By observing its relationship to identity, its 
dependence on unstable elements, and its role in sustaining fear and continuity, the structure becomes 
clear. 
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This chapter proceeds by examining three key aspects. First, how attachment involves holding onto 
what changes. Second, how this holding creates dependency and instability. Third, why 
attachment leads to suffering, not as a moral conclusion, but as a direct result of its structure. Each 
of these will be approached through observation, not theory. What is required here is the same as in 
previous chapters. Attention without resistance, and observation without conclusion. Attachment is 
not to be accepted or rejected. It is to be seen as it operates. Only through clear observation can its 
role in maintaining the illusion of identity be fully understood. 

Section 13.1: Holding Onto What Changes 

Attachment begins with a simple but often unnoticed movement: holding onto what changes. This 
movement appears natural because it is based on direct experience. You encounter people, objects, 
ideas, and states that provide comfort, meaning, or continuity, and there is a tendency to maintain 
that connection. What is experienced as valuable is not allowed to pass freely. Instead, it is retained, 
repeated, or preserved through effort. This holding does not always appear as a physical action. It 
operates primarily at a psychological level. A relationship is remembered and reinforced through 
thought. An experience is revisited and desired again. A belief is protected and repeated. In each case, 
what has occurred is not left as it is. It is carried forward and made part of an ongoing structure. The 
key point is that what is being held onto is not stable. All the elements involved in attachment are 
subject to change. Relationships evolve or end. Experiences do not repeat in the same way. Emotional 
states fluctuate. Even the body, which is often treated as a constant reference, is in continuous 
transformation. Despite this, the movement of holding assumes that something can be maintained 
in a fixed way. This creates a contradiction. On one side, there is the fact of change. On the other, 
there is the attempt to preserve continuity. Attachment exists within this contradiction. It does not 
question whether preservation is possible. It acts as if it is. This is why attachment requires ongoing 
effort. What changes must be repeatedly re-established in thought in order to appear stable. 

Memory plays a central role in this process. What is held onto is often not the actual object or 
experience, but the memory of it. This memory is then used to recreate a sense of connection. For 
example, a past relationship may continue as a psychological presence through recollection, even if 
the actual conditions have changed. In this way, memory becomes a tool for maintaining 
attachment beyond the present moment. However, memory does not preserve what actually 
occurred. It reconstructs it. It selects, emphasizes, and modifies elements based on current conditions. 
This means that what is being held onto is not even the original experience, but a representation 
shaped by thought. Despite this, it is treated as something real and stable. This further reinforces 
the illusion that continuity can be maintained. Another important aspect is the role of identification. 
What is held onto becomes associated with the self. It is not only that something is valued, but that it 
becomes part of how you define yourself. A relationship becomes “my relationship.” A belief 
becomes “what I stand for.” A possession becomes “what I own.” Through this association, the object 
of attachment is integrated into identity. Once this integration occurs, holding onto the object is no 
longer optional. It becomes necessary for the maintenance of identity. Letting go is experienced not 
only as losing something external, but as losing part of oneself. This intensifies the movement of 
holding, making it more resistant to change. The attachment is no longer about the object alone, but 
about preserving the self-image connected to it. 

It is also important to observe that holding onto what changes does not prevent change from 
occurring. It only creates resistance to it. When change happens, the held object no longer matches 
the expectation created by attachment. This mismatch produces tension and conflict. The mind may 
attempt to restore the previous state, deny the change, or reinterpret it to maintain continuity. None 
of these responses alter the fact that change has occurred. 
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This shows that attachment does not provide stability. It creates the appearance of stability by resisting 
change, but this resistance is inherently unstable. It depends on conditions that cannot be controlled 
or fixed. As a result, attachment becomes a continuous process of adjustment and defense, rather 
than a stable state. The movement of holding onto what changes is therefore not simply a natural 
expression of care or value. It is a structural response based on the assumption that stability can be 
created through preservation. When this assumption is not examined, attachment continues 
automatically. To understand attachment clearly, it is necessary to observe this movement directly. 
This means noticing how thought returns to what has already occurred, how it attempts to maintain 
connection, and how it resists change. It is not a matter of stopping this movement, but of seeing it 
as it happens. When it is seen clearly, a question naturally arises. If what is held onto is changing, and 
if holding does not prevent that change, then what is the actual effect of attachment? The next section 
examines this by looking at how attachment creates dependency and instability, even as it attempts 
to provide stability. 

Section 13.2: Dependency and Instability 

When attachment is examined beyond its initial movement of holding onto what changes, another 
structure becomes clear. Attachment does not only involve holding. It creates dependency. What is 
held onto becomes something that is relied upon for stability, meaning, or identity. This reliance is 
often not explicitly recognized, yet it shapes how experience is interpreted and how action is directed. 
Dependency forms when something external or internal is treated as necessary for psychological 
balance. This may be a person, a role, a belief, a condition, or even a particular emotional state. Once 
this necessity is established, the presence or absence of the object begins to directly influence the sense 
of self. When it is present, there may be a sense of stability or completeness. When it is absent or 
threatened, there is disturbance, insecurity, or fear. This reveals a critical point. The stability that 
attachment appears to provide is not independent. It is conditional. It depends on factors that are 
not fully under control and are subject to change. Because of this, dependency does not resolve 
instability. It transfers it. Instead of instability being recognized as inherent in what is changing, it 
becomes experienced as a problem that must be managed through maintaining the object of 
attachment. For example, if identity is tied to a relationship, then the continuity of that relationship 
becomes essential. Any change in it is experienced not only as a change in circumstance, but as a 
threat to identity. This creates a need to preserve the relationship in a particular form. However, 
relationships are dynamic. They involve multiple factors that cannot be fixed. As a result, dependency 
creates a situation where stability is expected from what cannot provide it. 

This pattern is not limited to relationships. It applies equally to beliefs, roles, and internal states. A 
belief may provide a sense of certainty, but when it is challenged, that certainty is disrupted. A role 
may provide a sense of purpose, but when it changes or ends, that purpose is questioned. An emotional 
state may be preferred, but it cannot be maintained continuously. In each case, dependency creates a 
link between changing conditions and the sense of self. Another important aspect is that 
dependency often leads to control and resistance. When something is relied upon for stability, there 
is a tendency to control it, protect it, or prevent it from changing. This may take the form of trying to 
influence others, reinforcing beliefs, or avoiding situations that challenge the attachment. These 
actions are not necessarily conscious strategies. They arise as responses to the perceived need to 
maintain stability. However, control cannot eliminate change. It can only attempt to delay or shape 
it. This means that the effort to maintain stability through control is inherently limited. When change 
occurs despite these efforts, the sense of instability returns, often with greater intensity. This creates a 
cycle in which dependency leads to control, control fails to secure stability, and instability leads to 
increased dependency. 
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It is also necessary to observe that dependency narrows perception. When something is treated as 
necessary, attention becomes focused on maintaining it. This focus can limit the ability to see situations 
clearly, because interpretation becomes influenced by the need to protect the attachment. This 
affects decision-making, relationships, and understanding. What is seen is no longer only what is 
present, but what is filtered through dependence. In this way, attachment does not only create 
instability; it also distorts perception. It introduces bias, preference, and resistance that shape how 
reality is interpreted. This distortion is not always obvious, because it operates within familiar patterns. 
However, it becomes more visible when the object of dependency is challenged or removed. In such 
moments, the intensity of reaction reveals the extent of reliance that was present. A key point 
emerges from this observation. Dependency is not simply a result of attachment. It is integral to it. 
To be attached is to depend, and to depend is to be vulnerable to change. This vulnerability is not 
accidental. It is built into the structure. As long as identity is linked to what changes, instability is 
unavoidable. 

Understanding this does not require rejecting relationships, roles, or engagement with life. These have 
practical functions and value. The question is whether they are being used as supports for identity. 
When they are, dependency forms, and with it, instability. When they are not, they can function 
without carrying the burden of maintaining a self. The observation here is not meant to produce a 
conclusion or a rule about how to live. It is meant to reveal the mechanism of dependency clearly. 
When this mechanism is seen, the assumption that attachment provides stability begins to weaken. 
What remains is the fact that stability cannot be established through what is inherently changing. This 
leads directly to the next point of examination. If attachment creates dependency, and dependency 
leads to instability, then what is the overall effect of attachment on experience? The next section 
addresses this directly by examining why attachment leads to suffering, not as a belief or judgment, 
but as a direct consequence of its structure. 

Section 13.3: Why Attachment Creates Suffering 

When attachment is followed through its full structure, from holding onto what changes to the 
formation of dependency, its overall effect becomes clear. Attachment does not produce stable 
continuity or lasting security. Instead, it generates a condition in which conflict, tension, and 
instability are inevitable. This condition is commonly described as suffering. It is important to be 
precise about what is meant here. Suffering is not introduced as a moral judgment or as a concept to 
be accepted. It is approached as a direct outcome of how attachment operates. When something is 
held onto and depended upon for identity or stability, the relationship to that object becomes 
conditional. Its presence is required, and its absence becomes a problem. From this, a continuous state 
of vulnerability is created. This vulnerability is not occasional. It is constant, even when it is not 
immediately visible. As long as attachment is present, there is always the possibility of loss, change, 
or disruption. This possibility does not need to become actual for its effect to be felt. It exists as a 
background condition, influencing thought and behavior. This is why attachment often includes an 
element of concern, anticipation, or subtle anxiety, even in situations that appear stable. 

When change does occur, the effect of attachment becomes more visible. The removal or alteration 
of what is held onto produces a reaction. This reaction is not limited to the practical consequences of 
change. It includes a psychological impact, because identity has been linked to the object. What is 
experienced is not only the loss of something external, but a disturbance in the sense of self. This 
disturbance is often described as pain, grief, fear, or confusion. These responses vary in intensity, 
but they share a common structure. They arise because what was used to provide stability is no longer 
available in the same way. This reveals that the stability provided by attachment was not inherent in 
the object, but was projected onto it by identification. 
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Another important aspect is that suffering does not only occur when attachment is disrupted. It is also 
present in the effort to maintain attachment. Holding onto what changes requires continuous 
reinforcement. This may involve controlling conditions, avoiding threats, or repeatedly returning to 
memory and thought. These efforts create tension, because they attempt to fix what cannot be fixed. 
Even when successful temporarily, they require ongoing maintenance. This means that attachment 
produces two forms of suffering. The first is the effort to preserve what is unstable. The second is 
the reaction when preservation fails. Both are inherent in the structure. There is no stable point at 
which attachment can exist without either effort or vulnerability. It is also necessary to observe how 
attachment affects relationship and perception. When others are objects of attachment, they are 
not only seen as they are, but as they are needed to be. Expectations are formed. Roles are assigned. 
Behavior is interpreted in relation to how it supports or threatens the attachment. This can lead to 
conflict, misunderstanding, and control, because the relationship is no longer based solely on 
direct interaction, but on the need to maintain a particular structure. 

In this way, attachment does not only create internal suffering. It extends into interaction, shaping 
how people relate to each other and how situations are handled. The instability within the individual 
is reflected in the instability of relationships and systems. A key point must be emphasized. 
Suffering, in this context, is not caused by life itself or by the existence of change. Change is a constant 
aspect of existence. Suffering arises from the resistance to change, which is built into attachment. 
When what changes is held as if it should remain the same, conflict is unavoidable. This conflict is not 
between different external conditions, but between fact and expectation. Understanding this does 
not require adopting a belief that attachment is wrong. It requires observing how attachment functions 
and seeing its consequences directly. When this is done, it becomes clear that suffering is not an 
accidental result, but a structural outcome. As long as the structure remains, the outcome continues. 
It is also important to see that the end of suffering is not achieved by replacing one attachment with 
another or by refining attachment into a more acceptable form. Any form of attachment carries the 
same structure. The question is not how to manage attachment, but whether the need to attach for 
identity is necessary at all. This chapter has shown that attachment is not simply a feature of human 
experience, but a mechanism that sustains identity and produces instability. Holding onto what 
changes creates dependency. Dependency leads to vulnerability. Vulnerability results in conflict and 
suffering. This sequence is consistent and observable. Seeing this clearly brings the examination to a 
critical point. If attachment is understood as it operates, the need to maintain it may begin to weaken. 
Not through effort, but through clarity. When the structure is no longer hidden, its effects are no 
longer mistaken for something else. This prepares the ground for what follows. The next stage of the 
work moves away from analysis of structure and into direct examination. What has been described 
conceptually must now be observed in immediate experience, without reliance on explanation or 
belief. 

Closing Reflection 

The examination of attachment brings into focus a structure that is both familiar and rarely questioned. 
It has been shown that attachment is not simply a natural expression of care or connection, but a 
mechanism through which identity is maintained. What is held onto becomes part of how the 
self is defined. Through this process, relationships, beliefs, roles, and experiences are not only engaged 
with, but are used to provide continuity and stability to a constructed sense of self. At the beginning 
of this chapter, attachment appeared as a movement of holding onto what changes. This movement, 
when observed closely, revealed a contradiction. What is held onto is inherently unstable, yet it is 
treated as if it can provide lasting security. This contradiction is not resolved by effort. It is sustained 
through repetition, memory, and reinforcement. As a result, attachment becomes a continuous 
process of maintaining what cannot be maintained. From this movement, dependency emerges. 
What is held onto is no longer simply valued; it becomes necessary.  
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Identity begins to rely on external or internal conditions for its sense of stability. This reliance creates 
a direct link between changing conditions and the sense of self. When conditions are favorable, there 
is a temporary sense of balance. When they shift, that balance is disturbed. This shows that the stability 
provided by attachment is not independent. It is conditional and fragile. This fragility leads directly 
to suffering. Not as a concept or belief, but as a direct outcome of the structure itself. Attachment 
requires effort to maintain, and it produces vulnerability to change. These two aspects operate 
together. The effort to preserve what is unstable creates tension, while the inevitability of change 
produces disruption. Together, they form a continuous cycle in which stability is sought but never 
secured. It is also clear that attachment does not remain confined to the individual. It extends into 
relationships and systems. When others are objects of attachment, they are not only related to 
directly, but through expectation and dependence. This shapes interaction, often leading to conflict, 
control, or misunderstanding. What appears as external conflict can often be traced back to internal 
dependency and identification. A central point becomes evident through this examination. 
Attachment is not simply about the object that is held onto. It is about the assumption that identity 
requires support from what is changing. This assumption has been present throughout the earlier 
parts of the work. Identity has been shown to be constructed from memory, reinforced by thought, 
and protected by fear. Attachment is the continuation of this structure, expressed through connection 
and preservation. When this is seen clearly, the question shifts. It is no longer about how to manage 
attachment more effectively or how to reduce its negative effects. It becomes a question of whether 
the basis for attachment is valid. If identity does not require support from what changes, then the 
entire structure of attachment is no longer necessary in the same way. This does not imply withdrawal 
from life or the rejection of relationships and engagement. Practical interaction continues.  

What changes is the psychological dependence placed on what is encountered. Without this 
dependence, relationships can exist without the need to define or stabilize a self. Interaction becomes 
direct, rather than filtered through attachment and expectation. It is important to understand that this 
shift does not come through effort or decision. Attempting to remove attachment as a goal creates 
another form of control, which belongs to the same structure. The change occurs through clear 
observation. When the full movement of attachment is seen, including its formation, its dependency, 
and its consequences, its necessity begins to dissolve. Not because it is rejected, but because it is 
understood completely. Another important clarification is required. The ending of attachment, in 
the psychological sense described here, does not produce emptiness in the way it is commonly feared. 
That fear has already been examined. What remains is not a lack, but the absence of unnecessary 
structure. Without the need to hold, preserve, or depend, there is no continuous tension around 
maintaining identity. This does not remove experience. It removes the distortion created by 
attachment. The significance of this cannot be overstated. As long as attachment operates as a means 
of maintaining identity, instability and suffering remain unavoidable. When it is seen clearly, the 
possibility emerges for relationship without dependency, action without conflict, and stability 
without reliance on what changes. These are not ideals to be achieved, but natural outcomes when 
the underlying structure is no longer in operation. This chapter completes the examination of 
attachment as a sustaining force of identity and fear. What has been uncovered is not a method or a 
solution, but a clear view of how attachment operates and what it produces. This clarity is essential, 
because it prepares the ground for a different approach. The next part of this work moves into direct 
examination. Up to this point, the structure has been described and analyzed. Now, attention turns 
to what can be observed directly, without reliance on explanation. Thought, emotion, sensation, and 
perception will be examined as they occur, along with what cannot be observed as an object. This shift 
is necessary. Understanding structure conceptually is not sufficient. It must be seen in immediate 
experience. Only then can the separation between observer and observed, which has been assumed 
throughout, be examined directly. What follows is not a continuation of theory, but a movement into 
observation without belief, where the question of identity is no longer approached through 
description, but through direct seeing. 
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PART IV 

DIRECT EXAMINATION 

No Belief, Only Observation 

Up to this point, the structure of identity, error, fear, and attachment has been examined in detail. It 
has been shown how the sense of self is constructed, how it is maintained through thought and 
memory, and how it is protected through fear and reinforced through attachment. Each layer 
has been approached through explanation and careful analysis, making the structure visible at a 
conceptual level. However, understanding at this level is not sufficient. There is a critical difference 
between describing a structure and observing it directly as it operates. Description can point and 
clarify, but it does not replace observation. What has been outlined must now be seen in immediate 
experience, not as an idea, but as an active process. Without this shift, the examination remains within 
concept and interpretation, and the structure continues without being fully exposed. This part marks 
that shift. The approach here is direct and without addition. There is no introduction of belief, 
method, or system. There is no instruction to follow and no conclusion to accept. The focus is 
entirely on what can be observed, and equally important, on what cannot be observed as an 
object. This distinction is essential, because confusion around identity arises when what is observed 
is mistaken for what you are. Observation begins with what is immediately available. Thoughts, 
emotions, sensations, and perceptions are present in experience. They can be noticed as they arise, 
change, and pass. They do not need to be created or imagined. They are already occurring. The 
question is not whether they exist, but whether they can define what you are. Anything that can be 
observed has certain characteristics. It appears, it changes, and it can disappear. It has a recognizable 
form. Thought can be seen as words or images, emotions as shifting states, sensations as bodily 
experiences, and perception as incoming data through the senses. All of these are accessible to 
observation. If these are observed, then observation is taking place. This leads to a critical point. The 
observer is often assumed to be another object, something that can be located and defined. However, 
when this is examined, it becomes unclear. The observer does not appear in the same way as thoughts 
or sensations. It is not seen as an object among other objects. This raises a fundamental question 
about the relationship between observer and observed. This is not theoretical. It can be explored 
directly. When thoughts are seen, is there a separate entity controlling them, or is that also part of 
what is observed. When emotions arise, is there a center that owns them, or is ownership an added 
interpretation. As this is examined, the assumption of a fixed observer begins to weaken. What has 
been taken as a stable center may be seen as part of the same field of experience. Another essential 
aspect is the recognition that not everything can be observed as an object. There is an element of 
experience that does not appear in the same way as thoughts, emotions, or sensations. It cannot be 
pointed to or described in the same manner. It is often called awareness, but the word is not important. 
What matters is whether it can be recognized directly without turning it into a concept. Confusion 
arises when what cannot be observed as an object is treated as if it were one. This leads to attempts 
to define or control it, which returns the process to the same structure already examined. The approach 
here remains consistent. There is no attempt to achieve a state or reach a conclusion. The emphasis is 
on clear, direct observation without interference. This means observing without immediately 
interpreting or labeling. It requires attention that is not guided by expectation or belief. This part 
proceeds step by step, beginning with what can be observed, then moving to what cannot be observed 
as an object, and finally examining the assumed separation between observer and life. From this, 
the question of identity is approached without definition, through the absence of what has been 
assumed. What is required is simple and precise: attention without resistance, observation without 
conclusion. Everything that follows depends on this. 
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CHAPTER 14 

WHAT YOU CAN OBSERVE 

This chapter marks the beginning of direct examination in its most practical form. Up to this point, 
the structure of identity and its supporting mechanisms have been described and analyzed. Now, the 
focus shifts from description to immediate observation. The purpose here is not to introduce new 
ideas, but to bring attention to what is already present and accessible in experience. Observation begins 
with what can be clearly noticed. There is no need to search for anything unusual or hidden. 
Thoughts, emotions, sensations, and perceptions are continuously present. They arise without 
effort, change over time, and pass. These are not abstract concepts. They are direct components of 
experience. The question is not whether they exist, but whether they are being seen clearly as they 
are. Each of these elements has identifiable characteristics. A thought appears as a word, image, or 
internal narrative. An emotion is experienced as a shifting state that can influence both thought and 
the body. Sensations are felt physically, located in specific areas or spread across the body. Perception 
brings in sound, sight, and other sensory input. All of these can be observed directly, without the 
need for interpretation or belief. The significance of this observation lies in a simple fact. If something 
can be observed, it has a beginning, a duration, and an end. It changes. It does not remain fixed. This 
applies to all the elements mentioned. Thoughts come and go. Emotions rise and fall. Sensations 
appear and disappear. Perception is constantly shifting. This means that what is observed is inherently 
unstable. 

Despite this, there is often an assumption that these elements define what you are. Thoughts are taken 
to represent identity. Emotions are taken as indicators of self. Sensations and perceptions are 
integrated into a continuous sense of being. This assumption is rarely questioned. It operates 
automatically, creating a link between what is observed and the idea of self. This chapter examines 
that link directly. It does not begin by denying it or replacing it with another explanation. Instead, it 
looks carefully at each component as it appears. The aim is to see whether what is observed can 
actually serve as a stable definition of what you are. If something changes, if it appears and 
disappears, can it be what you are in a fundamental sense. This question is not answered conceptually. 
It is applied through observation. Another important aspect is the way observation usually functions. 
It is often mixed with interpretation. A thought is not only seen, but immediately judged or analyzed. 
An emotion is not only felt, but labeled and explained. Sensations are not only experienced, but 
categorized. This process of interpretation happens quickly and automatically. It creates a layer 
between what is occurring and how it is understood. For the purpose of this chapter, that layer is 
not removed by force. Instead, attention is directed toward seeing the difference between direct 
observation and interpretation. Observation is simply noticing what is present, without adding 
meaning or conclusion. Interpretation is the movement of thought that follows, creating explanation 
or judgment. Distinguishing between these two is essential, because without this distinction, 
observation becomes distorted by assumption. This chapter proceeds by examining each observable 
element in turn. Thoughts will be looked at as they arise, without assuming control or ownership. 
Emotions will be observed as changing states, without being defined as self. Sensations will be 
examined as physical experiences, without attaching identity to them. Perception will be considered as 
input, without assuming it defines the observer. The purpose is not to separate from these elements 
or reject them. They continue to function as part of experience. The purpose is to see them clearly 
and accurately, without the added layer of identification. When this is done, the relationship between 
observation and identity begins to change. What was previously assumed to be self may be seen as 
something that is simply occurring. This is the starting point of direct examination. Nothing new is 
introduced. What is required is attention to what is already present, without distortion. From here, 
the inquiry can move deeper, but only if this foundation is clear. 
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Section 14.1: Thoughts 

Thought is one of the most immediate and constant elements of experience. It appears continuously, 
often without invitation, forming words, images, memories, plans, and interpretations. Because of its 
constant presence, it is rarely questioned. Instead, it is usually accepted as part of what you are, or 
even as the core of identity itself. This section examines thought directly, not as an abstract concept, 
but as something that can be observed as it occurs. A thought can be recognized in a simple way. It 
appears as an internal movement, often in the form of language or imagery. It may comment on 
what is happening, recall something from the past, or anticipate something in the future. It can be 
clear or vague, fast or slow, repetitive or novel. Regardless of its content, a thought has a common 
characteristic. It appears, remains for a moment, and then disappears or changes. This is the first 
point to observe clearly. Thought is not continuous in the way it appears. It is made up of individual 
occurrences, each arising and passing. The sense of continuity comes from the rapid sequence in 
which thoughts appear, creating the impression of a single, ongoing stream. When looked at carefully, 
this stream is composed of separate events, not a single unbroken entity. Another important aspect 
is that thoughts are often assumed to be controlled. There is a common belief that you think your 
thoughts, that there is a central entity producing them intentionally. However, when this is examined 
directly, the situation becomes less clear. Thoughts often arise spontaneously, without prior decision. 
A memory appears without being chosen. An idea forms without being planned. Even attempts to 
control thought are themselves new thoughts appearing. 

This raises a critical question. If thoughts arise on their own, can they be said to be fully controlled by 
a separate “thinker.” Or is the thinker itself another thought, appearing within the same field. This is 
not a theoretical issue. It can be observed directly. When a thought appears, can a separate controller 
be found, or is there only the appearance of thought itself. Thought also has the ability to create 
representation. It forms images and concepts about the world, about others, and about yourself. 
These representations are useful in practical situations. They allow communication, planning, and 
organization. However, they are not the same as what they represent. A thought about something is 
not the thing itself. Despite this, thoughts are often treated as if they are equivalent to reality. This 
becomes especially important in relation to identity. Thought creates an image of a self. It constructs 
a narrative using memory, roles, traits, and experiences. This narrative is repeated and reinforced, 
giving the impression of a stable identity. However, this identity exists as a series of thoughts, 
continuously maintained. It is not a fixed entity, but an ongoing construction. When this is not seen 
clearly, thought is taken to be defining. The content of thought is accepted as what you are. If a 
thought says “I am this,” it is often believed without question. If a thought recalls a past event, it is 
taken as part of a continuous self. In this way, thought not only describes, but also defines and 
reinforces identity. 

Another characteristic of thought is its connection to time. Thought moves between past and future. 
It recalls what has happened and anticipates what might happen. It rarely remains in the present 
without reference to something else. This movement creates a sense of continuity, linking past 
experiences to future expectations. Through this, thought maintains the idea of a continuous self 
over time. However, this continuity is constructed. It depends on memory and projection. Without 
these, the sense of a continuous identity weakens. This shows that thought plays a central role in 
maintaining the illusion of permanence. It connects separate moments into a narrative that appears 
stable, even though each moment is different. It is also necessary to observe that thought is not always 
neutral. It carries evaluation, judgment, and comparison. It labels experiences as good or bad, 
desirable or undesirable. These evaluations influence emotion and behavior. However, they are still 
part of the movement of thought. They are not independent truths, but interpretations created by 
the mind. 
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The purpose of this section is not to stop thought or to replace it with something else. Thought has 
practical functions and continues to operate. The purpose is to see thought as it is, without 
immediately identifying with it. When a thought appears, it can be noticed as a temporary event, not 
as a defining reality. This observation changes the relationship between thought and identity. Instead 
of thought being taken as what you are, it is seen as something that occurs within experience. It is 
present, active, and influential, but it is not stable, not continuous in itself, and not necessarily 
controlled. When this is seen clearly, a question naturally follows. If thoughts can be observed, and if 
they are changing events rather than a fixed center, then what is their role in defining identity. This 
question leads to the next stage of examination, where other elements such as emotions, sensations, 
and perception are considered in the same way. 

Section 14.2: Emotions 

Emotions are a central part of human experience. They appear with intensity, influence behavior, and 
shape perception. Because of their "strength" or "power" and immediacy, they are often taken to be 
deeply connected to what you are. Statements such as “I am angry,” “I am happy,” or “I am afraid” 
reflect this connection. Emotion is not only experienced, but identified with. This section examines 
whether that identification is accurate by observing emotions as they actually occur. An emotion can 
be recognized as a state that arises within experience. It has a noticeable presence. It may involve 
changes in the body, such as tension, warmth, or movement. It may also involve associated thoughts, 
images, and reactions. Despite its complexity, an emotion has a clear characteristic. It appears, it 
remains for a period, and it changes or disappears. This is the first point to observe directly. No 
emotion remains in a fixed state. Even strong emotions fluctuate. Anger may rise, peak, and then fade. 
Fear may appear suddenly and then reduce over time. Happiness may be present and then shift into 
something else. This constant movement shows that emotion is not stable. It does not maintain a 
fixed form that could define a permanent identity. However, when an emotion is present, it often 
creates the impression of permanence. During anger, it may seem as if anger defines the entire 
moment. During fear, it may feel as if fear is all that exists. This is not because the emotion is actually 
permanent, but because attention becomes fully absorbed in it. The temporary state is experienced 
as if it were total and enduring. 

Another important aspect is the relationship between emotion and thought. Emotions are often 
accompanied by interpretation. A situation is labeled, evaluated, or remembered, and this contributes 
to the emotional response. At the same time, the emotion can influence thought, shaping how 
situations are understood. This creates a feedback loop, where thought and emotion reinforce each 
other. Despite this connection, emotion itself can still be observed directly. It can be noticed as a felt 
experience, independent of the explanations that surround it. For example, fear can be felt in the 
body without immediately explaining what it is about. Anger can be noticed as intensity and tension 
without attaching it to a narrative. This distinction is important, because it separates direct 
observation from interpretation. Emotion is also often associated with ownership. It is assumed 
that there is a “someone” who has or experiences the emotion. However, when observed carefully, 
the emotion itself is what appears. The sense of ownership is often an additional thought-based 
interpretation. The statement “I am angry” combines the emotion with an idea of self. Without that 
addition, there is simply anger present, as an observable state. This does not deny the experience of 
emotion. It clarifies its structure. The emotion exists, but the identification with it may not be inherent. 
It may be something added through habit and interpretation. When this is seen, emotion can be 
observed without immediately becoming a definition of self. Another characteristic of emotion is its 
dependence on conditions. Emotions arise in response to situations, thoughts, memories, or physical 
states. They do not exist independently. When the conditions change, the emotion also changes. This 
further shows that emotion is not self-existing or permanent. It is dependent and variable. 
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It is also important to observe how emotion influences action. Strong emotions can lead to immediate 
responses, sometimes without reflection. However, these actions are still responses to a temporary 
state. When the emotion changes, the perspective on those actions may also change. This reveals that 
actions driven purely by emotion may not reflect a stable or consistent identity, but rather the state 
present at that moment. The purpose of this section is not to control or suppress emotion. Emotion 
has a functional role in human life. The purpose is to see emotion clearly as it is, without immediately 
identifying with it. When an emotion arises, it can be observed as a changing state within 
experience, not as something that defines what you are. When this observation becomes clear, the 
relationship between emotion and identity begins to shift. Emotion is no longer taken as a stable 
indicator of self, but as something that appears and passes. It is experienced fully, but not used as a 
foundation for identity. This leads to the next step in the examination. If thoughts and emotions can 
both be observed and are both changing, then the same question must be applied to other aspects of 
experience. The next section continues this inquiry by examining sensations, and whether they can 
define what you are. 

Section 14.3: Sensations 

Sensations are among the most immediate aspects of experience. They are felt directly in the body and 
do not require interpretation to be noticed. Pressure, temperature, movement, tension, and contact 
are all examples of sensory experience that are continuously present in varying degrees. Because 
sensations are so closely tied to the body, they are often taken as a primary indicator of what you 
are. This section examines whether that assumption holds when sensations are observed carefully. A 
sensation can be recognized as a physical experience occurring in the body. It may be localized, such 
as a feeling in the hand or chest, or more diffuse, spreading across larger areas. It can be subtle or 
intense, constant or intermittent. Regardless of its form, a sensation has a clear characteristic. It 
appears, remains for a period, and then changes or disappears. This constant change is essential to 
observe. No sensation remains exactly the same. Even what appears to be continuous, such as the 
feeling of sitting or breathing, is made up of subtle variations. When attention is directed carefully, 
these variations become more apparent. This shows that sensation, like thought and emotion, is not 
stable. It is a process, not a fixed condition. Despite this, sensations are often treated as defining. 
Physical pain, for example, can create a strong identification. The statement “I am in pain” suggests 
that the sensation is not only present, but is closely tied to identity. Similarly, comfort or pleasure may 
be taken as indicators of well-being or self. In both cases, the sensation is linked to the sense of self, 
rather than observed as an event occurring in the body. 

When sensation is observed directly, without adding interpretation, a different picture emerges. There 
is simply sensation present. It can be intense or mild, pleasant or unpleasant, but it remains an 
observable event. The addition of identity “this is happening to me” or “this defines me” is not 
inherent in the sensation itself. It is an interpretation added by thought. Another important aspect 
is the relationship between sensation and reaction. Sensations often trigger immediate responses. Pain 
may lead to withdrawal. Comfort may lead to seeking continuation. These responses are natural at a 
practical level, especially in relation to physical survival. However, beyond this practical function, 
sensation can also lead to psychological patterns, such as avoidance or attachment. 

For example, an unpleasant sensation may lead to resistance, not only physically but mentally. Thought 
may begin to interpret, amplify, or anticipate the sensation. Similarly, a pleasant sensation may lead to 
attachment, with an effort to prolong or recreate it. In both cases, the original sensation becomes part 
of a larger structure of reaction and interpretation. It is important to distinguish between direct 
sensation and the response to it. The sensation itself is immediate and changing. The response, 
often driven by thought, can create continuity and complexity around it. This distinction allows 
sensation to be seen clearly, without being merged with the reactions it produces. 
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Sensations are also closely linked to the sense of the body as self. The body is often experienced 
through sensation, and this contributes to the feeling of being located in a particular place. However, 
even here, the same question applies. If sensations are changing and observable, can they define a 
stable identity. The body may be experienced through sensation, but the sensations themselves are 
not fixed. They are continuously shifting, just like thoughts and emotions. Another point to observe 
is that sensations do not exist independently of conditions. They arise due to interaction with the 
environment, internal processes, and biological activity. When conditions change, sensations change. 
This further shows that sensation is dependent and variable, not self-existing or permanent. 

The purpose of this section is not to deny the reality of sensation or its importance in practical life. 
Sensation is essential for interaction with the environment and for the functioning of the body. The 
purpose is to see sensation as it is, without immediately identifying with it. When a sensation arises, 
it can be observed as a temporary physical event, not as a defining feature of what you are. When 
this becomes clear, the relationship between sensation and identity begins to shift. Sensations continue 
to occur, but they are no longer taken as a foundation for self. They are part of experience, not the 
center of it. This completes the examination of sensations as observable elements. The next step is to 
consider perception, which brings in the external world through the senses, and to examine whether 
it plays a role in defining what you are. 

Section 14.4: Perception 

Perception is the way in which the external world appears in experience. It includes seeing, hearing, 
touching, tasting, and smelling. Through perception, objects, environments, and other people are 
known. It gives the impression of a world that exists outside and is directly accessed. Because of this, 
perception is often taken as clear and unquestionable, and it is rarely examined in relation to identity. 
This section looks at perception closely to determine whether it can define what you are. Perception 
occurs continuously. Visual images, sounds, and other sensory inputs arise without effort. They do 
not need to be created or maintained. They simply appear as part of experience. A sound is heard, a 
shape is seen, a texture is felt. Each of these is immediate and direct. However, like thoughts, 
emotions, and sensations, perception has a key characteristic. It changes constantly. What is seen 
now is not what was seen a moment ago. Sounds arise and fade. The environment shifts as the body 
moves or as attention changes. Even when looking at a single object, perception is not static. Small 
details shift, focus changes, and lighting varies. This shows that perception is not fixed. It is a 
continuous flow of changing input. 

Despite this, perception is often treated as solid and stable. Objects appear consistent, and the world 
seems to remain the same. This apparent stability is created by the way perception is processed and 
interpreted. Thought organizes sensory input into recognizable forms, names objects, and assigns 
meaning. This creates the impression of a stable world made up of defined entities. It is important to 
distinguish between raw perception and interpretation. Raw perception is the direct seeing, hearing, 
or sensing that occurs before labeling. Interpretation is the process of identifying, naming, and 
assigning meaning. For example, seeing a shape and color is perception. Recognizing it as a “tree” is 
interpretation. Both occur quickly and often seem inseparable, but they are not the same. This 
distinction matters because identity is often linked not only to perception, but to the interpretation 
of perception. The world is understood in relation to a self that perceives it. Objects are seen as 
separate from the observer, and this separation reinforces the idea of being a distinct entity located 
within the environment. However, this assumption is rarely examined directly. When perception is 
observed carefully, it becomes clear that it is simply experience occurring. Visual images, sounds, 
and other inputs appear in awareness, but they do not carry an inherent indication of a separate 
observer. The sense of separation is often added through thought and interpretation, not contained 
within perception itself. 
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Another important aspect is that perception does not remain independent of other elements. It 
interacts with thought, emotion, and sensation. What is seen can influence emotion. What is heard 
can trigger thought. Sensations in the body can affect how perception is interpreted. This shows that 
perception is part of a larger interconnected process, not an isolated function. Perception is also 
dependent on conditions. Lighting, distance, perspective, and the state of the senses all affect what 
is perceived. Changes in these conditions lead to changes in perception. This further demonstrates 
that perception is variable and dependent, not fixed or absolute. Because perception presents the 
world so convincingly, it is easy to assume that it provides a foundation for identity. The idea of 
being a person located in a body, observing a world outside, is closely tied to how perception appears. 
However, when examined directly, perception itself does not define this structure. It simply presents 
changing sensory input. 

The sense of being a separate observer is not found within perception itself. It is part of the 
interpretation layered onto it. Without that interpretation, there is simply seeing, hearing, and 
sensing, occurring without a clearly defined center. This does not need to be believed. It can be 
observed directly by paying attention to perception without immediately labeling or organizing it. The 
purpose of this section is not to deny the practical function of perception. It is essential for navigating 
the world and interacting with the environment. The purpose is to see perception clearly and 
accurately, without adding assumptions about identity. When perception is seen as a changing and 
dependent process, it can no longer serve as a stable definition of what you are. With this, the 
examination of what can be observed is complete. Thoughts, emotions, sensations, and perception 
have all been seen as changing, observable processes. None of them remain fixed, and none of 
them provide a stable center. This leads to the next step. If all observable elements are changing, then 
the question must turn toward what is observing, and whether that can be found as an object within 
experience. 

Closing Reflection 

The examination carried out in this chapter has remained simple in method but precise in direction. 
Nothing new has been introduced. No belief has been added. Instead, attention has been directed 
toward what is already present and directly observable. Thoughts, emotions, sensations, and 
perception have each been considered, not as ideas, but as immediate components of experience. 
What becomes clear through this observation is not based on theory, but on what can be seen 
consistently when attention is applied without distortion. Each element that has been examined shares 
fundamental characteristics. It appears, it changes, and it disappears. Thought arises and passes. 
Emotion shifts and fades. Sensation moves and transforms. Perception continuously updates and 
alters. None of these remain fixed. None of them hold a stable form. This is not a conclusion that 
needs to be accepted. It is something that can be verified directly through observation. Despite this, 
these same elements are commonly used to construct and maintain a sense of identity. Thought forms 
narratives about who you are. Emotion reinforces those narratives with intensity. Sensation anchors 
experience to the body. Perception presents a world in which a separate self appears to exist. Together, 
they create a structure that feels coherent and continuous. However, when each part is examined 
individually, that continuity is not found within them. It is assembled, not inherent. 

This leads to a critical point. If what is taken to define the self is made up of elements that are 
inherently unstable, then the stability of identity is not grounded in what is actually present. It is 
maintained through assumption and repetition. This does not mean that experience is unreal. It 
means that the interpretation of experience as a fixed identity is not supported by direct 
observation. 
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Another important clarification emerges from this examination. Observation itself is often mixed with 
interpretation. What is seen is immediately labeled, explained, or judged. A thought is not only 
noticed, but believed or rejected. An emotion is not only felt, but identified as personal. A sensation 
is not only experienced, but linked to a sense of self. Perception is not only received, but organized 
into a structured world. This process happens quickly and automatically, creating the impression that 
interpretation is part of observation. However, when attention is careful, a distinction becomes 
visible. There is what is observed, and there is the interpretation that follows. Observation is direct 
and immediate. Interpretation is a movement of thought that adds meaning. This distinction is 
essential, because without it, the structure of identity remains unquestioned and reinforced. As this 
distinction becomes clear, the relationship between observation and identity begins to shift. What was 
previously taken as self is now seen as occurring within experience. Thought is not the thinker. 
Emotion is not the self. Sensation is not identity. Perception does not establish a fixed observer. Each 
is present, active, and functional, but none of them provide a stable center. 

This does not lead to a conclusion that must be accepted. It leads to a question that remains open. 
If everything that can be observed is changing and does not define what you are, then what is the 
status of the observer itself. Is there a separate entity behind these processes, or is that also part of 
what has been assumed. This question cannot be answered through description. It must be 
approached through direct examination. It is also important to recognize that nothing has been 
removed in this process. Thoughts continue to arise. Emotions continue to be felt. Sensations and 
perceptions continue to function. The difference is not in the presence or absence of these elements, 
but in the absence of misidentification. When they are no longer taken as defining, their role 
changes. They are experienced without being used to construct a fixed sense of self. This has 
implications beyond individual experience. When identity is built on unstable elements, it requires 
constant reinforcement. This leads to conflict, comparison, and dependence.  

When the instability is seen clearly, the need for reinforcement begins to weaken. This is not an 
achievement or a result of effort. It is a natural consequence of clarity. The completion of this chapter 
marks an important transition. What can be observed has been examined directly. The instability of 
these elements is no longer hidden behind assumption. This prepares the ground for the next stage of 
inquiry. Attention now turns toward what is often taken for granted but rarely examined in itself: the 
observer. The next chapter moves into this directly. It looks at what is assumed to be observing, and 
whether it can be found as an object within experience, or whether that assumption itself is part of 
the structure that has been examined. The question is no longer about what appears, but about what 
knows that it appears, and whether that can be defined in the same way as everything else. 
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CHAPTER 15 

WHAT CANNOT BE OBSERVED AS AN OBJECT 

The previous chapter focused entirely on what can be observed directly. Thoughts, emotions, 
sensations, and perception were examined as they appear in experience. Each of them was found to 
share the same fundamental characteristics. They arise, they change, and they pass. None of them 
remain fixed. None of them provide a stable center that could define what you are. This was not 
presented as a theory, but as something that can be seen clearly through observation. This leads to 
a necessary continuation. If everything that can be observed is changing, then the question must shift. 
It is no longer sufficient to examine only what appears. Attention must now turn toward what is 
observing. This is not a new concept, but something that has been present throughout the entire 
process, often assumed but not examined. The observer is commonly taken for granted. It is 
assumed that there is a center, a “someone,” that sees, thinks, feels, and experiences. This assumption 
appears natural because experience seems to be organized around it. There is a sense of being located 
somewhere, receiving input, and responding to it. However, this sense has not yet been examined with 
the same level of precision applied to thoughts, emotions, and sensations. This chapter begins that 
examination. The central question is simple but precise. Can the observer itself be observed in the 
same way as other elements of experience. If it can be found as an object, then it must share the same 
characteristics. It must appear, change, and disappear. If it cannot be found in this way, then its status 
must be reconsidered. 

It is important to approach this without assumption. The observer is often imagined as something 
subtle, hidden, or located behind experience. It may be thought of as a thinker behind thoughts or a 
feeler behind emotions. However, these are still ideas created by thought. The task here is not to 
accept or reject these ideas, but to look directly and determine whether such an entity can actually be 
found. When attention turns toward the observer, an immediate difficulty appears. Unlike thoughts 
or sensations, the observer does not present itself as something clearly visible. It does not have a 
shape, a location, or a definable form. This does not mean it does not exist. It means that it does not 
appear in the same way as objects of experience. This distinction is critical. Everything examined so 
far has been something that can be pointed to and described. The observer does not fit into this 
category. It cannot be seen as an object among other objects. This raises a fundamental question about 
whether the observer is truly a separate entity, or whether that separation is something constructed 
through thought. Another aspect to consider is the relationship between the observer and what is 
observed. It is usually assumed that there is a clear division between the two. The observer is here, 
and the observed is there. However, when this is examined directly, the boundary is not as clear as it 
seems. What is called the observer may itself be made up of thoughts, memories, and 
interpretations, all of which have already been shown to be observable. 

For example, the sense of being a thinker may appear as a thought. The feeling of being located in the 
body may appear as a sensation. The idea of being a separate self may appear as a mental image or 
narrative. If all of these can be observed, then they belong to the same category as other objects of 
experience. This raises the possibility that what is taken to be the observer is actually part of what is 
being observed. At the same time, there remains something that cannot be reduced to an object. 
There is awareness of experience. Thoughts are known. Emotions are felt. Sensations are 
recognized. Perception is present. This knowing does not appear as a separate object. It cannot be 
pointed to in the same way. It does not come and go in the same manner as the elements it reveals. 
This chapter explores this distinction carefully. It does not attempt to define awareness or turn it into 
a concept. Any definition would immediately place it within the structure of thought. Instead, the 
focus remains on direct recognition, without adding interpretation. 
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The approach remains consistent with what has been established. There is no method to follow, no 
belief to adopt, and no conclusion to reach. The emphasis is on observation without interference. 
Attention is directed toward what is present, and toward what cannot be reduced to an object within 
that presence. This chapter proceeds step by step. It begins by examining the idea of the observer, 
then looks at awareness itself, and finally considers why it cannot be seen in the same way as other 
things. From this, the assumption of a separate observer may begin to shift, not through argument, 
but through clear and direct observation. What is required here is the same precision as before, but 
applied in a more subtle direction. Attention without assumption. Observation without 
conclusion. Everything that follows depends on this. 

Section 15.1: The Observer 

The observer is commonly assumed to be the center of experience. It is taken as the one who sees, 
thinks, feels, and knows. This assumption appears natural because experience seems to be organized 
around a point of reference. There is a sense that “I am here,” and everything else is being observed 
from that position. However, this sense has not yet been examined directly. The question in this 
section is simple. Can the observer itself be found as an object within experience, in the same way 
that thoughts, emotions, sensations, and perceptions can be found. When looking for the observer, 
what is usually found first are thoughts about the observer. These may include ideas such as “I am 
the one thinking,” or “I am the one aware.” These statements create a sense of identity, but they are 
still thoughts, and as such, they can be observed. If a thought about the observer can be seen, then it 
cannot be the observer itself. It belongs to the same category as other observable elements. In addition 
to thought, there may be a sense of location in the body. It may feel as though the observer is situated 
behind the eyes, in the head, or somewhere within the body. This sense of location appears convincing, 
but when examined, it is experienced as a sensation. Pressure, tension, or spatial awareness may give 
the impression of a center. However, these are still observable. They arise and change like other 
sensations. If the sense of location can be observed, it cannot be what is observing. 

There may also be a more subtle sense of being a witness or presence. This does not always appear 
as a clear thought or sensation, but as a general feeling of “being the one who experiences.” Even this 
can be approached carefully. The feeling of being a witness can be noticed. It has a quality, a presence, 
and sometimes a sense of continuity. However, if it can be recognized, then it is also something that 
appears within experience. At each step, the same principle applies. If something can be observed, 
then it is not the observer. It is part of what is being observed. This principle has already been applied 
to thoughts, emotions, sensations, and perception. It now applies to anything that seems to represent 
the observer. As this examination continues, a pattern becomes clear. Every attempt to locate the 
observer results in finding another object of observation. A thought, a sensation, an image, or a 
feeling appears, and it is taken to represent the observer. But each time, it can be seen directly. It is 
present, it changes, and it can disappear. This means it does not have the stability required to be a 
fixed center of identity. 

This leads to a critical point. The observer, as it is usually conceived, cannot be found as a separate 
object. It does not appear in the same way as the elements it is assumed to observe. What appears 
instead are representations of the observer, created through thought and sensation. These 
representations are then mistaken for an actual entity. Another important observation is that the sense 
of being an observer often depends on contrast. There is an assumption that there is a division 
between what is observing and what is observed. However, when this division is examined, it is not 
directly found. There is experience, and within it, various elements appear. The idea of a separate 
observer may be an interpretation added to this experience, rather than something inherently 
present. 
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This does not mean that observation is not occurring. Thoughts are known. Emotions are felt. 
Sensations and perceptions are present. There is clearly awareness of experience. The question is 
whether this awareness requires a separate entity to exist as an observer, or whether the idea of an 
observer is an unnecessary addition created by thought. It is also important to see that the search 
for the observer can easily become conceptual. Thought may attempt to define it, imagine it, or place 
it somewhere. These attempts do not resolve the question. They create further representations, which 
can again be observed. The process becomes circular if it remains at the level of thought. The approach 
here remains direct. Instead of defining the observer, attention is placed on what is actually present. 
When a thought arises, it is seen. When a sensation appears, it is felt. When a perception occurs, it is 
known. In all of this, the observer is not found as a separate object. There is observation, but no 
clearly defined observer as an entity. This observation does not lead to a conclusion that must be 
accepted. It reveals a gap between what is assumed and what can be directly found. The assumption 
of a separate observer is strong, but when examined, it is not supported by direct evidence in 
experience. This leads naturally to the next step. If the observer cannot be found as an object, then 
attention must turn toward what remains. There is still awareness, but it does not appear in the same 
way as other elements. The next section examines this directly, without turning it into a concept or an 
object of thought. 

Section 15.2: Awareness Itself 

With the examination of the observer, it has been seen that no separate entity can be found as an 
object within experience. Thoughts about the observer can be observed. Sensations that suggest a 
location can be observed. Even the feeling of being a witness can be observed. Each of these appears, 
changes, and disappears. None of them remain as a stable center. This leads to a necessary question. 
If the observer cannot be found as an object, what remains as the basis of knowing experience. 
What remains is often referred to as awareness. This word is used for practical purposes, but it is 
important to be clear that it is not a definition. It does not point to an object or a thing. It refers to 
the fact that experience is known. Thoughts are known. Emotions are known. Sensations and 
perceptions are known. Without this knowing, none of these could be said to appear at all. The 
difficulty arises when awareness is treated as if it were another object. Thought may attempt to imagine 
it, define it, or locate it. It may be described as something inside the body, or as something extended 
beyond it. These descriptions are still conceptual constructions. They belong to thought, and 
therefore they can be observed. Because of this, they cannot represent awareness itself. To approach 
this directly, it is necessary to remain with what is actually present. There is experience occurring, 
and there is the fact that it is known. This knowing does not appear in the same way as what is known. 
A thought appears as content. A sensation appears as a physical feeling. A perception appears as 
sensory input. Awareness does not appear in this way. It does not have a form, shape, or boundary 
that can be identified. 

Another important point is that awareness does not seem to change in the same way as other 
elements. Thoughts change constantly. Emotions fluctuate. Sensations and perceptions shift from 
moment to moment. However, the fact that they are known remains consistent. The content of 
experience changes, but the knowing of it does not appear to come and go in the same manner. 
This does not mean that awareness is a permanent object. It means that it does not fit into the category 
of objects at all. Objects are defined by their appearance, change, and disappearance. Awareness does 
not present itself within those boundaries. It cannot be separated from experience and placed in front 
of observation as something to examine. There is also no clear location for awareness. It is not found 
in a specific part of the body, nor is it located outside. Any attempt to assign a location results in a 
thought or sensation that can be observed. Awareness itself is not found within those observations. 
This challenges the usual assumption that experience is happening to a center located somewhere. 
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Another key aspect is that awareness is not something that can be controlled or produced. Thoughts 
may attempt to direct attention or focus, but awareness itself is already present. It is not created by 
effort. It is not increased or decreased as an object would be. It simply remains as the condition in 
which all experience appears. It is also important to see that awareness does not have personal 
characteristics. Thoughts may describe it as “mine” or “yours,” but these descriptions are again part 
of thought. Awareness itself does not present any indication of ownership. It does not carry identity, 
history, or traits. These belong to the content of experience, not to the knowing of it. This does not 
need to be believed. It can be approached directly by observing the difference between what appears 
and the fact that it is known. When a thought arises, it is known. When it disappears, that is also 
known. The same applies to emotions, sensations, and perceptions. In all cases, awareness is not seen 
as something separate, but as the constant presence in which these changes occur. 

The challenge is that thought continuously attempts to turn this into an idea. It may say “this is 
awareness” and create an image or concept. That image is not awareness. It is another object within 
experience. Recognizing this prevents confusion between direct recognition and 
conceptualization. The purpose of this section is not to define awareness or to turn it into something 
to attain. It is to make clear that awareness is not an object, and therefore cannot be approached in 
the same way as thoughts, emotions, sensations, or perceptions. It is not something that appears within 
experience. It is what makes the appearance of experience possible to be known. From this, a deeper 
question arises. If awareness is not an object and the observer cannot be found as a separate entity, 
then the assumed separation between observer and observed must be examined more closely. The 
next section moves into this directly, looking at why awareness cannot be seen like other things, and 
what this reveals about the structure of experience itself. 

Section 15.3: Why It Cannot Be Seen Like Other Things 

At this stage, a clear distinction has emerged between what can be observed as an object and what 
cannot. Thoughts, emotions, sensations, and perceptions all appear in a way that allows them to be 
noticed, described, and examined. They have form, change, and duration. In contrast, awareness 
does not appear in this way. It does not present itself as something that can be pointed to or defined. 
This raises a direct question. Why can awareness not be seen like other things. The answer begins 
with understanding what it means for something to be seen or observed. For any object to be 
observed, it must appear within experience. It must have characteristics that distinguish it from other 
things. It must be something that can be recognized. This applies to all observable elements. A 
thought is recognized as a thought. A sensation is recognized as a physical feeling. A sound is 
recognized as auditory input. In each case, there is something that appears, and it is known. For 
awareness to be seen in the same way, it would have to become an object within experience. It 
would need to appear alongside thoughts, sensations, and perceptions. However, this leads to a 
contradiction. Awareness is not one element among others. It is the condition in which all elements 
appear. If it were to appear as an object, it would have to be known by something else. This would 
imply a second layer of awareness behind it, which leads to an endless regression. 

This shows that awareness cannot be placed in the same category as objects. It cannot stand apart 
from experience and be observed, because it is already present as the knowing of whatever is 
observed. Attempting to see awareness as an object is similar to trying to see vision itself as something 
separate from what is seen. Vision does not appear as an object in the field of sight. It is what makes 
seeing possible. In the same way, awareness does not appear as an object in experience. It is what 
makes experience knowable. Another important point is that observation always involves a 
distinction. There is what is observed and what is not.  
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There is a boundary that allows one thing to be recognized as separate from another. Objects can be 
distinguished because they have limits and characteristics. Awareness does not present such limits. 
It does not have a boundary that separates it from something else within experience. Because of this, 
it cannot be isolated and treated as an object. It is also necessary to see how thought contributes to 
confusion in this area. Thought tends to operate through representation. It creates images and 
concepts for everything it encounters. When it encounters the idea of awareness, it attempts to do the 
same. It may imagine a space, a presence, or a background. However, these are still mental 
constructions. They appear as thoughts or images, and therefore they are objects of observation, not 
awareness itself. This creates a common mistake. The representation of awareness is mistaken for 
awareness. A concept is taken as the reality. When this happens, awareness is unintentionally reduced 
to something that can be thought about, rather than recognized directly. This keeps the examination 
within the structure of thought, instead of moving beyond it. Another aspect to consider is that 
awareness cannot be experienced as something separate from experience. Every experience is 
already known. There is no moment in which awareness is absent and then appears as something new. 
Because of this, it cannot be approached in the same way as objects that come and go. It does not 
have a beginning or an end in the way observable elements do. 

It is also not something that can be reached through effort or method. Any attempt to reach 
awareness assumes that it is not already present, and that it exists somewhere else. This assumption 
creates a division between the seeker and what is being sought. However, this division is itself part of 
the structure that has already been examined. Awareness is not something to be achieved. It is already 
present in every moment of knowing. The inability to see awareness as an object is not a limitation. 
It is an indication of its fundamental role. It does not need to be seen in order to be present. It is 
present in the seeing of everything else. This shifts the direction of inquiry. Instead of trying to observe 
awareness, attention can recognize that all observation depends on it. This recognition does not 
produce a new belief or conclusion. It removes a misunderstanding. It becomes clear that the search 
for awareness as an object is misplaced. What remains is not something newly discovered, but 
something that has always been implicitly present. From this point, the structure of separation 
between observer and observed can be examined more deeply. If awareness cannot be separated and 
the observer cannot be found as an independent entity, then the division that has been assumed may 
not exist in the way it appears. The next chapter moves into this directly, examining the possibility 
that the separation itself is constructed, rather than inherent in experience. 

Closing Reflection 

This chapter has moved into a more subtle area of examination, but the approach has remained 
consistent. Nothing has been added in terms of belief, method, or conclusion. The focus has remained 
on direct observation and on what can be verified within immediate experience. What has changed 
is not the method, but the direction of attention. Instead of examining what appears, the inquiry has 
turned toward what is assumed to be observing. At the beginning of this chapter, the observer was 
taken as something obvious and unquestioned. It seemed natural to assume that there is a center, a 
“someone,” who experiences thoughts, emotions, sensations, and perception. However, when this 
assumption was examined carefully, it was not confirmed by direct observation. What was found 
instead were representations of the observer. Thoughts about being a self, sensations suggesting 
location, and feelings of being a witness all appeared, but each of these could be observed. This led 
to a clear and consistent result. Anything that can be observed cannot be the observer. It belongs to 
the field of what is observed. This applies without exception. Thought is observed. Sensation is 
observed. Even the sense of being a self can be observed. Because of this, the observer, as a separate 
object or entity, could not be found. 
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This does not mean that observation is not occurring. On the contrary, observation is undeniable. 
Experience is present, and it is known. The question is not whether knowing exists, but whether it 
requires a separate knower as an object within experience. When this is examined, the necessity of 
such a knower becomes unclear. From this point, the inquiry moved toward what remains when no 
observer can be found as an object. What remains is awareness, not as a concept, but as the simple 
fact that experience is known. Thoughts are known as they arise. Emotions are known as they change. 
Sensations and perceptions are known as they appear. This knowing does not present itself as 
something separate or identifiable in the same way as the elements it reveals. A key distinction has 
been established. There is what can be observed as an object, and there is what cannot. Objects have 
form, change, and duration. Awareness does not. It does not appear within experience as a separate 
element. It cannot be located, defined, or described in the same way. This is not a limitation. It is an 
indication that awareness does not belong to the category of things that appear. 

Another important point is that awareness does not depend on representation. Thought can create 
ideas about awareness, but these ideas are not awareness itself. They are objects within experience, 
subject to the same conditions as other thoughts. Recognizing this prevents confusion between 
concept and direct recognition. It keeps the inquiry grounded in what is actually present, rather 
than in what is imagined or described. It has also become clear why awareness cannot be seen like 
other things. For something to be seen, it must appear as an object. Awareness is not an object. It is 
the condition for the appearance of objects. If it were to appear as an object, it would require 
another layer of awareness to know it, leading to an endless sequence. This shows that awareness is 
not something that can be placed within the field it reveals. This understanding has an important 
implication. The search for the observer or for awareness as something to be found is based on a 
misplaced assumption. It assumes that what is being looked for is absent and must be located. 
However, awareness is not absent. It is present in every moment of knowing. The search, therefore, 
moves away from what is already immediately available. As this becomes clear, the structure of 
experience begins to appear differently. The division between observer and observed, which once 
seemed obvious, becomes less certain. If the observer cannot be found as a separate entity, and if 
awareness cannot be separated from what is known, then the distinction between the two may not be 
as fundamental as it appears.  

This does not require a conclusion to be accepted. It opens a space for further examination. The next 
step is to look directly at this assumed division. Is there truly a separation between observer and life, 
or is that separation created through thought and interpretation. This question does not belong to 
theory. It can only be approached through direct observation, in the same way as everything that has 
been examined so far. It is also important to recognize that nothing practical has been removed in this 
process. Thoughts continue to function. Emotions continue to arise. Sensations and perceptions 
remain active. What has changed is not the content of experience, but the assumptions about it. The 
idea of a fixed observer has been seen as unsupported by direct evidence. The idea of awareness as an 
object has been seen as a conceptual error. This clarity does not produce something new. It reveals 
what has always been present but overlooked due to habitual interpretation. The tendency to define, 
locate, and identify creates a structure that appears solid. When this tendency is seen clearly, the 
structure begins to lose its apparent necessity. The completion of this chapter does not mark an end, 
but a transition. The examination has moved from what is observable to what cannot be observed as 
an object. The next stage moves further, addressing the assumed separation itself. If no observer 
can be found and awareness cannot be divided, then the idea of separation must be questioned at its 
root. What follows is not an addition to what has been seen, but a continuation of the same inquiry, 
applied with greater precision. Attention without assumption. Observation without conclusion. 
Everything depends on this. 
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CHAPTER 16 

THE SEPARATION THAT NEVER WAS 

Up to this point, the examination has followed a clear progression. First, what can be observed 
directly was examined in detail. Thoughts, emotions, sensations, and perception were all seen as 
changing processes, none of which provide a stable or permanent basis for identity. Then, attention 
shifted toward the observer, which was assumed to be the center of experience. Through careful 
observation, it became clear that no such observer could be found as a separate object. What 
appeared instead were thoughts, sensations, and representations, all of which belonged to the field of 
what is observed. Following this, the inquiry moved to what remains when no observer can be located. 
This led to the recognition of awareness, not as an object, but as the simple fact that experience is 
known. Awareness was not found to have form, location, or boundaries. It could not be observed in 
the same way as other elements because it is the condition for their appearance, not one of the 
things that appear. This brings the examination to a critical point. If the observer cannot be found as 
a separate entity, and if awareness cannot be divided into parts or located within experience, then the 
assumption of a separation between observer and observed must be questioned directly. This 
chapter addresses that assumption. The idea of separation appears obvious in everyday experience. 
There seems to be a clear distinction between “what is here” and “what is there,” between “self” and 
“world,” between “observer” and “what is observed.” This distinction forms the basis of how 
experience is organized and understood. It supports the sense of being an individual located within an 
external environment. However, like previous assumptions, this has not yet been examined with direct 
observation. 

It is important to be precise here. The question is not whether differences exist within experience. 
Objects can be distinguished. Sounds are different from sights. Thoughts are different from 
sensations. These distinctions are functional and practical. The question is whether there is a 
fundamental division between a separate observer and everything else, or whether that division is 
something that has been constructed through thought. This chapter explores that question without 
introducing new beliefs or conclusions. The approach remains the same. Attention is directed toward 
what is actually present, without adding interpretation. The aim is to see whether separation is directly 
observable, or whether it exists only as an idea that has been assumed and reinforced. One of the 
key difficulties in this examination is that the sense of separation is deeply habitual. It is reinforced 
continuously through language, memory, and social interaction. Phrases such as “I see,” “I feel,” and 
“I think” imply a subject performing actions on objects. Over time, this structure becomes so familiar 
that it is no longer questioned. It appears as an obvious fact, rather than as an interpretation. Another 
factor is that thought naturally operates through division and categorization. It separates, labels, 
and organizes experience into distinct parts. This function is useful for practical purposes, but it can 
also create the impression that the divisions it describes are inherent in reality, rather than 
constructed for understanding. 

When this tendency is not recognized, the division between observer and observed is taken as 
fundamental. The observer is assumed to exist independently, and everything else is seen as external 
to it. This creates a structure in which identity, control, and separation are maintained and 
reinforced. However, if this division is examined directly, it may not be found in the way it is assumed. 
Experience presents thoughts, sensations, emotions, and perceptions, all appearing within the same 
field. The idea that there is a separate observer standing apart from this field may be an additional 
layer of interpretation, rather than something inherent in the experience itself. 
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This chapter proceeds step by step. It begins by examining whether there is a clear boundary between 
observer and life. It then looks at how the assumption of subject and object may be constructed, and 
finally considers what remains when this assumption is no longer maintained. The purpose is not to 
reach a conclusion, but to allow the structure of separation to be seen clearly. If it is real, it will be 
observable. If it is constructed, that will also become clear through direct observation. What is 
required here is the same as in previous chapters, but applied with even greater precision. Attention 
without division. Observation without assumption. Everything that follows depends on this. 

Section 16.1: No Boundary Between Observer and Life 

The assumption of a boundary between the observer and life appears to be one of the most 
fundamental aspects of experience. It seems obvious that there is a separate center that observes, 
and that everything else exists outside of it. This sense of separation creates the structure of “self” and 
“world,” giving the impression that experience is divided into two distinct parts. However, this 
assumption has not yet been examined directly. The purpose of this section is to determine whether 
such a boundary actually exists within experience, or whether it is something that has been 
constructed and maintained. To examine this clearly, attention must return to what is directly 
observable. Thoughts appear. Sensations are felt. Emotions arise. Perception presents sound, sight, 
and other sensory input. All of these occur within experience. The question is whether, within this 
field, a clear dividing line can be found that separates an observer from everything else. When 
looking for this boundary, what is usually found are ideas about separation. Thought may suggest 
that the observer is located inside the body, while the world exists outside. It may describe a division 
between internal and external, between subject and object. However, these are still conceptual 
descriptions. They are thoughts, and as such, they can be observed. If the boundary exists only as a 
thought, then it is not a directly observable feature of experience. 

Another approach is to look for the boundary through sensation. There may be a feeling that the 
body defines the limit of the self, and that everything beyond it is not self. This seems convincing 
because sensations are often localized. However, sensations themselves are part of experience. The 
feeling of the body is something that appears, just like any other sensation. It does not establish a 
boundary between observer and observed. It is simply another element within the same field. 
Perception also seems to support the idea of separation. Objects appear at a distance. Sounds come 
from different directions. The environment appears to exist outside the body. This creates the 
impression of a spatial division. However, perception itself is still part of experience. What is seen, 
heard, or felt is known in the same way as thoughts and sensations. The appearance of distance does 
not prove the existence of a separate observer. It only shows how perception is structured. When 
these layers are examined together, a consistent pattern emerges. The boundary between observer and 
life is never found as a directly observable fact. It appears as an idea, a sensation, or a perception, 
all of which belong to the same field of experience. At no point is there a clear line that separates a 
distinct observer from what is observed. 

This leads to an important realization. The sense of separation may not come from an actual division, 
but from the way experience is interpreted and organized. Thought divides experience into 
categories, labels parts as “self” and “not self,” and constructs a framework that appears solid. Over 
time, this framework becomes familiar and is taken as reality, rather than as an interpretation. It is 
also important to observe that experience itself is not divided in the way it is often described. 
Thoughts, sensations, emotions, and perceptions all appear within the same continuous field. They 
are different in form, but they are not separated by a boundary that isolates an observer. The idea of 
a center that stands apart from this field is not directly found. 
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This does not mean that distinctions disappear. Differences between objects, sounds, and sensations 
remain. These differences are practical and functional. What is being questioned is not distinction, 
but division. Distinction allows recognition and interaction. Division creates separation and identity. 
These are not the same. Another point to consider is that the sense of being a separate observer often 
depends on identification. When thoughts, sensations, or perceptions are labeled as “mine,” a center 
is implied. This center appears to stand apart from everything else. However, this center is not 
independently found. It is created through the act of identification itself. Without that identification, 
the structure of separation loses its foundation. When this is seen clearly, the relationship between 
observer and life begins to shift. Instead of a separate entity observing a world, there is simply 
experience occurring. Thoughts are known. Sensations are felt. Perception is present. All of this 
happens within the same field, without a clearly defined boundary separating a center from what is 
happening. 

This observation does not require belief. It can be verified directly by looking for the boundary and 
seeing whether it can actually be found. If it cannot be found, then the assumption of separation must 
be reconsidered. The significance of this is not theoretical. The idea of separation supports the entire 
structure of identity, control, and conflict. If the boundary is not actually present, then the basis for 
that structure begins to weaken. This does not produce an immediate conclusion, but it opens the 
possibility for a different way of understanding experience. The next section continues this 
examination by looking more closely at the assumption of subject and object, and how this division 
may be constructed rather than inherent. 

Section 16.2: The Collapse of Subject-Object Assumption 

The idea that experience is divided into subject and object is one of the most deeply rooted 
assumptions in human understanding. It appears as a simple structure. There is a subject, the one who 
observes, and there are objects, the things being observed. This framework is used constantly in 
language, thought, and perception. It gives order to experience and allows for practical interaction 
with the world. However, the question here is not whether this structure is useful, but whether it is 
fundamentally true when examined through direct observation. The subject is assumed to be the 
center of experience, the one who sees, thinks, and feels. The object is anything that appears to that 
center. This division creates a clear sense of separation. It suggests that the subject exists independently 
and that objects are external to it. However, as seen in the previous section, no actual boundary has 
been found that separates the observer from life. This already places the subject-object structure into 
question. To examine this more closely, it is necessary to look at both sides of the assumed division. 
Objects are relatively easy to identify. Thoughts, sensations, emotions, and perceptions all appear as 
observable elements. They have form, change, and duration. They can be noticed directly. The 
subject, however, is more difficult to locate. It is assumed, but not clearly found. When attention turns 
toward the subject, what appears are representations. There may be thoughts describing a self, 
sensations suggesting a location, or feelings of ownership. Each of these can be observed. If they are 
observed, then they belong to the category of objects, not the subject. This creates a problem for the 
assumption. If everything that can be found is an object, then where is the independent subject that 
is supposed to stand apart from them. 

This leads to a critical point. The subject may not exist as a separate entity, but as an idea constructed 
through thought. Thought creates the notion of a center and then places it in opposition to 
everything else. This division appears convincing because it is repeated continuously and reinforced 
through language and memory. However, repetition does not establish actual existence. Another 
aspect to consider is how quickly the subject-object division is formed. When a perception occurs, 
such as seeing an object, thought immediately organizes the experience. It labels what is seen and 
implies a “seer.”  
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This happens almost instantly, creating the impression that both subject and object are present at the 
same time. However, when examined carefully, the labeling process can be seen as separate from 
the raw perception itself. Without this labeling, there is simply seeing. There is no clearly defined 
subject separate from the act of seeing. The same applies to other forms of experience. There is 
hearing, feeling, and thinking, but the sense of a separate subject behind these processes is not directly 
found. It is added through interpretation. This reveals that the subject-object structure is not 
inherent in experience, but is constructed after the fact. Experience occurs first. Then thought 
divides it into parts, assigning one part as subject and another as object. This division is useful for 
communication and practical functioning, but it does not reflect a fundamental separation within 
experience itself. 

As this becomes clear, the structure begins to lose its apparent solidity. The subject is no longer seen 
as an independent center. The object is no longer seen as something completely separate. Instead, 
both are recognized as aspects of a single, continuous field of experience, organized by thought 
into distinct categories. This does not eliminate distinction. Objects still differ from one another. 
Sounds are not the same as sights. Thoughts are not the same as sensations. These differences remain 
functional. What collapses is the assumption that there is a separate subject standing apart from all 
of them. It is also important to recognize that this collapse is not something that needs to be achieved. 
It is not the result of effort or practice. It occurs naturally when the assumption is examined and found 
to have no direct basis in observation. When the structure is no longer supported, it no longer needs 
to be maintained. The implications of this are significant. The subject-object division supports the 
sense of separation, control, and identity. When this division is seen as constructed, these structures 
begin to lose their foundation. This does not create a new belief or system. It simply removes an 
unexamined assumption. What remains is not a new concept, but a clearer view of what has always 
been present. Experience continues, but without being divided into a separate observer and observed. 
There is no central point that stands apart. There is only the unfolding of experience itself. The next 
section continues this inquiry by examining what remains when the assumption of separation is no 
longer held in place, and how this affects the understanding of identity and existence at the most 
fundamental level. 

Section 16.3: What Remains 

With the examination of the observer and the collapse of the subject-object assumption, a 
fundamental shift occurs in how experience is understood. What was previously taken as a structured 
division between a center and everything else is no longer supported by direct observation. The 
question that naturally follows is simple and precise. What remains when this division is no longer 
assumed. It is important to approach this without introducing new ideas or conclusions. The 
tendency of thought is to immediately replace one structure with another, to define what remains, or 
to give it a name. This movement must be seen clearly. Any definition or description would become 
another concept, and therefore another object within experience. The aim here is not to construct a 
new framework, but to remain with what is directly present. When the idea of a separate observer is 
no longer maintained, experience does not disappear. Thoughts still arise. Emotions continue to be 
felt. Sensations and perceptions remain active. The functioning of life continues in the same way. 
What changes is not the content of experience, but the interpretation of it. The assumption that all 
of this is happening to a separate center is no longer supported. 

What remains is experience itself, without being divided into observer and observed. There is seeing, 
hearing, thinking, and feeling, but without a clearly defined entity that stands apart from these 
processes. There is no central point that can be located as the owner or controller of what is occurring. 
This does not need to be accepted as a belief. It can be seen directly by observing whether such a 
center can actually be found. 
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Another important aspect is that what remains is not something new. It has always been present. The 
sense of separation did not create experience. It only created an interpretation of experience. When 
that interpretation is no longer assumed, nothing needs to be added or achieved. There is simply a 
recognition of what was already the case. It is also necessary to see that what remains cannot be 
reduced to an object. It does not have a form, a boundary, or a definable structure. It cannot be 
pointed to or described in the same way as thoughts, emotions, or sensations. Any attempt to do so 
results in the creation of a new object of thought, which again does not represent what remains. 
There is also no sense of ownership inherent in what remains. The idea that experience belongs to a 
“self” is part of the structure that has been examined and seen as constructed. Without that structure, 
there is no clear basis for ownership. Thoughts are not owned. Sensations are not owned. Perceptions 
are not owned. They simply occur and are known. This does not lead to confusion or disorder. On 
the contrary, the absence of a constructed center removes a layer of complexity that was previously 
maintained through effort. The need to defend, define, or preserve an identity is no longer 
supported in the same way. What remains is simpler, but not reduced. It is unstructured by 
assumption, yet fully functional. 

Another point to observe is that what remains is not dependent on time in the way identity is. Identity 
is built through memory and projected into the future. It relies on continuity and narrative. What 
remains does not require this structure. It is present in the immediacy of experience, without needing 
to be extended or maintained through psychological continuity. It is also free from the need for 
definition. The attempt to define what you are has been shown to rely on elements that are changing 
and observable. Without those elements serving as a foundation, definition loses its basis. What 
remains does not need to be described in order to exist. It is present prior to any attempt to explain 
it. This does not result in a new identity or a refined version of the self. There is no replacement 
structure that takes the place of the old one. What remains is not another form of identity. It is the 
absence of identification with what is not stable. This absence does not create something new. It 
reveals what is not dependent on construction. It is also important to see that this is not a conclusion 
to hold onto. The moment it becomes a belief, it turns into another concept that can be defended or 
repeated. The clarity here comes from direct observation, not from accepting an idea. It must remain 
open, without being fixed into a position. 

The significance of this is not limited to individual understanding. The entire structure of conflict, 
fear, and division has been shown to depend on the assumption of a separate identity. When that 
assumption is no longer supported, the basis for those structures begins to weaken. This is not a 
promise or a result to achieve. It is a natural consequence of seeing clearly. What remains, then, is 
not something that can be added to or taken away. It is not something that begins or ends. It is simply 
what is present when misidentification is no longer maintained. This cannot be fully described, 
but it can be recognized directly, without the need for interpretation. From here, the inquiry moves 
forward. The next chapter examines what it means for identity itself to no longer remain, not as a 
theory, but as a direct implication of everything that has been seen so far. 

Closing Reflection 

This chapter has examined one of the most deeply rooted assumptions within human experience: the 
idea that there is a fundamental separation between the observer and what is observed. This 
assumption has been treated as obvious, rarely questioned, and continuously reinforced through 
language, thought, and habitual interpretation. However, when approached through direct 
observation, its foundation has not been confirmed. The examination began with a simple question. 
Is there an actual boundary between observer and life. This question was not approached 
conceptually, but through careful attention to what is immediately present. Thoughts, sensations, 
emotions, and perceptions were all observed within the same field of experience.  
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At no point was a clear dividing line found that separates a distinct observer from what is observed. 
What appeared instead were ideas, sensations, and perceptions of separation, all of which could 
themselves be observed. This led to a critical distinction. There is a difference between distinction 
and division. Distinctions exist within experience. Objects differ from one another. Sounds are not 
the same as sights. Thoughts are not the same as sensations. These differences are practical and 
necessary. However, division implies a separate center, an entity that stands apart from everything 
else. This division has not been found as a direct feature of experience. The inquiry then moved deeper 
into the structure of the subject-object relationship. It became clear that the subject, assumed to be 
the observer, could not be located as an independent entity. What appeared instead were 
representations of the subject, created through thought, sensation, and memory. Each of these 
could be observed, and therefore none of them could serve as a stable center. At the same time, objects 
were easily identifiable as observable elements. This created an imbalance in the assumption. Objects 
could be found directly, but the subject remained unlocatable. This suggests that the subject-object 
division is not inherent in experience, but is constructed through interpretation. Thought organizes 
experience into a structure that includes a subject and objects, and this structure becomes so familiar 
that it is taken as reality. 

As this structure was examined, it began to lose its apparent solidity. Without a clearly defined subject, 
the division between observer and observed could not be maintained in the same way. What remained 
was not a new concept, but a simpler recognition of experience as a continuous field, without a 
central point that stands apart. This does not mean that experience becomes vague or undefined. On 
the contrary, clarity increases because the added layer of interpretation is no longer confused with 
what is actually present. Thoughts are seen as thoughts. Sensations are seen as sensations. Perception 
is seen as perception. None of these are used to construct a separate observer. Another important 
aspect of this chapter is the recognition of what remains when the assumption of separation is no 
longer maintained. Nothing has been removed from experience. The functioning of life continues. 
What changes is the absence of a constructed center that claims ownership, control, or identity over 
what is occurring. This absence is not a loss. It is the removal of something that was never directly 
found. It is also important to see that this is not a conclusion to adopt. The mind may attempt to turn 
this into a belief, to say “there is no separation” as a fixed statement. However, this would recreate 
the same structure in a different form. The clarity here does not come from holding a position, but 
from seeing directly what is and is not present in experience. The implications of this are significant. 
The sense of separation supports the entire structure of identity, conflict, fear, and attachment. 
When separation is assumed, there is something to defend, something to protect, and something to 
maintain. This leads to continuous effort and tension. When the assumption is no longer supported, 
the basis for these structures begins to weaken naturally. This weakening is not something that needs 
to be forced. It is not the result of discipline or practice. It occurs as a consequence of clear 
observation. When something is seen to be based on an assumption rather than on direct evidence, 
it no longer needs to be maintained in the same way. The completion of this chapter marks an 
important point in the overall examination. The structure of identity has been traced from its 
formation, through its maintenance, and into the assumptions that support it. The idea of a separate 
observer has been examined and not found. The division between observer and observed has been 
questioned and seen as constructed rather than inherent. What remains is not a new identity or a 
refined version of the self. It is the absence of the structure that was previously assumed. This absence 
does not create emptiness in a negative sense. It allows for a different kind of clarity, one that is not 
dependent on definition, separation, or continuity. From here, the inquiry moves further. The next 
chapter addresses the direct implication of everything that has been seen so far: the possibility that no 
identity remains in the way it has been understood. This is not presented as a conclusion, but as a 
question to be examined with the same level of precision and attention. As before, nothing new is 
required. The same approach continues. Attention without assumption. Observation without 
conclusion. Everything depends on this. 
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CHAPTER 17 

NO IDENTITY REMAINS 

Up to this point, the examination has followed a consistent direction. The structure of identity has 
been analyzed from its formation to its maintenance. It has been shown how identity is built through 
thought, memory, repetition, and social reinforcement. It has also been shown how this structure 
is sustained through fear, attachment, and the assumption of separation. Each layer has been 
examined not as an idea, but as something that can be observed directly within experience. As the 
inquiry progressed, a critical shift occurred. What was previously taken as the observer was examined 
and not found as a separate entity. What appeared instead were thoughts, sensations, and 
representations, all of which belong to the field of what is observed. This led to the recognition that 
the observer, as an independent center, is not directly present in experience. Following this, the 
division between observer and observed was examined. It was found that no clear boundary exists 
within experience that separates a center from what is occurring. The subject-object structure, which 
seems fundamental, was seen as a construction of thought, not as an inherent feature of reality. What 
remains is a continuous field of experience, without a clearly defined point of separation. This brings 
the examination to a direct and unavoidable implication. If identity is built from elements that are 
changing and observable, if the observer cannot be found as a separate entity, and if the division 
between observer and observed is not inherent, then the question must be faced directly. Does any 
identity actually remain. 

This question is not philosophical. It is not a matter of belief or opinion. It is a direct continuation of 
what has already been seen. If the foundation of identity is not supported by observation, then identity, 
as it has been understood, may not exist in the way it appears. This does not mean that nothing exists. 
It means that what has been taken as a fixed self may be based on assumption rather than fact. It 
is important to approach this carefully. The idea that no identity remains can easily be misunderstood 
or turned into a concept. Thought may attempt to create a new position, such as “there is no self,” 
and hold onto it as a belief. This would simply replace one structure with another. The purpose here 
is not to adopt a new idea, but to examine whether identity can actually be found within experience. 
Identity is usually associated with continuity. It is seen as something that remains the same over time, 
something that connects past, present, and future. It is also associated with ownership, control, and 
definition. There is a sense of “I am this,” “this is mine,” and “I am the one who acts.” These elements 
form the structure of identity as it is commonly understood. However, each of these elements has 
already been examined. Continuity has been shown to depend on memory and thought. Ownership 
has been seen as a form of identification applied to what is observed. Control has been examined as 
part of the interpretation of action, rather than as something independently verifiable. Definition 
has been shown to rely on changing elements that do not remain stable. If these components do 
not provide a stable foundation, then identity, as a fixed and continuous entity, cannot be established 
through direct observation. This does not require agreement. It requires looking carefully to see 
whether such an entity can actually be found. 

This chapter proceeds step by step. It does not begin by declaring that identity does not exist. Instead, 
it examines the elements that are usually taken to define identity and determines whether they can 
withstand direct observation. It looks at what identity is assumed to be, and whether that 
assumption is supported by what is actually present. The structure of this chapter reflects this 
approach. It begins by examining the process of negation, not as a belief, but as a way of seeing what 
identity is not. It then looks at whether anything remains that can be defined as identity. Finally, it 
considers whether the absence of identity implies a lack, or whether that assumption itself is part of 
the structure being examined. 
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The purpose is not to arrive at a conclusion, but to allow the question to be seen clearly, without 
distortion. If identity is present, it should be directly observable. If it is not, then that will also become 
clear. What is required here is the same as in every previous step, but applied with even greater 
precision. Attention without resistance. Observation without conclusion. Everything that follows 
depends on this. 

Section 17.1: Not This 

The examination of identity begins with a simple and direct approach. Instead of attempting to define 
what identity is, attention is placed on what is commonly taken to be identity, and each element is 
observed carefully. The question is not theoretical. It is immediate. Can any of these elements be 
confirmed as a stable and independent identity through direct observation. The first and most 
accessible element is thought. Identity is often constructed through narratives such as “I am this,” “I 
have been that,” or “I will become something else.” These statements create a sense of continuity and 
definition. However, when thought is observed directly, it is seen to be transient. It appears, changes, 
and disappears. One thought replaces another. There is no single thought that remains constant. If 
identity were based on thought, it would have to share these characteristics. It would have to be 
unstable and constantly changing. This does not support the idea of a fixed identity. Next, consider 
memory. Memory provides the sense of continuity over time. It connects past experiences and forms 
a narrative that appears consistent. This narrative is often taken as proof of identity. However, memory 
is also selective and variable. It can change, fade, or be reinterpreted. What is remembered is not a 
direct and complete record, but a reconstruction influenced by many factors. If identity depends on 
memory, then it is dependent on something that is inherently unreliable and changeable. Another 
element commonly associated with identity is emotion. There is often a sense of being defined by 
how one feels. However, emotions are also temporary states. They arise in response to conditions 
and then pass. A person may feel one way at one moment and differently at another. There is no single 
emotional state that remains constant. If identity were based on emotion, it would lack stability and 
continuity. 

The body is also frequently taken as the basis of identity. There is a strong sense of being located 
within the body, and of the body representing what one is. However, the body itself is in a state of 
continuous change. It grows, ages, and responds to conditions. Sensations within the body also 
change constantly. If identity is equated with the body, it becomes tied to something that is not fixed 
or unchanging. Perception adds another layer. The world appears in relation to a perceived self, 
creating the impression of a center that exists within an environment. However, as previously 
examined, perception presents changing sensory input, and the sense of a separate observer is not 
found within perception itself. It is added through interpretation. Therefore, perception does not 
provide a stable foundation for identity. Another important element is the sense of ownership. 
Thoughts are often labeled as “my thoughts,” sensations as “my body,” and experiences as “my life.” 
This creates the impression that there is a central entity that possesses these elements. However, 
when examined, ownership itself is seen as a conceptual overlay. It is a way of labeling experience, 
not something that can be directly observed as an independent reality. At each step, the same pattern 
appears. What is taken to define identity is found to be observable, changing, and dependent on 
conditions. None of these elements remain constant. None of them can be identified as a stable core 
that exists independently of the rest of experience. 

This leads to the function of negation in this section. The phrase “not this” is not a conclusion, but 
a way of eliminating what does not hold under observation. Thought is not identity. Memory is not 
identity. Emotion is not identity. The body is not identity. Perception is not identity. Ownership is not 
identity. Each of these can be observed, and therefore each belongs to the field of what appears, not 
to a fixed self. 
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It is important to understand that this process does not remove these elements from experience. 
Thoughts continue to arise. Memories continue to function. Emotions are still felt. The body remains 
active. Perception continues. What changes is the assumption that these define what you are. This 
process of negation may create a sense of uncertainty. As each element is seen as not providing a 
stable identity, the structure that once seemed solid begins to lose its foundation. This is not a problem 
to be solved. It is a necessary part of clear observation. It reveals that what was taken as certain is 
not supported by direct evidence. It is also important to avoid turning this into a new belief. Saying “I 
am not this” as a statement is still a form of identification. The purpose here is not to create a new 
identity based on negation, but to see clearly what cannot serve as identity. As this becomes clear, 
the question naturally continues. If identity is not found in any observable element, is it located 
somewhere else, or is the assumption itself misplaced. The next section continues this process by 
examining further, not by adding new definitions, but by extending the clarity of what identity is not. 

Section 17.2: Not That 

The previous section examined what is immediately available in experience and showed that none of 
those elements can serve as a stable identity. Thought, memory, emotion, sensation, and perception 
were all seen to be changing and observable, and therefore not suitable as a fixed self. This section 
continues the same movement of examination, but in a broader direction. It looks beyond what is 
directly present and examines what identity is often assumed to be indirectly or conceptually. When 
identity is not found in immediate experience, thought often shifts to more abstract forms. It may 
suggest that identity exists as a deeper essence, something hidden, subtle, or beyond direct 
observation. This may be described as a core self, a true nature, or an underlying entity that cannot be 
easily detected. While this may appear more refined, it must be examined in the same way. The 
question remains the same. Can this be directly observed, or is it another concept created by 
thought. If this “deeper identity” cannot be observed, then it exists only as an idea. Thought may 
construct an image or a belief about it, but that construction is itself observable. It appears as a 
thought, and therefore it cannot represent something beyond thought. In this way, the idea of a hidden 
or higher identity is seen to be another layer of conceptualization, not a direct discovery. 

Another common assumption is that identity exists in continuity over time. There is a sense that 
even if identity cannot be found in the present moment, it exists as something that persists across 
past, present, and future. This continuity is often taken as evidence of a stable self. However, 
continuity depends entirely on memory and projection. The past is recalled through memory, and 
the future is imagined through thought. Both are forms of mental activity occurring in the present. 
Without these processes, continuity cannot be established. This means that identity, when based on 
continuity, is constructed through thought, not directly observed. There is also the assumption that 
identity may exist as a form of potential or becoming. It may be believed that identity is something 
that is not yet fully realized, something that will emerge or develop over time. This creates a movement 
toward the future, where identity is always just beyond reach. However, this is still a projection of 
thought. It places identity in a hypothetical future, rather than locating it in what is actually present. 
As such, it cannot be confirmed through direct observation. Another form of identification appears 
through association with roles and relationships. A person may define themselves as a parent, a 
professional, a member of a group, or as someone with particular traits. These roles provide a sense 
of structure and meaning. However, they are dependent on external conditions and context. They 
can change, disappear, or be replaced. They are not inherent or constant. Therefore, they cannot serve 
as a stable identity. There is also the tendency to identify with belief systems or ideologies. This 
includes religious, philosophical, or personal beliefs about what one is. These beliefs can feel deeply 
convincing and may provide a sense of certainty. However, beliefs are forms of thought. They are 
constructed, maintained, and subject to change. They can be questioned, replaced, or abandoned. 
Because of this, they do not provide a directly observable foundation for identity. 
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At each level, the same principle applies. If something cannot be directly observed, it exists only as 
a concept. If it is a concept, it belongs to thought. If it belongs to thought, it is changeable and 
dependent. This means it cannot serve as a stable and independent identity. The phrase “not that” 
extends the process of negation beyond what is immediately present. It includes everything that 
thought may propose as identity, whether it is subtle, abstract, or projected into time. It shows that 
identity is not found in any of these areas. Not in a hidden essence. Not in continuity. Not in future 
potential. Not in roles, relationships, or beliefs. It is important to see that this process is not 
destructive. It does not remove anything real. It only removes assumptions that cannot be 
supported by observation. What remains is not a void created by loss, but the absence of 
misidentification. There may be a tendency at this point to search for something that has not yet 
been examined, something that could still serve as identity. This movement itself must be observed. 
It is the continuation of the same pattern, the attempt to locate a center where none has been found. 
Recognizing this movement prevents the process from turning into an endless search. The significance 
of this section is not in reaching a conclusion, but in seeing clearly that identity is not found in any 
observable or conceptual form. This prepares the ground for the next step, which is not to replace 
identity with something else, but to examine what it means when there is nothing left to define. 

Section 17.3: Nothing to Define 

The previous sections have followed a precise direction. First, what is commonly taken to be identity 
was examined and seen to be unstable and observable. Then, more subtle and abstract assumptions 
about identity were considered and found to be conceptual constructions. At each step, the same 
result appeared. No element, whether immediate or conceptual, could be confirmed as a stable and 
independent identity. This leads to a point that must now be faced directly. If identity cannot be 
found in anything observable, and cannot be established through any concept, then there is nothing 
available to define as identity. This is not a conclusion imposed from outside. It is the result of 
consistent observation applied without exception. Definition depends on identifiable 
characteristics. For something to be defined, it must have qualities that can be recognized and 
described. It must be distinguishable from what it is not. However, everything that has characteristics 
can be observed. Thoughts have content. Emotions have intensity and variation. Sensations have 
location and form. Perceptions have structure and difference. All of these can be described because 
they appear as objects within experience. If identity were to be defined, it would need to have similar 
characteristics. It would need to appear in a way that allows it to be recognized. However, as has been 
shown, anything that appears in this way is not identity, because it is observable and changing. This 
creates a contradiction. To define identity, it must become an object. But if it becomes an object, it 
cannot be what defines the observer. 

This means that identity cannot be objectified without losing its assumed role. It cannot be placed 
within the field of observation as something to examine, because everything within that field has 
already been shown to be not a stable self. Therefore, there is no basis on which a definition can be 
formed. Another important aspect is the role of language. Language functions by naming and 
defining. It creates categories and distinctions that allow communication and understanding. However, 
language also introduces limitations. When something cannot be defined, language tends to either 
create an abstraction or leave a gap. In the case of identity, this often results in vague or symbolic 
descriptions that do not correspond to anything directly observable. For example, terms such as “true 
self,” “essence,” or “core being” may be used. These terms suggest something real, but they do not 
point to anything that can be directly verified. They remain at the level of description, not 
observation. As such, they do not resolve the question of identity. They only provide substitutes for 
definition. 
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It is also necessary to see the tendency of thought to resist this point. When there is nothing to define, 
thought may attempt to create a new form of identity based on that absence. It may say, “I am 
undefined,” or “I am nothing.” These statements appear to accept the absence of definition, but they 
still convert it into a concept. In doing so, they recreate the same structure in a different form. The 
absence of definition cannot be turned into a new identity. The moment it is defined, it becomes 
something that can be observed and therefore cannot serve as what identity was assumed to be. This 
shows that the process must remain free from conceptual substitution. Another implication of 
having nothing to define is the absence of fixed boundaries. Definition requires limits. It separates 
one thing from another. Without definition, these limits are not established in the same way. This does 
not eliminate practical distinctions, but it removes the idea of a fixed and independent entity that 
stands apart from everything else. 

It is also important to recognize that this does not result in confusion or lack of function. Life 
continues to operate. Decisions are made. Actions occur. Communication continues. None of these 
depend on having a clearly defined identity. They function based on conditions, responses, and 
interaction, not on the existence of a fixed self. The absence of definition may initially appear as a gap 
or an uncertainty. This is because identity has been relied upon as a point of reference. Without it, 
there is no central position from which everything is organized. However, this does not indicate a 
problem. It indicates the absence of something that was assumed rather than found. What becomes 
clear is that the need for definition is part of the same structure that has been examined. It is driven 
by the tendency to fix, stabilize, and control what is inherently changing. When this tendency is 
seen, the need to define identity loses its apparent necessity. This does not lead to a final statement 
about what you are. Instead, it leaves the question open and without conclusion. There is no 
definition to hold onto, no concept to rely on, and no identity that can be confirmed through 
observation. From this point, the inquiry moves to the final step of this chapter. If there is nothing to 
define, does this imply that something is missing, or does it reveal that the assumption of lack is itself 
part of the structure that has been examined. The next section addresses this directly, completing the 
movement of seeing what identity is not, and what remains when nothing can be defined. 

Section 17.4: Nothing Missing 

At this stage of the examination, it has been shown that identity cannot be found in what is 
observable, cannot be established through what is conceptual, and cannot be defined in any stable 
way. This naturally leads to a critical question. If no identity can be confirmed, does this mean that 
something is missing. This question arises almost automatically. The structure of thought is 
accustomed to completion, definition, and certainty. When these are not found, it interprets the 
situation as a lack. It assumes that something should be present but is not. However, this assumption 
must be examined with the same precision as everything else. The question is not whether the feeling 
of lack appears, but whether there is actual absence of something real, or whether the sense of lack 
is itself part of the structure being observed. To approach this clearly, it is necessary to look at what 
is actually present. Thoughts arise. Sensations are felt. Emotions occur. Perception continues. All of 
experience is fully active and available. Nothing within experience is absent. The only thing that is 
not found is a fixed and definable identity. The idea that something is missing depends on the 
expectation that there should be a stable self at the center of experience. When this expectation is 
not fulfilled, thought interprets the absence of that structure as a deficiency. However, this 
interpretation is based on an assumption, not on direct observation. It assumes that identity must 
exist, and then concludes that something is wrong when it is not found. This reveals an important 
point. The sense of something missing does not come from the absence of identity, but from the 
belief that identity should be present. Without that belief, there is no basis for concluding that 
anything is lacking. Experience remains complete in itself, without requiring a central entity to define 
or hold it together. 
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It is also important to observe how the feeling of lack appears. It may arise as a subtle discomfort, a 
sense of uncertainty, or a desire to find something to hold onto. This feeling is real as an experience, 
but it does not indicate an actual absence of something essential. It is a reaction generated by the 
collapse of a familiar structure. Another factor to consider is the role of comparison. The idea of lack 
often depends on comparing what is present with an imagined standard of what should be. This 
standard may come from cultural conditioning, personal belief, or internal expectation. When 
experience does not match this standard, it is labeled as incomplete. However, the standard itself is a 
product of thought, not a direct feature of reality. When comparison is not applied, the question of 
lack loses its basis. There is simply what is present, without being measured against an expectation. In 
this way, the sense of something missing is seen as dependent on interpretation, not on actual 
absence. It is also necessary to see that completeness does not require definition or identity. The 
assumption that something must be defined in order to be complete is part of the same structure that 
has been examined. Completeness is not something that is added through identification. It is already 
present in the totality of experience as it is. 

This does not mean that experience becomes static or fixed. Change continues. Thoughts, emotions, 
sensations, and perceptions all move and transform. However, this movement does not imply lack. It 
is simply the nature of experience. The idea that something permanent must exist within this 
movement is an assumption, not a requirement. Another important point is that the absence of 
identity does not create a void that needs to be filled. The concept of a void implies that something 
essential is missing. However, what has been seen is that identity, as a fixed and definable entity, was 
never directly present to begin with. Therefore, its absence does not create a loss. It reveals that 
nothing has been removed. This leads to a shift in understanding. Instead of searching for something 
to complete experience, it becomes clear that the sense of incompleteness was generated by 
misidentification. When that misidentification is no longer maintained, the need for completion also 
begins to lose its apparent urgency. It is important not to turn this into a conclusion or belief. Saying 
“nothing is missing” as a statement is not the same as seeing it directly. The clarity comes from 
observing that there is no evidence of absence, only the assumption that something should be there. 
When this assumption is not supported, the question of lack naturally falls away. This completes the 
movement of this chapter. Identity has been examined through what it is not, through the absence of 
definition, and through the question of lack. At each step, what was assumed has been tested against 
direct observation, and what remains is not a new idea, but the absence of misidentification and 
unnecessary assumption. From here, the inquiry continues into the next phase, where the 
implications of this clarity extend beyond individual understanding into the end of seeking itself, not 
as an achievement, but as a natural consequence of seeing what has always been present without 
distortion. 

Closing Reflection 

This chapter has brought the examination of identity to its most direct point. What began as an inquiry 
into what identity might be has moved steadily through what identity is not, without replacing it with 
another concept or conclusion. Each step has followed the same principle: if something can be 
observed, if it changes, if it depends on conditions, then it cannot serve as a stable identity. The 
process began with what is most immediate. Thoughts, emotions, sensations, perception, memory, 
and the body were all examined carefully. Each of these appeared as part of experience, and each was 
found to be temporary and variable. None remained constant. None provided a foundation that 
could support the idea of a fixed and continuous self. This was not an abstract claim, but something 
that can be seen directly through observation. The inquiry then moved beyond what is immediately 
present into what is often assumed at a deeper level. Concepts such as a hidden self, a core essence, 
continuity over time, and identity through roles or beliefs were all examined. These were found to 
exist as thought-based constructions, not as directly observable realities.  
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They depend on memory, projection, and interpretation. Because of this, they cannot provide a 
reliable or independent basis for identity. From this, the process of negation became clear. Not 
this. Not that. This was not a method or a belief, but a way of removing what does not hold under 
observation. Each time something was considered as identity, it was tested directly. If it could be seen, 
it was not the seer. If it could be described, it was not the defining center. In this way, the structure of 
identity was not attacked or denied, but examined and found unsupported. As this process 
continued, it led to a point where there was nothing left to define. Identity could not be located in 
any observable element, nor could it be established through any concept. This did not result in 
confusion or disorder, but in the absence of a false foundation. The need to define what you are was 
seen as part of the same structure that creates the illusion of identity. At this stage, a critical question 
arose. If no identity can be found, does this mean that something is missing. This question was also 
examined directly. It became clear that the sense of lack is not caused by the absence of identity, but 
by the assumption that identity must exist. When that assumption is not supported, the idea of 
something missing loses its basis. What remains is not incomplete. It is already whole as it is, without 
requiring a central definition. 

This reveals an important shift. The search for identity, which seemed necessary at the beginning, is 
seen as based on a misunderstanding. It assumes that there is something to be found, something 
that will provide stability and certainty. However, when the foundation of this search is examined, it 
is not supported by direct observation. The search continues only as long as this assumption remains 
unexamined. It is also important to see that nothing real has been removed in this process. Thoughts 
continue to arise. Emotions are still felt. The body continues to function. Perception remains active. 
What has changed is the interpretation of these elements. They are no longer taken as defining a 
separate self. They are seen as part of a continuous movement of experience, without a fixed center 
that owns or controls them. This does not lead to passivity or disengagement. Action continues. 
Decisions are made. Responses occur. However, these do not depend on maintaining an identity. They 
arise from the conditions present, not from the need to protect or reinforce a self-image. This 
simplifies the structure of experience, removing layers of conflict that were previously sustained by 
identification. 

Another important point is that this clarity cannot be turned into a belief without losing its meaning. 
The statement “there is no identity” can easily become another concept to hold onto. If this happens, 
the structure is recreated in a different form. The understanding here is not based on holding a 
position, but on continuous observation. It remains open, without becoming fixed. The significance 
of this chapter extends beyond the question of identity itself. Identity has been shown to be at the 
center of fear, attachment, and conflict. When identity is assumed, there is something to defend, 
something to lose, and something to maintain. When identity is not found, the basis for these 
structures begins to weaken naturally. This is not the result of effort, but of clarity. This does not 
produce a final conclusion about what you are. It removes the false certainty about what you are not. 
What remains cannot be defined, described, or captured in a concept. It is not something to be held 
or claimed. It is simply the absence of misidentification, and the presence of experience as it is, 
without distortion. 

The completion of this chapter marks a turning point. The question of identity has been examined to 
the point where no stable self can be confirmed. This does not end the inquiry. It changes its direction. 
The next phase addresses the natural consequence of this clarity: the possibility that the search itself 
comes to an end, not through effort or decision, but because its foundation is no longer supported. 
As before, nothing new is required. The same approach continues. Attention without resistance. 
Observation without conclusion. Everything depends on this. 
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PART V 

THE END OF CONFUSION 

Not an Achievement, a Recognition 

Up to this point, the examination has moved through the structure of identity, the mechanisms of 
error, the role of fear, and the direct observation of experience. Each layer has been approached 
without reliance on belief, authority, or assumption. What has been revealed is consistent. The sense 
of a fixed identity cannot be found through direct observation. The observer, assumed to be the 
center, does not appear as a separate entity, and the division between observer and observed is not 
inherent, but constructed through thought. This leads to a necessary transition. If confusion has 
been maintained through misidentification, then what happens when this misidentification is clearly 
seen. This part addresses that question directly. It does not introduce a system, a method, or a path to 
follow. Instead, it examines what occurs when the structure of confusion is no longer supported. 
The phrase “end of confusion” must be understood carefully. It does not point to a final state or an 
achievement, because that would imply time, effort, and becoming. What is indicated here is not 
something reached through progression, but something that becomes clear when assumptions are 
no longer maintained. Confusion is not random. It is structured. It depends on taking what is 
changing to be stable, what is observable to be the observer, and what is constructed to be 
inherent. As long as these remain unexamined, confusion continues, expressing itself as seeking, 
fear, attachment, and conflict. These are not separate problems, but different expressions of the 
same underlying misidentification. When this misidentification is seen clearly, without distortion, 
the structure that depends on it begins to lose its foundation. This is not the result of effort or 
discipline, but the natural consequence of seeing what is actually the case. 

This part explores that consequence. It examines what happens when seeking loses its basis, when 
identity is no longer assumed as a center, and when fear is no longer sustained by the need to protect 
something that cannot be found. These are not goals to achieve, but implications of clarity. 
Experience itself does not change. Thoughts, emotions, sensations, and perceptions continue. What 
changes is the interpretation of experience. It is no longer organized around a fixed identity or used 
to construct a center that must be maintained. 

This does not lead to indifference. Action continues, but without the distortion created by 
identification. Decisions, relationships, and responses remain, but without the added layer of 
psychological conflict. The approach remains consistent. There is no belief to adopt and no 
authority to follow. Direct observation remains central. What is presented is not to be accepted, but 
to be seen clearly. 

The word recognition is used with precision. It does not mean discovering something new, but seeing 
what has always been present, obscured by assumption and misinterpretation. When these are no 
longer maintained, what remains is not created. It is simply no longer hidden. This is why it is not an 
achievement. It is not something that becomes true in the future. It is something that is already the 
case, revealed when confusion is no longer sustained. What is required here is the same as before, but 
with greater precision. There must be observation without interference, without conclusion, 
without the attempt to grasp or hold. This part begins from that clarity. Not as a result, but as a 
continuation. Nothing new is added. What is false is no longer maintained. What remains is 
simply seen. 
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CHAPTER 18 

THE END OF SEEKING 

The movement of seeking has been present throughout the entire structure examined so far. It has 
appeared in different forms, sometimes obvious, sometimes subtle, but always operating from the 
same underlying assumption. That assumption is that there is something missing, something not yet 
attained, something that must be found in order for completeness to be realized. This chapter begins 
by examining that assumption directly, not as an idea, but as an observable movement within 
experience. Seeking is not limited to external pursuits such as success, knowledge, or possession. It 
also appears internally as the search for clarity, certainty, identity, or psychological stability. Whether 
directed outward or inward, the structure remains the same. There is a sense of incompleteness, 
followed by movement toward something imagined to resolve it. This movement is often continuous, 
shifting from one object to another, but never fully ending. Up to this point, it has been shown that 
the sense of identity cannot be located in anything stable or independent. It has also been shown 
that the feeling of something missing is not based on an actual absence, but on the assumption that 
something should be present. When this assumption is not examined, seeking continues as a natural 
response. It becomes the default mode of operation, shaping decisions, actions, and interpretations of 
experience. This chapter does not approach seeking as a problem to be solved or a behavior to be 
controlled. Any attempt to control or redirect seeking remains within the same structure. It assumes 
that there is something to achieve, even if that achievement is the end of seeking itself. This creates a 
contradiction, where seeking attempts to end itself through further seeking. Such movement 
cannot resolve the structure because it is part of it. 

Instead, the approach here is consistent with everything that has come before. Seeking is to be 
observed directly, without interference, judgment, or conclusion. It is to be seen as it operates, in 
real time, within thought, emotion, and action. This includes noticing how it begins, what sustains it, 
and what assumptions it depends on. One of the key aspects of seeking is its connection to time. It 
is always oriented toward a future point, where something is expected to be achieved or resolved. This 
creates a continuous projection forward, where the present is seen as insufficient and the future is 
imagined as complete. This movement reinforces the idea that what is needed is not here yet, and 
must be obtained through effort or progression. However, this structure depends entirely on the 
assumption that there is something to gain that is not already present. When this assumption is 
examined, it becomes unclear. If no stable identity can be found, and if nothing is actually missing, 
then the basis for seeking begins to lose its coherence. The movement continues only as long as the 
assumption remains unchallenged. It is also important to see that seeking is not always recognized as 
such. It can appear as improvement, growth, or even understanding. These may seem valid and 
necessary, but when examined closely, they often carry the same underlying movement of becoming 
something other than what is currently the case. This reinforces the sense of incompleteness, even 
when the intention appears constructive. The question addressed in this chapter is not how to stop 
seeking, but whether seeking has any actual foundation. If it does, then it will continue naturally. If 
it does not, then its continuation depends on something that is not supported by direct observation. 
This is not a conclusion to accept, but something to be seen clearly. Another important aspect is that 
the end of seeking is often imagined as a state of final satisfaction or permanence. This idea must also 
be examined. It is another projection of thought, another image of completion placed in the future. 
As long as this image is held, seeking continues, because there is still something to reach or attain. 
This chapter moves step by step through the structure of seeking. It begins with the assumption of 
lack, then examines the movement toward completion, and finally addresses why this movement does 
not come to an end. Throughout this process, the emphasis remains unchanged. Direct observation 
is central. There is no method to apply, no conclusion to adopt, and no authority to follow. 
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What is required is simple, but precise. Attention without resistance. Observation without 
interpretation. Seeing the movement of seeking as it happens, without trying to change it. From this, 
it may become clear whether seeking is necessary, or whether it continues only because its assumption 
has not been fully seen. 

Section 18.1: Why the Search Stops 

The question of why the search stops cannot be approached in the same way as other questions that 
seek a cause, a method, or a sequence of steps. The structure of searching itself is based on the 
assumption that there is something to be found through effort, time, or progression. If that same 
structure is used to explain its own ending, the explanation becomes part of the continuation of the 
search. Therefore, this must be examined without turning it into another goal or objective. Searching 
begins with a sense of lack. There is an assumption, often unexamined, that something is missing, 
incomplete, or not yet understood. This assumption creates movement. Thought projects an idea of 
completion, something to be achieved, attained, or realized in the future. From this projection, the 
search becomes active. It may take many forms, including the pursuit of knowledge, identity, certainty, 
or psychological resolution, but the underlying structure remains the same. Up to this point, it has 
been shown that the sense of lack is not based on an actual absence, but on the belief that something 
should be present. When this belief is not questioned, the search appears necessary. It feels justified. 
However, when the assumption itself is examined, it begins to lose its apparent validity. If nothing 
essential is actually missing, then the foundation of the search becomes unclear. The stopping of the 
search is not something that is done. It is not the result of discipline, control, or decision. Any attempt 
to stop searching through effort is still part of the same structure. It is still movement toward a result, 
still based on the idea that something must change in order for completion to occur. This means that 
the search cannot end through will or intention, because both are part of the process being examined. 

Instead, the search stops when its basis is no longer supported. When it becomes clear, through 
direct observation, that the assumption of lack is not valid, the movement that depends on it begins 
to lose its direction. This is not a forced stopping. It is similar to seeing that a path leads nowhere. 
Once this is clearly seen, continuing on that path no longer makes sense. The movement ends, not 
because it is stopped, but because it has no foundation to continue. It is important to observe how 
searching operates in real time. It often appears as a subtle movement toward the future, a constant 
adjustment, a refinement, or an attempt to improve what is present. This movement may seem 
constructive, but it is still based on the idea that what is here is not sufficient. As long as this idea is 
active, the search continues, even if it changes direction or form. Another aspect of searching is that 
it reinforces the sense of a center that is doing the searching. There appears to be an entity that lacks 
something and must obtain it. However, as has been examined earlier, this center cannot be found as 
a stable or independent entity. It is constructed through thought. This means that the one who 
searches and the movement of searching are not separate. They arise together as part of the same 
structure of misidentification. 

When this is seen clearly, the search loses its psychological necessity. There is no longer a center that 
needs to complete itself, and no longer an assumed lack that needs to be resolved. Without these, the 
movement of searching has no function to perform. It is also necessary to see that the ending of the 
search is not the beginning of a new state to maintain. The idea of maintaining a state would 
immediately reintroduce the structure of effort and becoming. The stopping of the search does not 
produce something to hold onto. It is simply the absence of a movement that was based on an 
unsupported assumption. This does not mean that practical activity ends. Learning, problem-
solving, and responding to situations continue as needed. However, these are not driven by 
psychological seeking.  
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They are functional, not based on the need to complete an identity or resolve an imagined lack. This 
distinction is essential. It separates practical action from psychological searching. The question 
“why the search stops” can therefore be answered only in this way. It stops because it is seen to be 
unnecessary. Not as a conclusion, but as a direct observation. When the assumption that drives it is 
no longer believed or maintained, the movement that depends on it naturally comes to an end. 
Nothing is gained through this. Nothing is added. The stopping of the search does not produce 
completion. It reveals that the idea of completion was part of the search itself. What remains is not a 
result, but the absence of misdirected movement, and the presence of experience as it is, without 
being shaped by the need to become something else. 

Section 18.2: Nothing to Attain 

The idea that there is something to attain is central to the movement of seeking. It appears in many 
forms, ranging from material goals to psychological states such as clarity, peace, or fulfillment. 
Regardless of the form, the structure remains the same. There is an assumption that what is present is 
not sufficient, and that something else, not yet realized, will complete or resolve the current 
condition. This assumption is rarely questioned. It is often taken as self-evident that improvement is 
necessary and that attainment is possible. However, when examined carefully, it becomes unclear what 
exactly is being sought and who is seeking it. The process of direct observation reveals that what is 
present in experience consists of thoughts, emotions, sensations, and perceptions, all of which are 
changing and observable. None of these provide a stable basis for identity, and none contain an 
inherent indication that something essential is missing. The sense of something to attain is created 
through thought projecting an image of a future condition. This projection is based on memory, 
comparison, and expectation. It constructs an idea of what should be, and places it ahead of what is. 
From this, a division is created between the present and the imagined future. The present is seen as 
incomplete, and the future as complete or resolved. This division sustains the movement of seeking. 

However, this structure depends entirely on the assumption that the projected future has actual 
validity. When this is examined, it becomes clear that the future being sought is an idea, not something 
that exists independently. It is a mental construction. Because of this, the movement toward it is also 
constructed. The search is not moving toward something real, but toward an image created by 
thought. It is important to understand that this does not deny the practical role of goals in daily life. 
Functional objectives such as learning a skill or completing a task have a clear and observable purpose. 
They operate within a practical context and come to an end when achieved. The issue addressed here 
is psychological attainment, where the goal is not practical but existential. It involves becoming 
something more, something complete, or something permanently resolved. When this psychological 
movement is examined, it becomes clear that it has no definable endpoint. Each attainment is 
followed by another projection, another goal, another refinement. The sense of completion is 
temporary, because it is based on thought, which continues to generate new conditions and 
comparisons. This creates a continuous cycle, where attainment never fully satisfies the assumed 
lack. If there is no stable identity to complete, and no actual lack that needs to be resolved, then the 
idea of something to attain loses its foundation. This is not a conclusion to accept, but something to 
be seen directly. When it is seen that the object of attainment is a projection, the movement toward it 
begins to lose its necessity. It is also necessary to observe how deeply conditioned this structure is. 
From early experience, there is reinforcement of the idea that value is gained through achievement, 
that completion lies in becoming something more. This conditioning strengthens the belief that there 
is always something to reach, something to acquire, something to improve. Without examining this 
conditioning, the movement of seeking continues as a default pattern. 
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The statement “there is nothing to attain” can easily be misunderstood or turned into a belief. If it is 
accepted as an idea without direct observation, it becomes another position held by thought. This 
does not end the structure. It simply replaces one concept with another. The clarity described here 
does not come from adopting a statement, but from seeing the structure of attainment as it 
operates. When this structure is clearly seen, without distortion, the sense of movement toward 
something begins to fall away. Not because it is rejected, but because it is no longer supported by a 
valid assumption. The search for psychological completion loses its direction when it is seen that there 
is no actual endpoint to reach. This does not result in stagnation or inactivity. Action continues 
where necessary. Learning continues. Response to life continues. However, these are no longer driven 
by the need to become something else. They are not based on the idea that something essential is 
missing. Nothing is gained from this understanding. There is no state achieved, no identity formed, 
no conclusion established. What remains is simply the absence of the movement toward attainment. 
In that absence, experience is no longer shaped by the constant projection of a future that must be 
reached. It is as it is, without being measured against an imagined condition. The recognition that 
there is nothing to attain does not add anything new. It removes a structure that was based on 
assumption. What remains is not a result, but the ending of a movement that had no foundation. 

Section 18.3: Nothing to Become 

The idea of becoming is closely linked to the movement of seeking. It is based on the assumption 
that what you are now is incomplete, and that through time, effort, or change, you can arrive at a 
more complete or improved version of yourself. This assumption operates continuously, often 
without being questioned. It shapes decisions, influences behavior, and creates a constant orientation 
toward the future. Becoming always implies a transition from what is to what should be. It introduces 
a division between the present and an imagined state. The present is seen as insufficient, while the 
future is projected as better, more complete, or resolved. This projection is created by thought, 
using memory, comparison, and expectation. It constructs an image of what you could or should be, 
and then initiates movement toward that image. However, when this structure is examined directly, it 
becomes unclear what exactly is undergoing this process of becoming. Thoughts can change. 
Emotions shift. Behaviors can be modified. Skills can be learned. But none of these constitute a stable 
identity that is evolving toward completion. They are all observable, and therefore cannot define what 
you are in a fundamental sense. The sense of becoming depends on the assumption that there is a 
center that is progressing through time, accumulating improvements, and moving toward a final state. 
Yet, as has been examined earlier, this center cannot be found as an independent or stable entity. It is 
constructed through thought, built from memory and reinforced through identification. This means 
that the one who is assumed to be becoming something is itself part of the constructed process. 

This creates a circular structure. Thought creates the idea of a self, then projects a future version of 
that self, and then initiates movement toward it. The process appears meaningful, but it is based 
entirely on assumptions that are not verified through direct observation. As long as these 
assumptions remain, the movement of becoming continues. It is important to distinguish between 
practical change and psychological becoming. Practical change involves learning, adapting, and 
responding to specific situations. It has clear outcomes and operates within observable conditions. 
Psychological becoming, however, is not about function. It is about transforming what you are at a 
fundamental level, reaching a state of completion, or resolving an assumed inner deficiency. This type 
of becoming has no clear endpoint, because it is based on an imagined ideal. When examined closely, 
it becomes evident that every state achieved through becoming is temporary. Satisfaction fades. New 
goals appear. New comparisons are made. The process continues without resolution. This is because 
the structure of becoming is not designed to end. It is sustained by the ongoing activity of thought, 
which continuously generates new projections and expectations. 
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The statement “there is nothing to become” is not a conclusion to adopt or a belief to hold. It must 
be understood through direct observation. When it is seen that there is no stable entity that can 
become something else, the entire movement begins to lose its basis. This does not require effort or 
control. It is the result of seeing the structure clearly. Without the assumption of becoming, the 
orientation toward the future as a place of completion begins to dissolve. The present is no longer 
treated as a temporary stage in a process of transformation. It is no longer measured against an 
imagined ideal. This does not mean that change stops. It means that change is no longer driven by the 
need to complete an identity. It is also necessary to see that the desire to become something more 
is often deeply conditioned. It is reinforced through culture, education, and social structures that 
equate value with progress and improvement. This conditioning strengthens the belief that becoming 
is necessary. Without examining it, the movement continues automatically as a default mode of 
thinking. When this conditioning and its underlying assumptions are seen clearly, the movement of 
becoming is no longer sustained in the same way. There is no longer a need to project a future self in 
order to resolve the present. The idea of transformation as a path to completion loses its 
psychological significance. 

This does not lead to passivity or lack of action. Action continues where it is required. Learning 
continues. Adaptation continues. But these are not expressions of becoming. They are functional 
responses, not attempts to define or complete what you are. Nothing is gained from seeing that there 
is nothing to become. There is no final state achieved, no identity perfected, no conclusion reached. 
What ends is the movement toward an imagined version of yourself. What remains is simply the 
absence of that movement, and the presence of experience without the pressure to transform into 
something else. 

Closing Reflection 

The movement of seeking has now been examined from multiple directions. It has been approached 
through the assumption of lack, the projection of attainment, and the process of becoming. Each 
of these has been seen not as separate mechanisms, but as different expressions of the same underlying 
structure. What appears as a wide range of pursuits is, at its core, a single movement driven by an 
unexamined assumption. That assumption is simple, yet deeply embedded. It is the sense that 
something is missing and must be found, that what is present is not sufficient, and that completion 
exists somewhere else, either in the future or outside oneself. From this assumption, the entire 
structure of seeking arises. It organizes thought, directs attention, and shapes experience. It creates 
continuity, not because it resolves anything, but because it perpetuates its own foundation. Through 
direct observation, it has been shown that this assumption does not hold when examined carefully. 
The sense of lack is not based on an actual absence, but on a projection created by thought. The 
idea of attainment is not directed toward something real, but toward an image constructed from 
memory and expectation. The process of becoming is not the transformation of a stable identity, but 
the continuation of a constructed center attempting to redefine itself. When these elements are seen 
clearly, the structure begins to lose its coherence. Not because it is rejected or opposed, but because 
it no longer has a valid basis. The movement of seeking depends entirely on the belief that there is 
something to gain, something to reach, something to become. When this belief is no longer supported, 
the movement cannot continue in the same way. 

It is essential to understand that the ending of seeking is not an event in time. It is not something 
that happens after effort, practice, or gradual progress. Any such idea would place the ending within 
the same structure it belongs to. Seeking cannot end through becoming better at seeking, nor through 
redirecting it toward a more refined goal. The ending occurs only when the entire movement is seen 
as it is, without distortion. 
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This clarity does not produce a new state to maintain. There is no final position, no permanent 
condition, no identity that emerges as a result. The idea of maintaining something would immediately 
reintroduce the structure of effort and control. What is described here is not something gained, but 
something that is no longer sustained. It is also important to see that the absence of seeking does not 
result in emptiness in the sense of deficiency. On the contrary, what was previously interpreted as 
emptiness was itself part of the structure that demanded fulfillment. Without that demand, the sense 
of emptiness loses its psychological weight. It is no longer something to escape or resolve. 
Experience continues as before. Thoughts arise. Emotions move. Sensations and perceptions remain 
active. What changes is not the content of experience, but the interpretation applied to it. There is 
no longer a center organizing experience around itself, no longer a constant movement toward 
something else. What remains is simply what is, without being measured against what should be. 
Another critical point is that the ending of seeking does not remove intelligence or responsiveness. 
Action continues where necessary, but it is no longer driven by the need to complete an identity. 
Decisions are not based on psychological deficiency, but on the direct requirements of the situation. 
This creates a different quality of action, one that is not burdened by internal conflict or projection. 

It must also be clear that this understanding cannot be turned into a conclusion or belief. The 
moment it becomes something to hold onto, it becomes part of the same structure that has been 
examined. The clarity described here is not conceptual. It is not something to remember or apply. It 
exists only in direct observation, in the immediate seeing of how seeking operates. Throughout this 
chapter, the emphasis has remained unchanged. There is no method to follow, no system to adopt, 
no authority to rely on. Everything rests on observation without interference, on seeing the 
movement of seeking as it happens, without trying to change or control it. From this, the structure 
reveals itself completely. When it is fully seen that there is nothing to attain and nothing to become, 
the movement of seeking no longer has a direction. Not because it is stopped, but because it is 
understood. This understanding is not intellectual. It is direct. It does not require reinforcement. It 
does not depend on repetition. What remains is not a result. It is not something added to experience. 
It is the absence of a movement that was based on misinterpretation. In that absence, there is no 
longer a division between what is and what should be. There is no longer a continuous effort to resolve 
an imagined problem. This is the end of seeking. Not as an achievement, but as the natural 
consequence of seeing clearly. Nothing has been gained. Nothing has been lost. What is false is no 
longer maintained. What remains is simply what has always been present, without distortion, 
without projection, and without the need to become anything else. 
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CHAPTER 19 

STABILITY WITHOUT IDENTITY 

The concept of stability is often associated with continuity, control, and the preservation of a defined 
sense of self. It is commonly assumed that in order to be stable, there must be something fixed, 
something that remains consistent over time, something that can be relied upon as a center. This 
assumption has shaped much of human thinking, where identity is treated as the foundation upon 
which stability depends. However, what has been revealed in the previous examination calls this 
assumption into question. It has been shown that what is taken as identity is not stable. It is 
constructed from memory, thought, roles, and experiences, all of which are subject to change. There 
is no element within this structure that remains constant or independent. Despite this, identity is often 
relied upon as a source of security and continuity. This creates a contradiction. What is inherently 
unstable is used as the basis for stability. From this contradiction arises tension, effort, and the 
constant attempt to maintain what cannot be maintained. This chapter begins by addressing a 
fundamental question. If identity is not stable, then what is meant by stability without identity. This 
is not a theoretical question or a concept to be accepted. It is something that must be approached 
through direct observation. It requires examining whether stability actually depends on having a 
defined and continuous sense of self, or whether that assumption is part of the confusion that has 
already been uncovered. It is important to clarify what is not being suggested. Stability without identity 
does not mean the absence of function, memory, or practical continuity. Daily life requires consistency 
in language, skills, and recognition. These operate within a functional context and are not in question 
here. The focus is on psychological identity, the sense of a center that must be maintained, 
protected, and defined. It is this center that has been shown to be constructed and unstable. 

When identity is taken as the basis for stability, there is a constant need for reinforcement. This 
appears as the need for validation, control, and continuity of experience. Any disruption to these 
elements is experienced as instability. This leads to effort, resistance, and the ongoing attempt to secure 
what cannot remain fixed. In this way, the pursuit of stability through identity actually generates 
instability. The possibility explored in this chapter is different. It does not involve creating a new 
form of identity or replacing one structure with another. It examines what remains when the 
assumption that identity is necessary for stability is no longer held. This is not an abstract idea. It is 
something that can be observed when the movement of identification is seen clearly and is no longer 
automatically sustained. Another important aspect is that stability, as commonly understood, is often 
linked to time. It is seen as something that must endure, something that continues without 
interruption. However, this notion depends on the same structure of continuity that identity relies on. 
If identity itself is not stable, then the idea of stability as something maintained over time becomes 
questionable. This chapter does not attempt to define a new form of stability or describe a state to 
achieve. Any such definition would become another concept, another point of reference for thought 
to pursue. Instead, the approach remains consistent. It is based on direct observation, without 
introducing belief or conclusion. The question is not what stability should be, but whether the current 
understanding of it is accurate. 

It will be examined whether stability exists independently of identity, not as something created, but as 
something that does not depend on what is changing. This requires looking closely at how instability 
is produced, how it is linked to identification, and whether that link is necessary. As this chapter 
unfolds, it will move step by step through the relationship between identity and stability. It will 
examine dependence on change, the need for psychological continuity, and the assumption of a 
constructed center. Each of these will be approached directly, without interpretation or theoretical 
framing. 
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What is required here is the same precision as before. Attention without resistance. Observation 
without conclusion. The aim is not to reach an answer, but to see clearly whether stability truly requires 
identity, or whether that requirement is part of the misidentification that has been maintained 
throughout. 

Section 19.1: No Dependence on Change 

The idea that stability depends on change is rarely questioned. It is often assumed that in order to 
remain stable, one must continuously adjust, improve, or maintain certain conditions. This creates a 
structure where stability is seen as the result of managing change effectively. However, when 
examined carefully, this assumption reveals a contradiction. If stability depends on what is constantly 
changing, then it cannot be truly stable. It becomes conditional, always subject to variation and 
uncertainty. What is commonly called stability is often a temporary arrangement of favorable 
conditions. When circumstances align with expectation, there is a sense of balance or control. When 
they shift, that sense is disrupted. This shows that what is being relied upon is not stability itself, but 
a particular configuration of change. The dependence remains, and with it, the possibility of 
instability. This dependence is closely tied to identification. When identity is built from elements that 
change, such as roles, relationships, or internal states, stability becomes dependent on the continuity 
of those elements. If they remain as expected, there is a sense of security. If they change, there is 
disturbance. This creates a continuous need to preserve, adjust, or defend what has been identified 
as self. However, it has already been shown that these elements are inherently unstable. They arise, 
shift, and disappear. To rely on them for stability is to rely on what cannot remain constant. This 
produces an ongoing tension, where stability must be constantly maintained through effort. The 
more dependence there is on change, the greater the need for control, and the greater the potential 
for disruption. 

The question, then, is whether stability must depend on change at all. This is not a theoretical question, 
but one that can be approached through direct observation. When experience is observed without 
interpretation, it becomes clear that everything that appears as an object of observation is in 
movement. Thoughts change, emotions fluctuate, sensations shift, and external conditions vary. If 
stability is sought within these, it will always be temporary. To see this clearly is not to reject change 
or attempt to stop it. Change is a natural aspect of experience. The issue is not change itself, but the 
dependence on it for psychological stability. When this dependence is present, every change 
becomes significant. It is measured in terms of gain or loss, improvement or decline, security or threat. 
This measurement reinforces the sense that stability must be maintained through continuous 
adjustment. When the assumption of dependence is examined, it begins to lose its validity. If no 
stable identity can be found within what changes, then there is no basis for tying stability to those 
changes. This does not create a new form of stability. It reveals that what was previously called stability 
was actually a temporary alignment of unstable elements. Without dependence on change, stability 
is no longer something that needs to be achieved or maintained. It is not the result of controlling 
conditions or ensuring continuity. It is not affected by the rise and fall of thoughts, emotions, or 
external events. This does not mean that experience becomes static. It means that stability is no longer 
defined in relation to what is unstable. 

Another important aspect is that the need to manage change often comes from the assumption of a 
center that must remain consistent. This center is taken to be the one who experiences change and 
must respond to it in order to remain stable. However, as previously examined, this center cannot be 
found as a fixed or independent entity. It is part of the same field of change it attempts to control. 
When this is seen clearly, the relationship to change shifts. There is no longer a center that depends 
on change for its stability, and therefore no longer a need to control or manage it in a psychological 
sense.  
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Change continues, but it is no longer interpreted as something that must be stabilized or resisted. 
This does not eliminate practical responses to changing conditions. Functional adjustments still occur 
where necessary. However, these are not driven by the need to maintain a psychological sense of 
stability. They are situational responses, not expressions of dependence. To say there is no 
dependence on change is not to make a claim, but to describe what becomes evident when the 
structure of identification is no longer assumed. Stability is not found within change, and it is not 
created through it. When this is seen directly, the need to rely on change for stability comes to an end. 
What remains is not a new state or a defined condition. It is simply the absence of dependence. Change 
continues as it always has, but it no longer determines the sense of stability. The connection between 
the two is seen to be constructed, and when that construction is no longer maintained, stability is no 
longer tied to what is constantly shifting. 

Section 19.2: No Need for Psychological Continuity 

The sense of psychological continuity is deeply embedded in the structure of identity. It is the 
feeling that there is a consistent “self” that extends through time, linking past, present, and future into 
a single narrative. This continuity is built through memory, reinforced through thought, and 
maintained through constant reference to what has been and what is expected to be. It creates the 
impression of stability, as if there is something that remains the same despite the ongoing movement 
of experience. However, when examined directly, this continuity is not found as an actual, unbroken 
entity. What can be observed are memories, thoughts about the past, and projections into the future. 
These appear in the present as mental activity. They are not the past itself, nor are they the future. 
They are representations, constructed and recalled within the present moment. The sense of continuity 
is therefore not inherent. It is constructed through thought connecting these representations. 
This construction serves a functional role in practical matters. It allows for recognition, learning, and 
communication. Without memory, there would be no ability to function in a consistent way within 
daily life. However, the issue addressed here is not functional continuity, but psychological 
continuity, where the sense of self is tied to an ongoing narrative that must be preserved. When 
identity is built on this narrative, there is a continuous need to maintain consistency. The past must 
align with the present, and the present must lead toward an expected future. Any disruption to this 
continuity is experienced as instability or threat. This leads to effort, where thought constantly 
organizes experience to fit within a coherent story of “me.” In this way, continuity is not simply 
present, it is actively sustained. 

This sustaining process creates a form of dependence. Stability becomes linked to the ability to 
maintain the narrative. If the narrative is challenged, contradicted, or disrupted, there is a sense of 
confusion or insecurity. This shows that what is called stability is actually dependent on the continuity 
of a constructed identity. When this structure is observed without assumption, it becomes clear that 
continuity is not something that exists independently. It is created through the linking activity of 
thought. Thought selects, organizes, and connects experiences into a sequence, forming the 
impression of a continuous self. Without this activity, there is no direct evidence of a stable entity 
moving through time. The question then arises whether psychological continuity is necessary at all. 
This does not refer to the loss of memory or functional ability, but to the need to maintain a 
continuous sense of self as a basis for stability. When this need is examined, it becomes unclear why 
such continuity must be preserved. It appears necessary only because it has been assumed to be 
essential. This assumption is rarely questioned because continuity provides a sense of familiarity and 
control. It creates a framework within which experience can be interpreted and managed. However, 
this framework also imposes limitations. It filters perception through past experience and conditions 
response based on expectation. In doing so, it maintains the structure of identification and 
separation that has already been examined. 
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When the need for psychological continuity is seen clearly, it begins to lose its compelling force. Not 
because it is rejected, but because it is understood. The narrative of self may still arise, but it is no 
longer taken as something that must be maintained or protected. It is seen as a process, not as a fixed 
reality. Without the need for continuity, experience is no longer organized around maintaining a 
consistent identity. There is no requirement for the present to match the past or to lead toward a 
defined future. This does not result in disorder or confusion. On the contrary, it removes the distortion 
created by forcing experience into a predefined structure. It is important to see that the absence of 
psychological continuity does not mean fragmentation. Fragmentation occurs when there is an attempt 
to maintain continuity and that attempt fails or conflicts with changing conditions. When there is no 
need for continuity, there is no conflict in change. Each moment of experience stands without needing 
to be linked into a narrative. 

This does not eliminate practical continuity. Memory continues to function where necessary. Skills 
remain. Recognition operates as before. The difference is that these are no longer used to construct 
or sustain a psychological identity. They are functional tools, not the basis of what you are. To see 
that there is no need for psychological continuity is not to adopt a belief, but to observe the structure 
directly. When it becomes clear that continuity is constructed and not inherent, the effort to maintain 
it comes to an end. What remains is not a new form of identity, but the absence of the need to define 
experience through a continuous self. In that absence, stability is no longer tied to maintaining a 
narrative across time. It is not dependent on what has been or what will be. The present is no longer 
shaped by the demand for continuity. It is simply what it is, without being organized around the idea 
of a self that must persist. 

Section 19.3: Living Without Constructed Center 

The idea of a constructed center has been present throughout the entire examination. It refers to the 
sense that there is a fixed point within experience that acts as the owner, controller, and observer 
of all that occurs. This center is commonly referred to as the self, the “I,” or identity. It is assumed to 
be the one who thinks, feels, decides, and acts. However, when examined directly, this center does 
not appear as an independent or stable entity. It is formed through thought, memory, and 
identification, and maintained through continuous reinforcement. Living without a constructed 
center does not mean the absence of functioning or awareness. It means the absence of the 
assumption that there is a central entity organizing and controlling experience. This distinction is 
essential. The body continues to function. Thought continues to operate. Decisions are made. Actions 
occur. What is absent is the interpretation that these processes belong to or are directed by a separate 
internal controller. The constructed center is not a single, fixed thing. It is a process. It is created 
whenever thought refers to itself as “I,” whenever experience is claimed as “mine,” and whenever 
there is an attempt to define or protect an identity. This process is continuous because it is rarely seen. 
It operates automatically, giving the impression of a stable center where none can be found. 

When this process is observed carefully, it becomes clear that the center is not separate from what it 
observes. Thoughts about the self are still thoughts. Feelings of ownership are still sensations and 
interpretations. The sense of being a center is itself part of the field of experience, not outside of 
it. This reveals that the division between a center and what it experiences is not inherent. It is 
constructed through misidentification. Living without this constructed center does not require effort 
or control. Any attempt to remove or eliminate the center through effort would only reinforce it, 
because it assumes there is an entity that can act upon itself. Instead, the change occurs through clear 
observation. When it is seen directly that the center is constructed and not inherent, the process of 
identification is no longer sustained in the same way. 
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Without a constructed center, experience is no longer organized around a point that must be 
maintained or defended. There is no longer a constant reference to “me” as the basis of interpretation. 
This removes a significant source of psychological conflict, because conflict often arises from the 
need to protect or enhance the center. Without that need, the basis for conflict is no longer present 
in the same way. It is important to understand that this does not result in passivity or lack of response. 
Action continues, but it is not driven by the need to assert or preserve an identity. Decisions are made 
based on the requirements of the situation, not based on how they affect a constructed self-image. 
This creates a form of action that is direct and unburdened by internal division. Another aspect of 
the constructed center is its role in creating separation. It divides experience into subject and object, 
self and other, observer and observed. This division is the basis for many forms of misunderstanding 
and conflict. When the center is no longer assumed, this division begins to lose its apparent solidity. 
Experience is no longer filtered through a point of separation, but seen as a single, undivided 
process. The absence of a constructed center also changes the relationship to thought. Thoughts 
continue to arise, but they are no longer taken as expressions of a central identity. They are seen as 
events within experience, not as defining elements of what you are. This reduces the tendency to 
become identified with mental activity, allowing thought to function where needed without 
becoming a source of confusion. 

It is also necessary to see that the idea of living without a center can easily be turned into another 
concept or ideal. If it becomes something to achieve, it reintroduces the structure of seeking and 
becoming. Therefore, it must be approached through observation, not intention. It is not something 
to reach, but something that becomes evident when the constructed nature of the center is clearly 
seen. Without a center, there is no need for psychological control in the way it is usually understood. 
Control is often an attempt by the center to manage thoughts, emotions, or actions in order to 
maintain stability. When there is no center to maintain, this form of control becomes unnecessary. 
What remains is natural regulation, where responses occur based on the actual conditions of the 
moment, not on the demands of an identity. Living without a constructed center is not a state to 
describe or define. It is the absence of a false assumption. Nothing new is added. Nothing needs to 
be maintained. The processes of life continue, but without being organized around a fictional point 
of reference. What remains is experience as it is, without being claimed, controlled, or divided by a 
center. This is not a conclusion to hold, but a fact to observe. When the constructed nature of the 
center is no longer overlooked, the need to live from it comes to an end. In that absence, there is no 
central entity directing life, yet life continues with clarity, without the distortion created by 
identification with what is not actually there. 

Closing Reflection 

The examination of stability without identity brings the inquiry to a critical point of clarity. What 
has been traditionally assumed, that stability requires a fixed center, a continuous identity, and control 
over changing conditions, has been carefully questioned and observed. Through this observation, it 
has become evident that what is relied upon for stability is itself unstable, constructed, and 
dependent on constant reinforcement. The sense of identity, built from memory, thought, and 
experience, does not provide a stable foundation. It shifts, adapts, and redefines itself continuously. 
Yet, despite this instability, it is treated as something that must be preserved. This creates a 
contradiction at the core of human experience. Stability is sought through what cannot remain stable. 
From this contradiction arises effort, tension, and psychological conflict. Throughout this chapter, 
three key assumptions have been examined in detail. The first is the dependence on change as a basis 
for stability. It has been shown that when stability is tied to changing conditions, it becomes 
conditional and unreliable. The second is the need for psychological continuity, where identity is 
maintained through a narrative extending across time. This continuity has been seen to be constructed 
through thought, not inherent in experience.  
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The third is the existence of a constructed center, assumed to be the controller and owner of 
experience, which upon observation cannot be found as an independent entity. These three elements 
form the structure through which stability is usually understood. When they are taken as necessary, 
stability becomes something that must be achieved, maintained, and protected. It becomes an ongoing 
task, requiring vigilance and effort. However, when these elements are examined without assumption, 
their validity begins to dissolve. It is important to recognize that nothing new has been introduced 
in this process. No alternative system has been offered. No new identity has been proposed to replace 
the old. Instead, what has occurred is the removal of what was incorrectly assumed to be 
necessary. Stability has not been redefined. It has been uncovered by seeing what it is not dependent 
on. The ending of dependence on change reveals that stability is not tied to what fluctuates. Change 
continues, as it must, but it no longer determines the sense of stability. The ending of the need for 
psychological continuity reveals that stability is not based on maintaining a narrative across time. The 
past does not need to be carried forward to sustain what is present. The ending of the constructed 
center reveals that stability does not require a fixed point of control or ownership within experience. 

These are not separate realizations. They are different aspects of the same fundamental clarity. When 
the assumptions that link stability to identity are no longer maintained, the structure that depended on 
them cannot continue in the same way. What remains is not created through effort. It is simply no 
longer obscured by misidentification. It must be emphasized that this is not an achievement. There 
is no progression toward a final state. The idea of achieving stability would immediately reintroduce 
the structure of becoming, which has already been shown to be based on assumption. Stability, as it 
is revealed here, is not something gained. It is the absence of dependence on what is unstable. 
This absence does not result in emptiness in the sense of deficiency. It does not remove function, 
responsiveness, or intelligence. On the contrary, it allows these to operate without distortion. When 
there is no center to maintain, no identity to protect, and no narrative to sustain, action is no longer 
burdened by psychological conflict. It becomes direct, appropriate, and unfragmented. Another 
important aspect is that stability without identity does not lead to isolation or disconnection. The sense 
of separation, created by the constructed center, begins to dissolve. Without this division, relationship 
is no longer based on the interaction between fixed identities. It is no longer shaped by comparison, 
defense, or projection. What remains is a form of connection that is not mediated by 
identification. This does not need to be described in abstract or idealized terms. It can be observed 
in the absence of the usual patterns of conflict, attachment, and division. When these patterns are not 
sustained, what remains is not something new, but something that was always present beneath the 
layers of interpretation and identification. 

It is also necessary to see that this clarity cannot be held onto or preserved. The moment it becomes 
something to maintain, it becomes part of the same structure that has been examined. There is no 
continuity to protect, no state to repeat, no conclusion to defend. Stability without identity does not 
exist as an object in time. It is not something that can be remembered or stored. What remains is 
only present in direct observation, in the immediate seeing of what is and what is not. This requires 
no effort, but it does require the absence of interference from assumption and conclusion. It is not a 
practice. It is not a discipline. It is the natural clarity that is present when misidentification is not 
active. As this chapter concludes, the central point is simple but exact. Stability does not come from 
identity. It does not depend on continuity, control, or change. These have been assumed to be 
necessary, but upon examination, they are seen as part of the structure of confusion. When that 
structure is no longer maintained, stability is not achieved. It is not created. It is simply no longer 
obscured. What remains is not defined, not constructed, and not dependent. It is present without 
needing to be sustained. Nothing has been added. Nothing has been removed except what was never 
necessary. What remains is clarity without center, stability without identity, and experience 
without distortion. 
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CHAPTER 20 

FEAR DISSOLVES 

Fear has been examined earlier as a central force that maintains the structure of identity and sustains 
the movement of seeking, attachment, and control. It has been shown that fear is not an isolated 
reaction, but a response directly connected to what is assumed to be the self. When something is 
identified as “me” or “mine,” any threat to it is experienced as a threat to the self, and fear arises 
accordingly. This chapter approaches fear from a different angle. Instead of examining how fear 
operates within the structure of identity, it examines what happens when that structure is no longer 
assumed or maintained. If fear depends on the need to protect a defined self, then a fundamental 
question arises. What happens to fear when there is no fixed identity to defend. It is important to 
be precise. The phrase “fear dissolves” does not imply that all forms of fear disappear completely or 
that the body no longer responds to danger. There is a clear distinction between practical fear, which 
is a natural response to immediate physical threat, and psychological fear, which is based on thought, 
time, and identification. The focus here is entirely on psychological fear, as it relates to the structure 
that has been examined throughout the work. Psychological fear is sustained through projection. 
Thought moves into the future, imagining loss, uncertainty, or nonexistence, and reacts to these 
projections as if they were real. This creates a continuous background of concern, anticipation, and 
resistance. The mind attempts to secure itself against what might happen, even when no actual threat 
is present. This movement is closely tied to the need for continuity and control. As long as there is 
an assumed identity that must continue, fear has a basis. There is something to lose, something to 
protect, something to preserve. This creates a constant vulnerability, because everything that identity 
is built upon is subject to change. Relationships can shift, roles can end, the body can weaken, and 
circumstances can alter without control. Fear arises not simply because change occurs, but because 
what changes is taken to be what you are. 

This chapter does not attempt to provide a method for eliminating fear. Any method would operate 
within the same structure of becoming, where fear is treated as a problem to be solved over time. That 
approach reinforces the very process that sustains fear. Instead, the approach remains consistent with 
everything that has come before. Fear is to be observed directly, without avoidance, suppression, or 
interpretation. The central question is not how to get rid of fear, but whether its foundation is valid. 
If fear is based on the assumption of a fixed identity that must be protected, and if that identity cannot 
be found through direct observation, then the basis for fear must be reconsidered. This does not lead 
to a conclusion to adopt, but to a deeper level of examination. Another important aspect is that fear 
often appears as something immediate and undeniable. It feels real, urgent, and compelling. Because 
of this, it is rarely questioned at its root. It is managed, avoided, or rationalized, but not fully 
understood. This chapter looks at fear not as something to react to, but as something to see clearly 
as it operates. 

As this examination unfolds, it will move through specific forms of fear, including the fear of loss, 
the fear of death, and the fear of emptiness. Each of these will be approached not as separate issues, 
but as different expressions of the same underlying structure. The focus will remain on how fear is 
linked to identification, and what occurs when that link is no longer assumed to be real. It is also 
necessary to understand that the dissolution of fear is not an achievement or a state to reach. It is not 
something that can be practiced or gradually acquired. It is the natural outcome of seeing clearly, 
when the assumptions that sustain fear are no longer maintained. What is required here is the same 
precision as before. Attention without resistance, observation without conclusion, and a willingness 
to look directly at what is occurring without turning away. Fear is not to be controlled or escaped. It 
is to be understood completely. This chapter begins from that point. Not from the intention to 
overcome fear, but from the clarity that allows its structure and foundation to be fully seen. 



pg. 145 
 

 

Section 20.1: No One to Lose 

Fear of loss is one of the most persistent forms of psychological fear. It appears in many ways, 
including the fear of losing relationships, status, security, control, or even life itself. At the surface, 
these fears seem to be about external conditions. However, when examined more closely, it becomes 
clear that what is actually being protected is not the object itself, but the sense of self that is 
connected to it. Loss becomes psychologically significant only when something is identified as 
“mine” or as part of “me.” Without this identification, change or absence may still be noticed, but it 
does not produce the same level of internal disturbance. The intensity of fear is directly related to 
the degree of identification. The more something is taken to define or support the self, the greater the 
fear of losing it. This reveals an important point. Fear of loss is not fundamentally about the object 
that may be lost. It is about the assumed self that believes it will be diminished or threatened by 
that loss. The object serves as a support for identity, and its potential disappearance is interpreted as 
a weakening or disruption of that identity. However, as has been examined throughout this work, the 
self that is being protected cannot be found as a fixed or independent entity. It is constructed 
through thought, built from memory, roles, and associations. If this is the case, then the one who is 
assumed to lose something is itself part of a constructed process, not a stable reality. This leads to a 
direct and critical question. If the self that is afraid of losing does not exist as an independent entity, 
then who is there to lose anything. This is not a philosophical question or an idea to consider 
abstractly. It must be approached through direct observation. When fear of loss arises, what is actually 
present can be examined. There may be thoughts about losing, images of the future, emotional 
reactions, and physical sensations. All of these can be observed. But can an actual entity that owns or 
loses be found within this experience. 

What is typically found is a collection of thoughts and feelings labeled as “I” or “me”, but no 
separate center that exists independently of them. The sense of a self appears as part of the experience, 
not as something outside of it. This suggests that the one who fears loss is not a distinct entity, but a 
construct within the same field of observation. When this is seen clearly, the structure of fear 
begins to shift. Fear depends on the belief that there is someone who can lose something essential. 
Without that belief, the basis of fear is no longer the same. This does not mean that external changes 
stop or that practical concerns disappear. Loss, in a factual sense, can still occur. Relationships can 
end. Objects can be gone. The body itself will eventually cease to function. These are real changes 
within experience. The difference lies in how these changes are interpreted. Without identification, 
loss is no longer seen as a threat to a central self, because no such self is found. The emotional 
intensity that comes from defending or preserving identity is no longer sustained in the same way. 
What remains may be natural responses such as sadness or adjustment, but not the deep psychological 
fear rooted in the idea of self-loss. It is important to understand that this is not a process of 
detachment or suppression. It is not about convincing oneself that nothing matters or that loss should 
not be felt. Any such attempt would be another form of control, reinforcing the idea of a self that 
must manage its reactions. Instead, it is about seeing clearly whether there is actually someone who 
owns and loses, or whether that assumption has been taken for granted without direct verification. 

Another aspect of fear of loss is its connection to time. Thought projects into the future and imagines 
scenarios of loss, creating fear in the present. These projections are not actual events, but they are 
treated as if they were real. This strengthens the sense that there is something to protect over time. 
However, when observed, these projections are simply thoughts occurring now, not realities that 
exist independently. When the movement of projection is seen for what it is, the sense of impending 
loss loses its psychological solidity. It is no longer experienced as an inevitable threat, but as a mental 
construction. This does not eliminate practical awareness of change, but it removes the layer of fear 
that comes from identifying with what is imagined. 
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To see that there is no one to lose is not to adopt a belief, but to recognize a fact through observation. 
When the assumed center is not found, the entire structure of fear of loss is undermined at its root. 
What remains is change without the added interpretation of personal threat. In this clarity, fear does 
not need to be removed or controlled. It simply loses its foundation. Without a self to defend, the 
idea of loss changes completely. What was once experienced as a threat to existence is seen as a 
movement within experience, not something that defines or diminishes what you are. 

Section 20.2: No Identity to Defend 

The need to defend identity is one of the primary sources of psychological conflict. It operates 
continuously, often without being noticed. Identity, once constructed through memory, belief, roles, 
and experience, becomes something that must be maintained, reinforced, and protected. Any 
challenge to it is perceived as a threat, and this threat gives rise to fear, resistance, and reaction. 
Defense takes many forms. It can appear as argument, justification, denial, comparison, or withdrawal. 
In each case, the underlying movement is the same. There is an assumption that something essential 
is at risk and must be protected or preserved. This assumption is rarely questioned because identity 
is taken to be real, stable, and necessary. However, as examined throughout this work, identity does 
not exist as a fixed entity. It is a constructed process, formed through thought and sustained through 
continuous reference. It changes depending on context, memory, and interpretation. Despite this, it 
is treated as something solid. This creates a contradiction. What is fluid and constructed is defended 
as if it were permanent and real. When identity is challenged, the response is immediate. There may 
be discomfort, tension, or emotional reaction. Thought moves quickly to restore balance, to reassert 
the image of self, or to reject what threatens it. This movement reinforces the idea that identity must 
be protected at all costs. The more strongly identity is held, the stronger the reaction when it is 
questioned. This reveals a key point. The intensity of defense is directly related to the degree of 
identification. The more something is taken to define “who I am,” the more energy is invested in 
defending it. This includes beliefs, opinions, personal history, social roles, and even internal states. All 
of these become part of the structure that is constantly being maintained and secured. 

But when this structure is examined directly, the same question arises again. Is there an actual entity 
behind this identity that needs protection, or is the sense of self itself part of the constructed activity 
of thought. If identity is not a fixed reality, then what exactly is being defended. Observation shows 
that what is defended are ideas, images, and interpretations. These are mental constructs, not 
independent entities. The reaction to defend them gives the impression that something real is under 
threat, but upon closer examination, it is the image of self that is being maintained, not an actual, 
stable self. When this is seen clearly, the necessity of defense begins to dissolve. Not because defense 
is suppressed, but because its foundation is no longer valid. If there is no fixed identity, then there 
is nothing that requires protection in the psychological sense. This does not lead to vulnerability in a 
negative way. It removes the constant need to resist, justify, and secure an image. Without the need to 
defend identity, a significant source of conflict disappears. Much of human conflict arises from the 
interaction of defended identities, where each attempts to assert itself against others. This occurs not 
only externally, but also internally, where conflicting aspects of identity create tension and division. 
When identity is no longer assumed as something that must be maintained, this structure of conflict 
is no longer sustained. It is important to understand that this does not eliminate functional distinctions. 
In practical matters, differences in perspective, knowledge, and role still exist. Communication and 
action still require clarity and precision. However, these do not need to be tied to a defended sense 
of self. They can operate without becoming sources of psychological resistance. Another aspect of 
identity defense is its connection to continuity. Identity must be consistent over time in order to be 
maintained. This creates pressure to align present experience with past definitions and future 
expectations. Any deviation is resisted or corrected. Without the need to defend identity, this pressure 
is no longer present. Experience does not need to conform to a predefined image of self. 
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This allows for a different quality of response. Instead of reacting from a position of defense, there is 
the possibility of direct perception and action. Situations are approached as they are, not as they 
relate to maintaining an identity. This removes distortion and allows for clarity that is not influenced 
by the need to protect a self-image. It must also be seen that the idea of having no identity to defend 
can easily be turned into another identity, something to adopt or claim. This would reintroduce the 
same structure in a different form. Therefore, this is not a position to hold or a belief to adopt. It is 
something that becomes evident when the nature of identity is observed without assumption. When 
identity is no longer taken as something real and fixed, the entire movement of defense loses its 
purpose and momentum. There is no longer a center that must be secured, no image that must be 
upheld, no position that must be maintained. What remains is not passivity or indifference, but the 
absence of unnecessary resistance. Action continues, communication continues, but without the 
burden of defending something that does not exist as a stable entity. In this absence, fear related to 
identity also begins to dissolve. Without something to defend, there is nothing to threaten in the 
psychological sense. The structure that sustained fear is no longer active in the same way. To see that 
there is no identity to defend is not a conclusion, but a direct recognition. When this is clear, defense 
is no longer required, and with it, a major source of conflict and fear comes to an end. 

Section 20.3: Death Seen Differently 

The fear of death is often considered the most fundamental form of fear. It appears as the ultimate 
loss, the complete ending of what is taken to be the self. This fear influences thought, behavior, and 
belief at both conscious and unconscious levels. It shapes how life is approached, how meaning is 
constructed, and how security is pursued. However, like all forms of psychological fear, it is necessary 
to examine what this fear is actually based on. Death, as a physical event, refers to the ending of the 
body’s biological functions. This is a factual process, not open to interpretation. The body is born, it 
changes, and eventually it ceases to function. This is observable and not in question. What creates fear 
is not the fact of physical death itself, but the interpretation of what death means for the self. If 
the self is assumed to be the body, then death appears as the end of existence. If the self is assumed 
to be a continuous psychological identity, then death appears as the interruption or destruction of that 
continuity. In both cases, fear arises because something is believed to be lost completely and 
irreversibly. However, throughout this work, it has been shown that the self, as commonly 
understood, cannot be found as a fixed or independent entity. It is constructed through thought, 
memory, and identification. It exists as a process, not as a stable reality. If this is the case, then the 
question of death must be reconsidered. What exactly is it that is feared to end. 

When this is observed directly, it becomes clear that what is feared is not the actual event of death, 
which has not yet occurred, but the idea of death projected by thought. Thought imagines a future 
in which the self no longer exists, and reacts to that projection in the present. This reaction creates 
fear. The fear is therefore not based on direct experience, but on a mental construction about the 
future. This projection depends entirely on the assumption that there is a continuous self that can 
either continue or end. Without that assumption, the basis for fear changes. If no fixed identity can 
be found now, then the idea of that identity ending in the future becomes uncertain and 
questionable. It is important to see that this does not provide an answer about what happens after 
death. This work does not introduce beliefs about continuation, reincarnation, or any form of 
existence beyond physical life. Such beliefs are attempts by thought to create psychological security 
in the face of the unknown. They do not resolve fear. They temporarily cover it. The focus here is not 
on what happens after death, but on how death is interpreted in the present. Fear arises because 
thought tries to extend the self into the future and then imagines its absence. This movement creates 
a contradiction. It assumes continuity in order to fear its ending. 
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When this process is observed clearly, the nature of fear begins to change. The fear of death is seen 
as part of the same structure as the fear of loss. It is based on identification with what is changing 
and cannot be maintained. The body changes and will end. Psychological identity changes 
continuously and cannot be fixed. To identify with these and expect permanence is to create the 
conditions for fear. Another important aspect is the relationship between death and time. Fear of 
death is always related to the future. It is about what will happen, not what is happening now. In the 
present moment, death is not being experienced. What is present are thoughts about death, images, 
and reactions. These can be observed directly. When seen as they are, they are recognized as current 
mental activity, not actual events. This does not eliminate the fact of death, but it changes the 
relationship to it. Death is no longer approached through projection and fear, but understood as part 
of the natural movement of life. It is not personalized as something that happens to a fixed self, 
because such a self cannot be found. It is also necessary to see that fear of death is often linked to the 
fear of nonexistence. However, nonexistence cannot be experienced or observed. Any attempt to 
imagine it turns it into something that exists as a thought. This reveals that fear is not about 
nonexistence itself, but about the inability of thought to comprehend the absence of itself. 

When this is seen, the limits of thought become clear. Thought can project, imagine, and interpret, 
but it cannot directly experience its own absence. Fear arises when thought attempts to do so and fails. 
Recognizing this limitation removes the assumption that thought can fully understand or control what 
lies beyond its scope. To see death differently is not to adopt a comforting belief or to deny the reality 
of physical ending. It is to understand that the fear surrounding death is rooted in misidentification 
and projection. When these are no longer sustained, the psychological weight of death changes. What 
remains is the fact of life as it is occurring, without being overshadowed by imagined endings. Death 
is no longer a constant background threat to a constructed identity. It is seen as part of the same 
process that includes birth and change, not as a personal annihilation of something fixed. In this 
clarity, fear does not need to be overcome. It loses its foundation. Without a self that must continue, 
the idea of its ending no longer holds the same meaning. Death is no longer interpreted through the 
lens of identity, and in that absence, it is seen differently, without distortion, without projection, 
and without the psychological fear that once defined it. 

Closing Reflection 

The examination of fear in this chapter has moved through its most fundamental forms, including the 
fear of loss, the need to defend identity, and the fear of death. Each of these has been approached 
not as separate issues, but as interconnected expressions of a single underlying structure. That 
structure is the assumption of a fixed, continuous self that must be protected, maintained, and 
preserved over time. What has become evident is that fear is not an independent force that arises 
without cause. It is directly tied to identification. When something is taken to be “me” or “mine,” it 
becomes something that can be threatened. From this perceived threat, fear emerges. Without 
identification, the same conditions may exist, but they do not carry the same psychological weight. 
The fear of loss, when examined closely, is not truly about objects, relationships, or circumstances. It 
is about the assumed self that is believed to depend on them. When this self is questioned and cannot 
be found as an independent entity, the basis for fear begins to weaken. Loss, in a factual sense, may 
still occur, but it is no longer interpreted as a threat to existence itself. The need to defend identity 
follows the same pattern. Identity, constructed through thought, memory, and association, is 
treated as something real and stable. When it is challenged, there is a reaction to protect it. This 
reaction sustains conflict, both internally and externally. However, when identity is seen as a 
constructed process rather than a fixed reality, the need for defense loses its foundation. There is 
nothing solid to protect in the psychological sense, and therefore no necessity for continuous 
resistance. 
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The fear of death, often considered the deepest fear, also reveals the same structure when examined 
directly. It is not the actual event of death that creates fear, but the projection of thought into a 
future where the self is imagined to end. This projection depends on the assumption that there is a 
continuous identity that can either persist or cease. When this assumption is no longer taken for 
granted, the fear of death changes fundamentally. It is no longer experienced as the annihilation of 
a fixed self, because such a self cannot be found. Across all these forms, a consistent pattern emerges. 
Fear is sustained by misidentification. It depends on taking what is changing to be stable, what is 
constructed to be inherent, and what is observed to be the observer. When these assumptions remain 
unexamined, fear appears unavoidable and deeply rooted. It seems to be an essential part of being 
human. However, when these assumptions are observed directly, without interpretation or avoidance, 
their validity comes into question. It becomes clear that the structure supporting fear is not as solid 
as it appears. This does not require belief or acceptance. It is something that can be seen in immediate 
experience when attention is not directed away from what is actually occurring. It is essential to 
understand that the dissolution of fear is not the result of effort, control, or practice. Any attempt 
to eliminate fear through effort reinforces the idea that there is a self that must act upon itself to 
achieve a desired state. This maintains the same structure that gives rise to fear. The approach here 
has been entirely different. It has been based on direct observation, where fear is seen as it arises, 
without interference. 

In this observation, the components of fear become visible. There are thoughts projecting into the 
future, images of loss or ending, emotional reactions, and physical sensations. All of these can be 
clearly seen. What is not found is a separate entity that owns or experiences fear independently. 
The sense of “I am afraid” is revealed to be part of the same movement, not something outside of it. 
When this is seen clearly, the relationship to fear changes. Fear is no longer something that must be 
resisted or controlled. It is understood as a process, arising from specific conditions and assumptions. 
When those assumptions are no longer sustained, the process itself begins to lose its continuity and 
intensity. This does not mean that all reactions disappear instantly or that the body no longer 
responds to danger. Practical responses remain necessary and functional. The distinction is that 
psychological fear, rooted in thought and identification, no longer operates in the same way. It no 
longer has a stable foundation from which to arise repeatedly. 

Another important aspect is that the dissolution of fear does not lead to indifference or lack of 
sensitivity. On the contrary, when fear is not distorting perception, there is a greater capacity for clear 
response and intelligent action. Situations are approached as they are, without being filtered 
through projection, defense, or avoidance. It is also necessary to see that this clarity cannot be turned 
into a method or a conclusion. The moment it becomes something to maintain or achieve, it 
reintroduces the same structure of seeking and becoming. Fear cannot be permanently removed as 
a goal. It can only be understood in the moment it arises. That understanding is not accumulated. It 
is immediate and direct. As this chapter concludes, the central point remains precise. Fear is not an 
unavoidable condition imposed from outside. It is sustained by the way experience is interpreted and 
identified with. When this interpretation is no longer based on unexamined assumptions, fear begins 
to dissolve naturally. 

Nothing new is created in this process. There is no replacement for fear, no alternative state to hold 
onto. What occurs is the ending of what is not necessary. The structure that supported fear is no 
longer active in the same way, and therefore fear does not continue as it once did. What remains is 
not defined by the absence of fear as an achievement, but by the presence of clarity without 
distortion. Life continues, change continues, and action continues, but without the constant 
background of psychological threat that comes from identifying with what cannot be maintained. In 
this, fear is not overcome. It is understood. And in that understanding, its foundation is no longer 
present, and without that foundation, it cannot persist as it once did. 
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CHAPTER 21 

RELATIONSHIP WITHOUT ATTACHMENT 

Relationship is a central aspect of human life. It includes not only connections with other people, but 
also the relationship to ideas, objects, roles, and experiences. Through relationship, meaning is 
often constructed, identity is reinforced, and a sense of continuity is maintained. However, relationship 
is rarely examined independently of attachment, and the two are often assumed to be inseparable. 
Attachment is generally understood as a form of connection that provides security, stability, and 
emotional significance. It is seen as necessary for care, commitment, and continuity in relationships. 
Without attachment, it is often assumed that relationship would become distant, indifferent, or lacking 
in depth. This assumption has shaped how relationships are formed and maintained, where attachment 
is not only accepted, but often encouraged and valued. However, when examined closely, 
attachment reveals a different structure. It is not simply connection. It is connection combined with 
identification and dependence. Something or someone is not only related to, but is taken to be part 
of the self or necessary for the self’s stability. This creates a psychological link where the presence, 
behavior, or condition of the other becomes directly tied to one’s own sense of security and identity. 
From this, a pattern emerges. Where there is attachment, there is also the potential for fear, control, 
and conflict. Fear arises from the possibility of loss. Control appears as the attempt to maintain or 
secure the attachment. Conflict emerges when expectations are not met or when the attached object 
changes in ways that are not aligned with the desired outcome. These are not separate issues. They are 
inherent in the structure of attachment itself. This chapter begins by questioning a fundamental 
assumption. Is attachment necessary for relationship, or is it a distortion of relationship that has 
been normalized. This is not a theoretical question. It requires direct observation of how attachment 
operates in experience. It involves seeing whether connection can exist without the added layer of 
possession, dependency, and identification. It is important to clarify what is not being suggested. 
Relationship without attachment does not mean the absence of care, sensitivity, or involvement. It 
does not imply withdrawal or emotional detachment. These are often reactions against attachment, 
not the absence of it. The focus here is not on reducing connection, but on understanding whether 
connection requires psychological dependence in order to exist. 

Attachment is closely linked to the constructed identity that has been examined throughout this 
work. When identity is formed through relationships, those relationships become part of what defines 
the self. This increases the need to maintain them in a particular way. The other person is no longer 
seen simply as they are, but as part of a structure that must be preserved and protected. This changes 
the nature of relationship. Instead of direct interaction, there is interaction through images, 
expectations, and projections. Each person relates not only to the other, but to their idea of the other, 
shaped by memory and interpretation. This creates a layer of separation, even within apparent 
closeness. The possibility explored in this chapter is that relationship can exist without this layer. 
Without attachment, there is no need to possess, control, or depend on the other for psychological 
stability. This does not reduce connection. It removes the distortion that comes from treating the 
other as part of a structure of identity. Another important aspect is that attachment is often maintained 
through time and continuity. There is a reliance on past experiences and expectations of the future 
to sustain the relationship. This creates pressure for consistency and can lead to conflict when change 
occurs. Without attachment, relationship is no longer bound by the need to maintain a fixed pattern 
over time. This chapter does not provide a method for removing attachment. Any attempt to 
eliminate attachment through effort would itself be another form of control, reinforcing the same 
structure. Instead, the approach remains consistent. Attachment is to be observed directly, as it arises 
and operates, without justification or resistance. 
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As this examination unfolds, it will look at key aspects of attachment, including the idea of possession, 
the role of dependency, and the way attachment creates instability and conflict. Each of these will be 
explored in relation to identity, not as separate issues, but as interconnected expressions of the same 
structure. What is required here is the same clarity that has been necessary throughout. Attention 
without resistance, observation without conclusion, and a willingness to see what is actually taking 
place without turning it into an idea or belief. This chapter begins from that point. Not from the 
assumption that attachment must be removed, but from the question of whether it is necessary for 
relationship at all, and what relationship is when it is no longer shaped by identification and 
dependence. 

Section 21.1: No Possession 

Possession is often embedded within what is called relationship, yet it is rarely recognized as a distinct 
movement. It appears in subtle and overt ways, expressed through language, expectation, and 
behavior. Phrases such as “my partner,” “my friend,” or “my family” suggest connection, but they 
also imply a form of ownership or claim. This implication is usually accepted without question, as if 
possession were a natural and necessary aspect of relating. However, when examined carefully, 
possession reveals a structure that goes beyond simple connection. To possess something 
psychologically means to incorporate it into the structure of identity. What is possessed is no longer 
seen as independent. It becomes part of what defines the self. This creates a link where the condition 
of the other directly influences the sense of stability and security. From this, a pattern emerges. 
Where there is possession, there is also the need to maintain and protect what is possessed. This 
leads to control, whether subtle or direct. There may be expectations about how the other should 
behave, how the relationship should remain, or how change should be limited. These expectations are 
not always explicit, but they operate as underlying conditions that shape interaction. Possession also 
introduces the possibility of loss, and with it, fear. If something is taken to be “mine,” its absence is 
experienced not only as change, but as a reduction or threat to the self. This creates vulnerability, 
where the stability of identity depends on factors that cannot be fully controlled. The more strongly 
possession is held, the greater the fear associated with its potential loss. 

It is important to see that possession is not limited to people. It extends to ideas, beliefs, roles, and 
even internal states. One can possess an opinion, a status, or an image of oneself. In each case, the 
structure is the same. What is possessed becomes part of identity, and therefore something that must 
be defended and preserved. When this movement is observed directly, a key question arises. Can 
anything truly be possessed in the way it is assumed. In a practical sense, objects can be owned or 
used, and social agreements can define responsibility. However, psychological possession goes beyond 
practical function. It implies a permanent claim over something that is inherently changing and 
independent. No person can be fully controlled or defined by another. No relationship can remain 
fixed. No idea or belief is immune to change. Despite this, possession attempts to establish stability 
through control, creating a contradiction between what is assumed and what is actually the case. This 
contradiction is a source of ongoing tension within relationships. Another aspect of possession is that 
it limits direct perception. When someone is seen as “mine,” they are no longer encountered as they 
are in the present. They are filtered through memory, expectation, and the role they play in sustaining 
identity. This creates a distance, even in close relationships, because interaction is shaped by image 
rather than actuality. Without possession, relationship takes on a different quality. The other is no 
longer approached as something to hold onto, control, or define. There is no psychological claim over 
them. This does not reduce connection. It removes the layer of ownership and expectation that 
distorts it. 
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In the absence of possession, there is also no need for defense in the same way. There is nothing to 
protect as part of identity. This reduces conflict, as interaction is no longer driven by the need to 
secure or maintain a claim. Responses become based on what is actually occurring, rather than on 
preserving a sense of ownership. It is essential to understand that this is not about rejecting or 
denying practical relationships. It is not a withdrawal from connection or responsibility. It is the 
recognition that psychological possession is not necessary for relationship to exist. In fact, it may be 
what distorts and complicates relationship. When possession is not assumed, there is no longer a 
framework of “mine” and “not mine” in the psychological sense. This removes the basis for 
comparison, jealousy, and control, which are often rooted in the idea of ownership. What remains is 
a form of relationship that is not structured around claim or dependency. This cannot be achieved 
through effort or intention. Any attempt to avoid possession as a strategy would still operate within 
the same structure, creating a new identity based on “non-possession.” Instead, it must be seen 
directly. When the movement of possession is clearly observed, its limitations and contradictions 
become evident. In that clarity, possession is no longer sustained in the same way. It is not suppressed 
or replaced. It simply loses its assumed necessity. Without it, relationship is no longer based on 
holding or controlling. It is no longer shaped by the need to maintain identity through another. What 
remains is connection without ownership, interaction without claim, and relationship without the 
distortion of possession. 

Section 21.2: No Dependency for Identity 

Dependency in relationship is often mistaken for closeness, care, or emotional depth. It is widely 
assumed that to need someone is to value them, and that without this need, relationship would lose 
its meaning. However, when examined carefully, dependency reveals a different structure. It is not 
simply connection. It is the use of another as a support for identity and psychological stability. 
When there is dependency, the sense of self becomes linked to the presence, attention, or behavior of 
another. One’s emotional state, sense of worth, or feeling of completeness may fluctuate based 
on how the other responds or exists within the relationship. This creates a condition where identity is 
not self-contained, but externally reinforced. This reinforcement may appear comforting, but it 
introduces instability. What is depended upon is not fixed. People change, circumstances shift, and 
relationships evolve. When identity relies on something that is inherently unstable and independent, 
it creates a constant potential for disturbance. The stability that dependency seems to offer is therefore 
conditional and fragile. From this, a cycle emerges. Dependency creates attachment, attachment 
creates fear of loss, and fear leads to control, expectation, or insecurity. These reactions then affect 
the relationship, often creating the very instability that was being avoided. In this way, dependency 
does not strengthen relationship. It becomes a source of tension and conflict. It is important to 
distinguish between practical interdependence and psychological dependency. In practical terms, 
people cooperate, support each other, and share responsibilities. This form of interaction is necessary 
and functional. Psychological dependency, however, goes beyond this. It involves the belief that one’s 
identity or sense of self depends on another. This is where instability begins. 

When dependency is present, the other person is no longer seen clearly. They are viewed through the 
lens of what they provide. Their actions are interpreted based on how they affect one’s own sense of 
security or identity. This creates a distortion, where relationship is shaped by need rather than by 
direct perception. Another aspect of dependency is the creation of expectation. If the other is a 
source of identity or stability, there is an implicit demand that they continue to fulfill that role. This 
may not always be expressed openly, but it operates in the background. When expectations are not 
met, there is disappointment, frustration, or conflict. These reactions are not simply about the 
situation. They are about the threat to the dependent structure of identity. 
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When this movement is observed directly, a fundamental question arises. Is it necessary for identity 
to depend on anything outside of immediate experience. If identity itself is constructed through 
thought and memory, then dependency is a secondary layer built upon an already unstable 
foundation. It attempts to stabilize what is not inherently stable by linking it to something equally 
uncertain and changing. If identity is not fixed and cannot be found as an independent entity, then 
the need to support it through dependency becomes questionable. The entire structure of relying on 
another for psychological stability begins to lose its validity. This does not remove relationship. It 
removes the assumption that relationship must serve as a foundation for identity. Without 
dependency, relationship is no longer based on need. This does not mean indifference or lack of care. 
It means that connection is not used to complete or define the self. The other is not required to 
maintain one’s sense of existence or worth. This allows for a different quality of interaction, where 
the other is seen as they are, not as a function of one’s own psychological structure. In the absence of 
dependency, there is also a reduction in fear and control. There is no need to secure the relationship 
in order to preserve identity. Change is no longer experienced as a direct threat to the self. This creates 
space for flexibility and responsiveness, rather than rigid attempts to maintain a particular form. 

It is essential to see that the absence of dependency is not something to achieve through effort. Any 
attempt to become independent as an identity would only create another form of self-definition. 
Instead, dependency must be understood through observation. When it is clearly seen how 
dependency operates and what it is based on, its necessity is no longer assumed. As this 
understanding deepens, dependency begins to dissolve naturally. Not because it is rejected, but 
because it is no longer supported by belief. The need to derive identity from another loses its basis 
when identity itself is no longer taken as something fixed that requires support. What remains is 
relationship without the burden of needing the other to sustain the self. There is interaction, 
communication, and connection, but without the underlying demand for psychological 
reinforcement. In this, relationship is no longer structured around dependency. It is not shaped by 
the need to maintain identity. It is simply the meeting of experience without the added layer of self-
based reliance, allowing clarity where there was previously distortion. 

Section 21.3: Clarity in Connection 

When attachment, possession, and dependency are no longer assumed to be necessary, relationship 
is no longer shaped by the need to maintain a psychological identity. This does not weaken 
connection. It removes the distortions that were previously taken as part of it. What remains is not a 
new form of relationship to be created, but a clarity within connection that was obscured by 
identification. Clarity in connection begins with direct perception. The other person is no longer 
approached through layers of memory, expectation, or projection. Instead of relating to an image built 
from past interactions, there is attention to what is actually present. This does not mean that memory 
disappears, but it no longer dominates perception. It functions where necessary, without becoming 
the primary filter through which the other is seen. In most relationships, perception is shaped by 
accumulated knowledge. The other is known through past behavior, past experiences, and established 
roles. This knowledge creates a sense of familiarity, but it also limits perception. The present is 
interpreted through the past, and the other is often reduced to a fixed image. This image is then 
responded to, rather than the actual person as they are in the moment. Clarity removes this reduction. 
It allows for the possibility that the other is not confined to what has been known before. This creates 
a form of attention that is open and responsive, rather than conditioned and repetitive. Relationship 
becomes dynamic, not because it is forced to change, but because it is not held within a rigid 
framework of expectation. Another aspect of clarity in connection is the absence of psychological 
projection. Projection occurs when thought attributes qualities, intentions, or meanings to the other 
based on internal states or assumptions. This often leads to misunderstanding, as what is perceived is 
not what is actually present, but what is interpreted or imagined. 
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Without projection, interaction becomes more precise. Communication is based on what is actually 
expressed, not on what is assumed. This reduces confusion and allows for a more accurate 
understanding of the situation. It also removes unnecessary reactions that arise from 
misinterpretation. Clarity in connection also changes the nature of listening and response. When 
identity is involved, listening is often selective. Information is filtered based on whether it supports or 
challenges the self-image. This leads to partial understanding and defensive reactions. Without the 
need to protect identity, listening becomes complete and undivided. There is no need to defend, 
justify, or compare. This creates a different quality of response. Instead of reacting from past patterns 
or internal conflict, responses arise from direct perception of the present situation. They are not 
predetermined or conditioned by the need to maintain a particular image. This allows for action that 
is appropriate to the moment, rather than driven by habit or expectation. Another important element 
is the absence of comparison. In relationships shaped by identity, comparison is constant. It appears 
as measuring oneself against others, evaluating worth, or seeking validation. This creates tension and 
division, as the relationship becomes a means of reinforcing or challenging the self-image. 

Without comparison, this structure is no longer active. The other is not used as a reference point for 
defining the self. This removes a significant source of insecurity and competition, allowing for 
interaction that is not based on evaluation or judgment. Clarity in connection does not eliminate 
differences between individuals. Differences in perspective, background, and expression continue to 
exist. However, these differences are no longer sources of division in the same way. They are seen as 
factual variations, not as threats to identity. This allows for dialogue and interaction without the need 
to resolve differences into agreement or conflict. It is also necessary to see that clarity is not something 
that can be maintained as a state. The moment it becomes something to hold onto, it is turned into 
an object of identification, which reintroduces distortion. Clarity exists only in direct observation, in 
the absence of interference from assumption and conclusion. This means that clarity in connection is 
not achieved through effort or practice. It is present when the processes that distort relationship are 
no longer active or assumed to be necessary. When attachment, possession, and dependency are 
seen clearly, their influence diminishes, and what remains is not constructed. It is simply no longer 
obscured. In this, relationship is not based on need, control, or expectation. It is not structured around 
maintaining identity. It is a direct meeting within experience, where perception is not filtered 
through psychological structures. What remains is connection without distortion, communication 
without defense, and interaction without the burden of self-based interpretation. This is what is meant 
by clarity in connection. 

Closing Reflection 

The examination of relationship without attachment brings attention to one of the most deeply 
embedded assumptions in human experience. Relationship has long been associated with possession, 
dependency, and identification, as if these were necessary for connection, care, and meaning. 
Throughout this chapter, these assumptions have been questioned directly, not through theory, but 
through careful observation of how relationship actually functions. What has been revealed is that 
attachment is not simply connection. It is connection combined with psychological dependence 
and identification. It creates a structure where the other becomes part of the self, and therefore 
something that must be maintained, protected, and controlled. From this structure arise fear, conflict, 
and instability, not as accidental outcomes, but as natural consequences of the way attachment 
operates. Possession, as examined, is not limited to physical ownership. It is the psychological 
movement of claiming something as “mine,” incorporating it into the structure of identity. This creates 
a sense of security, but also introduces fear of loss and the need for control. The other is no longer 
seen independently, but as something that must fulfill a role within the self’s structure. This distorts 
perception and limits the possibility of direct relationship. 
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Dependency follows a similar pattern. It creates the impression that identity requires external support, 
which one’s sense of self depends on another person, condition, or experience. This reliance appears 
to provide stability, but it is inherently fragile, because it depends on what is constantly changing. As 
a result, dependency becomes a source of insecurity, expectation, and conflict. When these 
movements are observed together, a consistent structure becomes clear. Relationship, when based on 
attachment, is not simply interaction between individuals. It is interaction between constructed 
identities, each seeking stability, validation, and continuity through the other. This creates a network 
of expectation, projection, and defense, where clarity is often obscured by psychological need. The 
central question of this chapter has been whether relationship can exist without this structure. Not as 
an ideal, not as something to achieve, but as a fact to be observed. The examination has shown that 
attachment is not required for connection. It is an added layer, built upon identification, which shapes 
and often distorts relationship. When possession is not assumed, the other is no longer treated as 
something to hold or control. When dependency is not present, the other is not used as a support for 
identity. When projection and expectation are not active, perception becomes direct and undivided. 
These are not separate changes. They are different aspects of the same shift, where relationship is no 
longer organized around the need to maintain a constructed self. It is important to emphasize that 
this does not lead to indifference or lack of care. On the contrary, when the distortions of attachment 
are absent, there is a greater capacity for attention, sensitivity, and responsiveness. Care is no 
longer tied to possession or need. It is not dependent on maintaining a particular outcome. It arises 
from clarity, not from psychological dependence. 

Another key aspect is that relationship without attachment does not remove change or uncertainty. 
These remain part of life. What changes is the interpretation of these movements. Without 
identification, change is no longer experienced as a threat to the self, and uncertainty is not something 
that must be controlled. This allows for a different quality of stability, not based on holding onto what 
cannot be held. It must also be seen that this is not something that can be practiced or gradually 
achieved. Any attempt to create non-attachment as a goal introduces a new form of identity, one that 
seeks to become “free from attachment.” This is still part of the same structure of becoming and 
self-definition. The approach here has been entirely different. It is based on direct observation, 
where attachment is seen as it operates, without justification or resistance. In that observation, the 
limitations and contradictions of attachment become clear. When this clarity is present, attachment is 
no longer sustained in the same way. It does not need to be removed or replaced. It simply loses its 
assumed necessity. This leads to a fundamental shift in relationship. Interaction is no longer driven 
by the need to secure identity, fulfill expectation, or maintain continuity. It becomes a direct meeting, 
where the other is not filtered through images or used as a means of psychological support. 

Communication becomes clearer, because it is not shaped by defense or projection. Response 
becomes more precise, because it is based on what is actually occurring, not on past patterns or 
imagined outcomes. Conflict, where it arises, is no longer rooted in the protection of identity, but can 
be addressed as a practical matter, without distortion. It is also necessary to understand that this 
clarity cannot be held or preserved. The moment it becomes something to maintain, it is turned into 
another form of identification. Relationship without attachment is not a state to achieve or sustain. It 
exists only in direct observation, when the structures that distort relationship are not active. As this 
chapter concludes, the central point remains exact. Attachment is not necessary for relationship. It is 
a structure built on identification and dependence, which introduces fear, control, and conflict. 
When this structure is clearly seen, it is no longer maintained in the same way. What remains is not a 
new form of relationship to adopt, but the absence of distortion. In that absence, there is clarity in 
connection, where interaction is not shaped by possession, dependency, or projection. Nothing has 
been added. Nothing has been replaced. What is false is no longer sustained. What remains is 
relationship as it is, without the burden of identification, without the need to maintain a self through 
another, and without the conflict that arises from holding onto what cannot be made stable. 
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PART VI 

HUMANITY 

From Individual Confusion to Global Consequence 

Up to this point, the examination has focused on the individual structure of confusion, showing 
how identity is constructed, how fear arises from identification, and how psychological conflict is 
sustained through assumption and misinterpretation. What has been revealed is consistent. 
Confusion is not random. It is structured and repeatable. This part extends that understanding to the 
collective level. The question is direct. If confusion exists within the individual, what is its expression 
in the world. Society is not separate from the individuals who create it. Therefore, the same processes 
observed internally must also operate externally, shaping relationships, systems, and global 
conditions. The same misidentification that creates internal division also creates division between 
people. When identity is formed around nationality, belief, culture, or ideology, separation appears as 
“us” and “them.” This separation is not only practical. It becomes psychological, and from it arise 
comparison, opposition, and conflict. What is seen globally is an extension of the same structure 
already examined within the individual. From this division, conflict and power structures emerge. 
The need to protect identity and secure stability expresses itself through systems that organize control, 
influence, and authority. These systems may appear necessary, but they are often built on the same 
assumptions of separation and identification. As a result, they carry within them the conditions for 
competition, inequality, and struggle. History provides clear evidence of this pattern. Human 
ownership of humans, large-scale destruction, and systematic dehumanization are not isolated events. 
They are expressions of division taken to its extreme, where others are no longer seen as 
fundamentally the same. When separation is accepted without question, actions that contradict basic 
sensitivity become justified. This pattern continues in modern forms. Economic identity, national 
identity, and ideological division are current expressions of the same underlying structure.  

The forms change, but the process remains. What is often treated as new is actually the continuation 
of the same confusion in different forms. This part also examines why conflict persists. Efforts are 
made to resolve problems at the level of systems and policies, yet the underlying structure of identity-
based division remains. As long as individuals identify with constructed images and defend them, 
conflict cannot end. It may shift in form, but it does not disappear, because its root is unchanged. 
Another key point is that separation is often treated as a fact rather than a belief. The assumption 
that individuals and groups are fundamentally separate is rarely questioned. From this assumption, all 
forms of division arise. When this is examined directly, its validity becomes uncertain, just as the 
assumption of a fixed identity becomes uncertain under observation. This leads to a critical transition. 
The focus is not only on the existence of global conflict, but on what changes when the individual is 
clear. If identity is no longer defended, if division is not assumed, and if fear does not drive action, 
then the way individuals relate to each other and to systems must also change. This is not an ideal or 
a goal. It is a natural consequence of clarity. It is important to remain precise. This part does not 
propose solutions, systems, or beliefs. It continues the same approach as before. It examines what is, 
without interpretation or conclusion. The connection between individual confusion and global 
consequence is not theoretical. It can be observed directly in human behavior and its outcomes. 
What is required here is the same attention as before. Observation without resistance, clarity 
without distortion, and a willingness to see what is actually taking place. The movement from 
individual to global is not a change in subject, but an expansion of the same underlying structure. 
This part begins from that understanding. What has been seen within the individual is now observed 
in the world. The question remains the same. Can it be seen clearly, without assumption, and without 
turning away. 
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CHAPTER 22 

THE WORLD BUILT ON MISIDENTIFICATION 

This chapter begins with a direct observation. The world, as it currently exists, is not separate from 
the human mind that has created it. Every system, structure, and pattern of interaction reflects the 
way humans perceive, think, and identify. Therefore, to understand the world, it is necessary to 
understand the foundation from which it is built. That foundation, as examined throughout this 
work, is misidentification. The assumption that a constructed identity is a fixed and real self does 
not remain confined to individual experience. It extends outward, shaping how individuals relate to 
each other and how collective systems are formed. What begins as a psychological process becomes a 
social and global reality. When identity is formed, it creates separation. This separation is not only 
internal. It defines how individuals see others. Labels such as nationality, religion, culture, and ideology 
become extensions of identity. These labels are then treated as real divisions, not as conceptual 
distinctions. From this, the world becomes organized into categories of belonging and exclusion. This 
organization appears natural because it is widely accepted and continuously reinforced. However, 
when examined closely, it is based on the same process already observed within the individual. A 
constructed identity is projected outward and multiplied across groups. The result is a network of 
divisions that shape perception, behavior, and interaction at every level. It is important to see that 
these divisions are not inherently factual in the way they are often assumed to be. While practical 
distinctions may exist, the psychological significance assigned to them creates separation where 
none is necessary. This separation leads to comparison, competition, and the need to defend what has 
been identified with. 

From this, conflict arises. Conflict is not an isolated problem that appears under certain conditions. It 
is a natural outcome of division. When identity is tied to a group, belief, or system, any challenge to 
that identity is experienced as a threat. This leads to resistance, opposition, and, in many cases, direct 
confrontation. Power structures also emerge from this same foundation. When identity seeks stability 
and control, it organizes itself into systems that attempt to maintain order and dominance. These 
systems may take different forms, but they are often rooted in the need to protect and reinforce 
identity at a collective level. This creates hierarchies, authority, and the concentration of control, which 
can lead to inequality and imbalance. Another important aspect is that these structures are self-
reinforcing. The systems created from misidentification continue to strengthen and perpetuate the 
same patterns. Education, culture, and social norms often reflect and maintain these divisions, 
making them appear permanent and unquestionable. As a result, the underlying structure is rarely 
examined. This chapter does not approach these issues as separate problems to be solved individually. 
Division, conflict, and power structures are not independent. They are interconnected expressions of 
the same underlying misidentification. To address one without understanding the others is to 
remain at the surface level. 

The purpose here is not to criticize specific systems or propose alternatives. It is to observe clearly 
how the world, as it is currently structured, reflects the psychological processes of identification 
and separation. Without this clarity, any attempt at change remains limited, because it operates within 
the same framework that created the problem. It must also be understood that this examination is not 
abstract. It is directly relevant to everyday life. The same processes that create global division operate 
in personal relationships, communication, and individual perception. The scale changes, but the 
structure remains the same. As this chapter unfolds, it will examine division, conflict, power structures, 
and identity-based systems in detail. Each will be approached not as isolated phenomena, but as 
expressions of a single underlying movement. 
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What is required is the same as before. Attention without resistance, observation without 
conclusion, and a willingness to see what is actually taking place without distortion. The world that is 
being examined is not separate from the observer. It is a reflection of the same structure, extended 
and multiplied. This chapter begins from that point. Not with solutions or judgments, but with a clear 
and direct examination of the world built on misidentification. 

Section 22.1: Division 

Division is one of the most visible and pervasive features of human society. It appears in forms such 
as nationality, religion, culture, ideology, race, and class. These distinctions are often treated as 
natural, necessary, or even inevitable. However, when examined closely, division reveals a deeper 
structure. It is not merely a reflection of difference. It is the result of identification with difference. 
Difference itself is factual. People have different languages, histories, environments, and perspectives. 
These variations are part of the natural diversity of human life. Division begins when these differences 
are used to construct identity, and that identity is then taken as something fixed and separate. What 
was once a practical distinction becomes a psychological boundary. This boundary creates the sense 
of “us” and “them.” It establishes separation not only in external organization, but in perception and 
relationship. Others are no longer seen simply as human beings, but as members of categories that 
carry meaning, expectation, and judgment. This categorization is often automatic, shaped by 
conditioning and reinforced through social systems. Once division is established, it becomes self-
sustaining. It influences how information is interpreted, how people are treated, and how decisions 
are made. There is a tendency to favor what is identified as “us” and to resist or oppose what is 
identified as “them.” This leads to bias, misunderstanding, and conflict, even when there is no 
direct threat. It is important to see that division is not created by external conditions alone. It originates 
in the psychological need for identity and belonging. Identification provides a sense of stability 
and definition, but it does so by separating. To belong to one group is to be distinct from another. 
This distinction becomes the basis for comparison, competition, and defense. 

The more strongly identity is tied to a group, the more rigid the division becomes. Beliefs, values, and 
narratives are then used to justify and reinforce this separation. These justifications can appear logical 
or necessary, but they are rooted in the assumption that the division itself is real and essential. 
Another key aspect of division is that it often goes unnoticed. It is so deeply embedded in language, 
culture, and thought that it appears normal. People may recognize conflict, but not the underlying 
structure of division that makes conflict possible. As a result, efforts are made to resolve surface issues 
without addressing the root cause. Division also creates fragmentation within the individual. The 
same process that separates groups externally operates internally as well. There is division between 
thoughts, between desires, and between different aspects of identity. This internal fragmentation 
reflects the same structure of separation and identification seen at the collective level. When 
division is observed directly, an important question arises. Is this separation inherent, or is it 
constructed through thought and identification. If it is constructed, then it is not an unavoidable 
condition. It is a process that is continuously created and maintained. This does not mean that 
practical distinctions disappear. Functional differences remain necessary for communication and 
organization. However, these do not require psychological division. They do not need to be tied to 
identity or used as a basis for separation and conflict. To see division clearly is not to oppose it or 
attempt to eliminate it through effort. Any attempt to fight division while maintaining identification 
simply creates further division. Instead, division must be understood as it operates, seen in real time 
within thought, perception, and interaction. When this observation is precise, the nature of division 
becomes evident. It is not a fixed reality, but a constructed pattern sustained through identification. 
Without that identification, the psychological boundary weakens.  
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What remains is difference without division, variation without separation. This clarity does not create 
unity as an ideal. It reveals that the separation assumed to exist is not as solid as it appears. In this, the 
basis for conflict begins to dissolve, not through effort, but through the understanding of how 
division is formed and maintained. 

Section 22.2: Conflict 

Conflict is often treated as an unavoidable part of human life. It appears in personal relationships, 
within groups, and between nations. It is usually explained through differences in interest, belief, or 
circumstance. While these factors play a role, they do not fully explain the persistence and intensity 
of conflict. To understand conflict more deeply, it is necessary to examine its underlying structure. 
At its core, conflict arises from division. When there is a sense of separation between “self” and 
“other,” or between “us” and “them,” there is the potential for opposition. This opposition may 
remain subtle, expressed as disagreement or tension, or it may become explicit, leading to 
confrontation and violence. The form varies, but the structure remains the same. This structure is 
sustained through identification. When an individual identifies with a belief, ideology, role, or group, 
that identification becomes part of the self. Any challenge to it is experienced as a threat, not just to 
an idea, but to identity itself. This transforms disagreement into conflict, because what is being 
defended is not simply a position, but a sense of self. In this way, conflict is rarely about the surface 
issue alone. It is about the defense of identity that lies beneath it. Two opposing views may appear 
to be in conflict, but the intensity of that conflict comes from the identification attached to those 
views. Without that identification, disagreement could exist without becoming personal or divisive. 
Another important aspect of conflict is the role of psychological investment. The more time, belief, 
and emotion invested in an identity or position, the more resistant it becomes to change. This 
resistance creates rigidity, where flexibility and openness are replaced by defense and certainty. From 
this rigidity, conflict becomes more likely and more difficult to resolve. 

Conflict is also reinforced through memory and continuity. Past experiences, grievances, and 
narratives are carried forward and used to justify present reactions. This creates a cycle where conflict 
is not only maintained, but repeated and strengthened over time. The past is used to interpret the 
present, preventing direct perception of what is actually occurring. It is important to see that conflict 
is not limited to external situations. The same structure operates internally. There can be conflict 
between thoughts, desires, and different aspects of identity. This internal division reflects the same 
process of separation and identification, showing that conflict is not only a social phenomenon, 
but a psychological one. Attempts to resolve conflict often focus on negotiation, compromise, or 
control. While these may address immediate issues, they do not necessarily change the underlying 
structure. As long as identification and division remain, conflict can reappear in new forms. This is 
why many conflicts seem to end temporarily, only to return later. Another key point is that conflict is 
often justified. Each side may see its position as correct, necessary, or even moral. This justification 
reinforces division, as it strengthens the belief that the other side is wrong or opposing something 
essential. In this way, conflict becomes self-sustaining, supported by the very reasoning used to 
defend it. When conflict is observed directly, without taking sides or seeking immediate resolution, its 
structure becomes clearer. It can be seen that the intensity of conflict is directly related to the strength 
of identification. The more something is taken to define the self, the more it must be defended. 

This observation leads to a fundamental question. If identification is the basis of conflict, what 
happens when identification is no longer assumed in the same way. This is not a strategy for ending 
conflict, but an inquiry into its root condition. Without identification, disagreement may still exist, 
but it does not carry the same psychological weight. 
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In the absence of this weight, there is space for direct communication and understanding. 
Differences can be explored without becoming threats. Response is no longer driven by the need to 
defend identity, but by attention to what is actually occurring. It is essential to understand that this is 
not an ideal to achieve. Conflict cannot be ended through effort while its underlying causes remain 
active. It must be understood at its source, within the movement of thought and identification. 
When this understanding is present, conflict is no longer approached as an external problem alone. It 
is seen as a reflection of the same structure operating within the individual. In that clarity, the 
conditions that sustain conflict begin to change, not through control, but through the absence of 
what was maintaining it. 

Section 22.3: Power Structures 

Power structures are present in every organized form of human society. They appear in governments, 
institutions, corporations, and social hierarchies. They define authority, distribute control, and regulate 
behavior. These structures are often justified as necessary for order, coordination, and stability. While 
they may serve practical functions, it is essential to examine the psychological foundation from 
which they arise. At a fundamental level, power structures are closely linked to identity and division. 
When individuals identify with roles, groups, or positions, there is an inherent movement toward 
maintaining and securing that identity. This movement expresses itself as control, influence, and 
authority. Power becomes a means of stabilizing what is otherwise uncertain and constructed. The 
desire for power is not limited to large-scale systems. It can be observed in everyday interactions, 
where there is a need to influence outcomes, assert control, or maintain a position. This reflects the 
same underlying process. Power is used to protect identity, reduce uncertainty, and create a sense 
of security. However, this sense of security is not stable. Because identity itself is constructed and 
dependent on conditions, the need to maintain power becomes continuous. This leads to the 
accumulation and reinforcement of authority, often beyond what is functionally necessary. Power 
structures then become self-preserving systems, designed not only to organize but to sustain their 
own existence. Another important aspect is that power structures often rely on division to function. 
Hierarchies are created, distinguishing between those who have authority and those who do not. These 
distinctions are reinforced through roles, titles, and systems of control. Over time, they can become 
normalized, appearing as natural or inevitable, even when they are based on constructed differences. 

This creates conditions for inequality and imbalance. When power is concentrated, decisions and 
resources are controlled by a limited group, often leading to outcomes that reflect the interests of that 
group. This can result in systems that prioritize control and stability over equity and understanding. 
Power structures are also maintained through belief and acceptance. People participate in them not 
only through external enforcement, but through internal agreement with the roles and hierarchies they 
represent. This agreement is often based on conditioning, where authority is accepted without direct 
examination. As a result, the structure continues, even when its underlying assumptions are not 
questioned. Another key factor is the relationship between power and fear. Fear of disorder, 
insecurity, or loss often justifies the existence of strong control systems. At the same time, those within 
the structure may fear losing their position or influence, reinforcing the need to maintain and expand 
power. In this way, fear operates at multiple levels, sustaining the structure from both within and 
outside. It is important to see that power, in itself, is not the issue. Functional authority may be 
necessary for coordination and decision-making. The issue arises when power is used to support and 
protect psychological identity, rather than to serve practical needs. In this case, power becomes tied 
to self-image, leading to control, dominance, and resistance to change. When power is linked to 
identity, challenges to authority are experienced as personal threats. This leads to defensive reactions, 
suppression of opposition, and the reinforcement of control. The structure becomes rigid, less 
responsive to reality, and more focused on maintaining its own continuity. 
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To understand power structures clearly, it is necessary to observe not only their external form, but 
their internal origin. They are expressions of the same processes that operate within the individual. 
The need for control, stability, and identity does not disappear at the collective level. It becomes 
organized and amplified. This means that any attempt to change power structures without addressing 
their psychological basis remains limited. Systems may be reformed or replaced, but if the underlying 
movement of identification and control continues, similar patterns will reappear. The question is 
not how to eliminate power, but how to understand the conditions that give rise to its misuse. 
When identity is no longer tied to position or control, the relationship to power changes. It is no 
longer used to define or secure the self. It becomes functional rather than psychological. This 
understanding does not come from theory or opposition. It comes from direct observation of how 
power operates in thought, behavior, and systems. When this is seen clearly, the need to maintain 
power as identity begins to lose its foundation. In that clarity, power structures can be understood 
without distortion. Their function remains where necessary, but their role in sustaining division and 
conflict is no longer unquestioned or reinforced. 

Section 22.4: Identity-Based Systems 

Identity-based systems are structures in which roles, institutions, and social organizations are built 
upon and sustained by collective identification. These systems include nations, religions, economic 
classes, political ideologies, and cultural frameworks. They provide order, coordination, and shared 
meaning, but they are also deeply rooted in the same process of misidentification examined at the 
individual level. At the center of these systems is the assumption that identity, whether individual or 
collective, is real, stable, and necessary. This assumption is rarely questioned. Instead, it is 
reinforced through education, language, tradition, and social expectation. From an early stage, 
individuals are conditioned to identify with labels such as nationality, belief, or status. These labels are 
not seen as functional descriptions, but as defining elements of what a person is. This creates a 
structure where identity is not only personal, but institutionalized. Systems are then organized to 
protect, maintain, and promote these identities. Laws, policies, and cultural norms often reflect and 
reinforce the divisions created by identification. In this way, the system and the identity become 
mutually reinforcing. One of the key characteristics of identity-based systems is that they rely on 
continuity. They are designed to persist over time, maintaining a stable structure even as individuals 
within them change. This requires constant reinforcement through repetition, tradition, and shared 
belief. Without this reinforcement, the identity that sustains the system begins to weaken or dissolve. 

Another important aspect is that these systems often define belonging and exclusion. To belong to 
a system is to accept its identity, and to not belong is to be outside of it. This creates clear boundaries, 
which can provide a sense of security and order, but also lead to division and separation. These 
boundaries are not always physical. They are often psychological, shaping how individuals perceive 
themselves and others. From this structure, conflict and competition naturally arise. When different 
identity-based systems interact, each seeks to maintain its own stability and dominance. This can lead 
to opposition, resistance, and attempts to assert control. Even when cooperation occurs, it is often 
influenced by underlying identity-based interests. It is also important to see that identity-based 
systems are not inherently negative in their functional aspects. They can organize resources, coordinate 
large groups, and provide frameworks for interaction. The issue arises when these systems are not 
recognized as constructed, and are instead treated as fixed and absolute. This leads to rigidity, where 
change is resisted, and alternative perspectives are rejected or suppressed. Another key point is that 
individuals often derive their sense of self from these systems. Identity becomes tied to group 
membership, and personal value may be linked to the status or success of the group. This strengthens 
the system, as individuals are motivated to defend and maintain it, not only for practical reasons, but 
for psychological security. 
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This creates a feedback loop. The system reinforces identity, and identity reinforces the system. Within 
this loop, it becomes difficult to question the structure, because doing so may feel like a threat to the 
self. As a result, identity-based systems can persist even when they create conflict, inequality, or 
limitation. To understand these systems clearly, it is necessary to see that they are extensions of the 
same process of identification that operates within the individual. They are not separate from human 
psychology. They are its collective expression. This means that the stability and behavior of these 
systems depend on the assumptions and identifications of the individuals within them. If these 
assumptions are not examined, the systems continue as they are, adapting in form but maintaining the 
same underlying structure. However, when identification is seen clearly, the relationship to these 
systems changes. They are no longer taken as defining reality, but as functional constructs that can 
be used without being psychologically depended upon. This does not require the rejection of systems 
or withdrawal from society. It requires clarity about what these systems are and what they are not. 
They can organize and coordinate, but they do not define what a human being is. When this 
distinction is clear, the influence of identity-based systems begins to shift. They are no longer sustained 
by unexamined belief. Their role becomes practical rather than psychological. This reduces the 
intensity of division, conflict, and defense that arises from identification. In this understanding, 
identity-based systems are no longer seen as absolute structures to belong to or oppose. They are 
recognized as constructed frameworks, shaped by human thought and maintained through collective 
agreement. Without that agreement, or when it is no longer based on identification, their psychological 
hold begins to diminish. 

Closing Reflection 

This chapter has examined the structure of a world built on misidentification, not as an abstract idea, 
but as a directly observable reality expressed through division, conflict, power structures, and 
identity-based systems. What has been shown is consistent. The same psychological processes that 
operate within the individual extend outward and shape the collective. The world is not separate from 
the human mind. It is its expression at scale. Division, as explored, is not simply the existence of 
difference. It is the result of identification with difference, where distinctions become boundaries 
that define and separate. These boundaries are then treated as real and necessary, creating the 
framework for comparison, exclusion, and opposition. What begins as a conceptual distinction 
becomes a psychological reality that influences perception and behavior. From division, conflict 
emerges. Not as an isolated occurrence, but as a natural consequence of separation. When identity 
is tied to belief, group, or position, any challenge becomes a threat. Conflict is then sustained not by 
the issue itself, but by the defense of identity. This explains why conflict persists even when solutions 
are attempted at the surface level. The underlying structure remains intact. Power structures develop 
within this context. They arise from the need to control, stabilize, and protect identity at a collective 
level. While they may serve practical purposes, they are often shaped by the same processes of division 
and identification. As a result, they tend to reinforce hierarchy, inequality, and control, rather than 
resolve the conditions that created them. Identity-based systems complete this structure.  

They organize society around shared identifications, reinforcing belonging and exclusion. These 
systems provide order, but they also maintain the psychological boundaries that sustain division. 
Through repetition, tradition, and belief, they appear stable and unquestionable, even though they are 
fundamentally constructed and dependent on human agreement. When these elements are seen 
together, a single pattern becomes clear. The world, in its current form, is structured around 
identification and separation. This structure is not imposed from outside. It is created and 
maintained through the unexamined assumptions of individuals. Each person contributes to it, 
not only through action, but through perception, belief, and identification. 
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This leads to an important realization. Attempts to change the world without understanding the 
individual basis of confusion remain limited. Systems can be modified, policies can be introduced, 
and conflicts can be managed, but if the underlying structure of identification continues, similar 
patterns will reappear. Change at the surface does not resolve the root condition. At the same time, 
it is necessary to avoid a common misunderstanding. This examination does not suggest withdrawal 
from society or rejection of all systems. It does not promote isolation or indifference. The focus is 
not on abandoning the world, but on seeing clearly how the world is constructed and sustained. 
Without this clarity, participation in systems is shaped by unconscious identification. When 
misidentification is seen directly, the relationship to these structures changes. Division is no longer 
assumed to be absolute. Conflict is no longer justified as necessary. Power is no longer tied to identity 
in the same way. Systems are no longer seen as defining what a human being is. This does not 
immediately transform the external world, but it changes the foundation from which action arises. 
This change is not gradual or method-based. It does not depend on adopting new beliefs or following 
a system of reform. It is the result of clear observation, where the structure of misidentification is 
seen without distortion. In that clarity, the processes that sustain division and conflict are no longer 
supported in the same way. 

Another key point is that responsibility cannot be separated from this understanding. If the world 
reflects human behavior, then each individual is not separate from the conditions that exist globally. 
This is not a matter of blame, but of recognition. The patterns observed externally are the same 
patterns that operate internally. To see this is to recognize a form of direct responsibility, not 
imposed, but inherent. This responsibility does not lead to burden or obligation in the traditional 
sense. It leads to attention and clarity in how one perceives, thinks, and acts. When action is no 
longer driven by identification and fear, its effects are different. It does not contribute to the same 
patterns of division and conflict. It is also necessary to understand that this clarity cannot be turned 
into an ideology or system. The moment it becomes something to follow or apply, it is absorbed into 
the same structure of belief and identification. What has been examined here cannot be used as a 
framework for organizing society. It can only be seen directly, moment by moment, in experience. 
As this chapter concludes, the central point remains unchanged. The world built on misidentification 
is not separate from the individual. It is the collective expression of the same confusion. To 
understand one is to understand the other. 

Nothing has been proposed as a solution. Nothing has been offered as a system to adopt. What has 
been done is to make visible the structure that is already operating. In that visibility, there is the 
possibility that it is no longer unquestioned or automatically sustained. What follows from this is 
not predetermined. It is not described as an outcome or goal. It depends entirely on whether what has 
been examined is seen clearly, without resistance or interpretation. If it is, then the foundation of 
division begins to weaken. Not through effort, but through the absence of what was maintaining it. 
In that, the relationship between the individual and the world is no longer based on misidentification, 
but on clarity. This marks the completion of the chapter. Not as a conclusion to accept, but as a clear 
view of what is. 
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CHAPTER 23 

HISTORY AS EVIDENCE 

This chapter approaches history not as a collection of events, dates, or narratives, but as evidence of 
human behavior over time. It is not concerned with interpretation, justification, or perspective. 
Instead, it looks at what has occurred as a direct expression of the same structures already 
examined. If identity, division, fear, and misidentification operate within the individual, then history 
provides a large-scale record of how these processes unfold collectively. What is revealed through 
history is not random variation, but repetition of pattern. Across different eras, cultures, and systems, 
similar forms of behavior appear. There are changes in technology, language, and organization, but 
the underlying movements remain consistent. There is division between groups, conflict arising 
from that division, the establishment of power structures, and the use of systems to maintain control 
and identity. This repetition is significant. It suggests that the source of these patterns is not external 
circumstance alone, but something more fundamental within human psychology. If conditions alone 
were responsible, then change in conditions would lead to a complete transformation of behavior. 
However, history shows that even as conditions evolve, the same core dynamics persist. One of the 
clearest aspects of this pattern is the way human beings have treated one another under the influence 
of identification and division. When others are seen as separate, inferior, or opposing, actions that 
contradict basic sensitivity become possible. These actions are often justified through belief systems, 
ideologies, or perceived necessity, but their root lies in the assumption of separation. This chapter 
examines specific expressions of this pattern. Human ownership of humans, large-scale destruction, 
systematic dehumanization, and the treatment of life as a commodity are not isolated anomalies. They 
are intensified manifestations of the same processes that operate in everyday thought and 
interaction. What appears extreme at the historical level is often a magnified version of what exists in 
subtle form within the individual. 

It is important to approach this examination without judgment or emotional reaction as the primary 
response. Reaction may be immediate, but it can also obscure clarity. The purpose here is not to 
condemn or to create a narrative of blame. It is to observe what has taken place and to understand 
the structure that made it possible. Another key point is that history is often interpreted through 
the lens of identity. Events are framed in ways that support particular groups, beliefs, or perspectives. 
This can reinforce division, as each narrative strengthens the identity it represents. In this chapter, the 
approach is different. It does not align with any particular perspective. It looks at history as a direct 
record of human action, without attaching it to identity. This allows for a clearer view of continuity. 
What is seen is not only what has happened, but how the same patterns continue in different forms. 
The past is not separate from the present. The structures that produced historical events are still active, 
though they may appear in modified or less visible ways. This leads to an important question. If the 
same patterns have repeated across time, what sustains them. The answer cannot be found solely in 
external conditions or specific events. It must be found in the ongoing processes of identification, 
fear, and division that have already been examined. History then becomes evidence, not of isolated 
incidents, but of a continuous movement. It is also necessary to see that this examination is not 
about distancing oneself from history. It is not about seeing these events as belonging to the past or 
to others. The same structures that made them possible are present in current human behavior, both 
individually and collectively. To observe history clearly is to recognize this continuity, not as an 
abstract idea, but as a direct connection. This chapter does not attempt to explain every historical 
event or provide a comprehensive account. It focuses on key expressions that reveal the underlying 
structure. Each section will examine a different form of this expression, not as separate issues, but as 
variations of the same pattern. 
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What is required here is the same as throughout this work. Attention without resistance, observation 
without distortion, and a willingness to see clearly, even when what is seen is uncomfortable. History, 
in this context, is not something to be remembered or interpreted. It is something to be understood 
as evidence of what the human mind produces when misidentification is not seen. This chapter 
begins from that point. Not with explanation or conclusion, but with a direct examination of history 
as evidence of the structure already revealed. 

Section 23.1: Human Ownership of Humans 

One of the clearest and most direct expressions of misidentification and division in human history 
is the phenomenon of humans claiming ownership over other humans. This has appeared in various 
forms across different times and cultures, most notably in systems of slavery. While the external details 
vary, the underlying structure remains consistent. A human being is reduced from a living individual 
to an object, property, or resource. This reduction does not occur randomly. It is made possible 
through psychological division. In order for one human to treat another as property, there must 
first be a perception that the other is fundamentally different, separate, or lesser. This perception is 
constructed through identity. Labels such as race, class, origin, or status are used to create categories 
that justify unequal treatment. Once this division is established, it becomes reinforced through belief 
systems and social structures. Narratives are created to support the idea that certain groups are 
naturally inferior or meant to serve others. These narratives are repeated and normalized until they 
appear as facts rather than assumptions. In this way, the system becomes stable, not because it is 
true, but because it is widely accepted. Ownership of humans also reveals the extent to which identity 
can override direct perception. The basic fact that another human being experiences life in the same 
fundamental way is overshadowed by the imposed identity. Instead of seeing another as a living 
individual, they are seen through the lens of a constructed category. This allows actions that would 
otherwise be recognized as harmful or unjust to be carried out without the same level of resistance. 

Another important aspect is the role of power and control. Systems of human ownership are 
maintained through authority, force, and regulation. These systems are designed to preserve the 
division on which they are based. Laws, economic structures, and social norms all contribute to 
reinforcing the idea that ownership is legitimate. In this way, the structure becomes self-sustaining. 
It is also necessary to see that such systems do not operate only through external enforcement. They 
are supported by internal acceptance, both by those who benefit from them and, in many cases, by 
those who are subjected to them. Conditioning, survival needs, and social pressure can lead individuals 
to accept roles within the system, further strengthening its continuity. This phenomenon is not 
limited to a specific period in history. While explicit forms of human ownership may have been legally 
abolished in many places, the underlying structure can still be observed in subtle and modern forms. 
Exploitation, forced labor, and systems that treat individuals primarily as economic units reflect the 
same tendency to reduce human beings to functional roles rather than living individuals. What is 
essential to understand is that this behavior is not the result of isolated cruelty alone. It is the outcome 
of a structured way of perceiving, where identity and division distort how others are seen. When 
these distortions are in place, actions that contradict basic sensitivity become possible and even 
normalized. This leads to a fundamental question. How can one human fail to recognize another as 
fundamentally the same. The answer lies in the strength of identification. When identity is strongly 
defined and defended, it can override direct perception. The other is no longer seen as a human being 
first, but as a member of a category that defines their value and role. To observe this clearly is not to 
focus only on the past. It is to recognize the mechanism that made it possible. That mechanism 
has not disappeared. It operates wherever identity creates division and where that division is used to 
justify unequal treatment. 
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Understanding this does not require condemnation or emotional reaction as a primary response. It 
requires clear observation of how such systems arise and are maintained. When the process is seen 
directly, it becomes evident that the root is not in specific historical conditions alone, but in the 
unexamined assumption of separation. This section, therefore, is not only about what has 
happened. It is about what continues to be possible as long as misidentification remains active. 
Human ownership of humans stands as a clear and undeniable example of how far the consequences 
of division can extend when the structure behind it is not understood. 

Section 23.2: Industrial-Scale Destruction 

Another clear expression of misidentification and division in human history is the emergence of 
industrial-scale destruction. This refers to the organized, systematic use of technology, resources, 
and coordination to carry out destruction on a massive scale. While conflict has existed throughout 
history, what distinguishes this form is not only its intensity, but its efficiency, planning, and 
detachment. In this context, destruction is no longer limited to immediate survival or localized 
conflict. It becomes a structured process, supported by systems, institutions, and large groups of 
individuals working in coordination. The scale of impact extends beyond individuals to entire 
populations, environments, and generations. This raises an essential question. How does such a level 
of destruction become possible. The answer lies in the same underlying structure already examined. 
Division and identification create the conditions where others are no longer perceived as 
fundamentally the same. Once this separation is established, it becomes possible to justify harm on a 
large scale. The other is seen not as a human being, but as an opponent, obstacle, or threat. 
However, industrial-scale destruction introduces an additional factor, which is psychological 
distance. The processes involved are often distributed across many roles and systems. Individuals 
may contribute to the overall outcome without directly experiencing its consequences. This separation 
between action and result reduces immediate awareness, allowing participation without full 
recognition of the impact of those actions. 

Technology amplifies this distance. Tools and systems are developed to increase efficiency and reach, 
making it possible to affect large numbers of people without direct contact. This does not create the 
intention to destroy, but it magnifies the effects of existing intentions, especially when they are 
rooted in division and fear. Another key element is normalization. Within structured systems, actions 
that would be considered extreme in isolation can become routine. Procedures, protocols, and roles 
define behavior in ways that make participation appear necessary or justified. Over time, individuals 
may act within these systems without questioning the larger consequences of their actions. This is 
closely linked to authority and obedience. When actions are directed by established systems or 
leaders, responsibility can become diffused. Individuals may see themselves as following orders or 
fulfilling roles, rather than making independent decisions. This reduces direct accountability and allows 
the structure to continue with minimal resistance. It is also important to see the role of belief and 
justification. Large-scale destruction is rarely carried out without a narrative that supports it. These 
narratives may involve protection, progress, security, or necessity. They provide a framework in which 
destructive actions are not only accepted, but seen as required or beneficial. Despite these 
justifications, the underlying mechanism remains the same. Misidentification creates division, 
division allows dehumanization, and dehumanization permits large-scale harm. The scale changes, but 
the structure does not. What appears complex at the global level is rooted in the same basic 
psychological processes observed within the individual. Another aspect to consider is that 
industrial-scale destruction is not limited to direct conflict. It can also appear in the degradation of 
environments, the exploitation of resources, and systems that prioritize output over the well-being 
of life. In these cases, the separation is not only between groups of people, but between humans and 
the broader context of life itself. 
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To understand this clearly is not to analyze specific events or assign blame. It is to observe how such 
outcomes become possible. When actions are separated from direct perception, when identity 
overrides recognition of others, and when systems operate without clear awareness, the conditions 
for large-scale harm are present. This leads to a fundamental point. The capacity for industrial-scale 
destruction does not exist independently of the human mind. It is an extension of the same structures 
of thought, identification, and division. Without these, the scale alone would not produce the same 
outcomes. Seeing this clearly brings the focus back to the individual, not as a cause to blame, but as 
the origin of the structure. The same processes that allow small-scale conflict and misunderstanding 
are capable of expanding into large-scale destruction when amplified through systems and technology. 
This section, therefore, is not only about what has occurred, but about what remains possible as long 
as the underlying structure is unexamined and active. Industrial-scale destruction stands as evidence 
of how far the consequences of misidentification can extend when supported by organization, 
technology, and psychological distance. 

Section 23.3: Systematic Dehumanization 

Systematic dehumanization is one of the most revealing expressions of misidentification and 
division. It refers to the process by which individuals or groups are consistently perceived, described, 
and treated as less than human. This is not an isolated act, but an organized and repeated pattern 
that becomes embedded in language, belief, and behavior. At its core, dehumanization begins with 
perception. The other is no longer seen as a human being with the same fundamental capacity for 
experience, but as something different, reduced, or inferior. This shift in perception does not occur 
spontaneously. It is constructed through labels, narratives, and conditioning that define certain 
groups in limiting or negative ways. Language plays a central role in this process. Words are used to 
categorize and describe others in ways that strip away individuality and complexity. Over time, these 
descriptions become normalized, shaping how people think and respond. When language reduces a 
person to a label or stereotype, it becomes easier to ignore their humanity. This process is reinforced 
through repetition and structure. Systems such as media, education, and cultural traditions may carry 
and repeat these narratives, giving them the appearance of truth. As they become widely accepted, 
questioning them becomes less common. Dehumanization then operates not as an explicit decision, 
but as a conditioned way of seeing. Another critical factor is distance. When there is limited direct 
contact or understanding between groups, assumptions and stereotypes can persist without challenge. 
This distance may be physical, cultural, or psychological. It creates a gap where projection replaces 
direct perception. The other is then known not through actual interaction, but through constructed 
images. 

Once dehumanization is established, it alters behavior. Actions that would normally be recognized as 
harmful or unacceptable become justified or ignored. This is because the perceived value of the 
other has been reduced. Harm is no longer seen as harm in the same way, because the subject of 
that harm is no longer fully recognized as human. Systematic dehumanization often operates alongside 
power structures. It can be used to justify inequality, control, and exploitation. When a group is 
defined as inferior or less deserving, it becomes easier to assign them limited rights, reduced 
opportunities, or harsh conditions. The system then reinforces the perception that made it possible, 
creating a self-sustaining cycle. It is important to see that dehumanization is not always overt. It can 
appear in subtle forms, such as indifference, dismissal, or lack of attention. When individuals are 
treated as functions, statistics, or roles rather than as human beings, the same process is present in a 
less visible form. This phenomenon is not limited to extreme historical events. It can be observed in 
everyday interactions, wherever there is strong identification and division. The same mechanism 
that allows large-scale dehumanization exists in smaller forms within thought and perception. When 
someone is reduced to a category or judged entirely through a label, the process is already active. 
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Another key aspect is that dehumanization often goes unrecognized by those participating in it. 
Because it is embedded in normal patterns of thinking and communication, it does not always appear 
as a deliberate act. This makes it more persistent, as it continues without direct awareness or 
questioning. To understand systematic dehumanization clearly, it is necessary to see its psychological 
origin. It arises from the same structure of identification that separates “self” from “other.” When 
this separation becomes rigid, the ability to perceive others directly is replaced by conceptual 
interpretation. This understanding does not require condemnation or emotional reaction as a primary 
response. It requires clear observation of how perception is shaped and how that perception 
influences behavior. When the process is seen as it operates, its effects become evident. The essential 
point is that dehumanization is not an isolated phenomenon. It is a natural extension of division 
when it is taken to its extreme. As long as identification creates separation, the potential for 
dehumanization remains. This section, therefore, is not only about recognizing past or present 
examples. It is about understanding the mechanism that allows them to occur. When that 
mechanism is clearly seen, the possibility of continuing it without awareness begins to diminish. What 
remains is the potential for direct perception, where others are not filtered through labels or reduced 
to categories, but recognized without distortion. 

Section 23.4: Life Treated as Commodity 

One of the most pervasive expressions of misidentification in human systems is the treatment of 
life as a commodity. A commodity is something assigned value based on use, exchange, or profit. 
When this framework is applied to life, whether human or non-human, the way it is perceived and 
treated changes fundamentally. Life is no longer seen primarily as intrinsically present, but as 
something to be measured, used, and exchanged. This shift begins with abstraction. Instead of 
relating directly to living beings, thought translates them into units, roles, or functions. A person 
becomes a worker, a consumer, a statistic, or a resource. In this abstraction, the complexity and 
immediacy of life are reduced to quantifiable terms. What cannot be measured is often overlooked, 
while what can be measured becomes the basis for value. This process is closely linked to identity 
and system organization. Economic and social systems require categorization and structure to 
function. However, when these structures are not clearly understood as functional constructs, they 
begin to define reality. Individuals are then perceived through their role within the system rather than 
as living beings beyond those roles. Another important factor is efficiency and optimization. 
Systems built around productivity tend to prioritize output, performance, and growth. Within this 
framework, value is assigned based on contribution to these goals. This can lead to situations where 
individuals are evaluated primarily in terms of their utility, rather than their presence as human beings. 

This does not always appear as overt exploitation. It can be subtle, embedded in everyday interactions 
and expectations. Time is measured, performance is tracked, and outcomes are prioritized. While these 
processes may be necessary at a practical level, they can also reinforce a perception where life is 
continuously assessed in terms of worth and productivity. The treatment of life as a commodity is 
also evident in how natural systems are approached. Environments, animals, and resources are often 
viewed primarily in terms of their economic value. This perspective can lead to extraction and use 
without full consideration of the broader context of life. The relationship becomes one of 
consumption rather than understanding. At a psychological level, this process is sustained by 
identification and separation. When identity is tied to role, status, or output, individuals may begin 
to see themselves and others through the same framework. Self-worth becomes linked to 
performance, and others are perceived in terms of their function or contribution. This creates a 
reinforcing cycle. Systems shape perception, and perception sustains systems. Over time, the 
commodification of life becomes normalized. It is no longer questioned, because it is seen as part of 
how things naturally operate. 
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However, when examined directly, a contradiction becomes visible. Life, in its immediate presence, is 
not something that can be fully captured by measurement or exchange. The attempt to reduce it to a 
commodity is a conceptual overlay, not a reflection of what life actually is. This does not mean that 
systems of exchange or organization must be removed. Practical structures can exist without defining 
the essence of life. The issue arises when the conceptual framework replaces direct perception, 
and what is constructed is taken as fundamental. Another important aspect is the effect this has on 
relationship. When life is treated as a commodity, interaction becomes transactional. Value is assigned, 
exchanged, and compared. This can limit the depth of connection, as perception is filtered through 
evaluation and utility, rather than direct attention. To understand this clearly is not to reject systems, 
but to see their limits and function. They can organize and facilitate, but they do not define what life 
is. When this distinction is not clear, the system begins to dominate perception, and life is continuously 
interpreted through value-based frameworks. 

This section is not an argument against structure or organization. It is an examination of how 
misidentification transforms perception, leading to the reduction of life into something measurable 
and exchangeable. When this process is seen clearly, the assumption that life is a commodity begins 
to weaken. What remains is the possibility of relating to life without reducing it to function or value. 
This is not an ideal to achieve, but a shift in perception that occurs when the structure of 
commodification is no longer taken as absolute. In that clarity, systems remain functional, but they no 
longer define the meaning or nature of life itself. 

Closing Reflection 

This chapter has approached history as evidence, not as interpretation, belief, or narrative. What has 
been observed is not a collection of unrelated events, but a repetition of patterns that reflect the 
same underlying structure examined throughout this work. Across different times, cultures, and 
conditions, similar movements appear. These movements are rooted in misidentification, division, 
fear, and the need for control. The examples explored, human ownership of humans, industrial-
scale destruction, systematic dehumanization, and the treatment of life as a commodity, are not 
isolated or accidental. They are intensified expressions of processes that exist in subtle form within 
everyday human experience. What appears extreme in history is often a magnified version of what 
operates quietly within thought, perception, and identification. Human ownership of humans revealed 
how identity can override direct perception, allowing one human being to treat another as property. 
Industrial-scale destruction showed how organization, technology, and psychological distance 
can amplify division into large-scale harm. Systematic dehumanization demonstrated how language, 
conditioning, and repetition can reshape perception, reducing others to categories rather than 
recognizing them as human. The treatment of life as a commodity exposed how abstraction and 
valuation can replace direct relationship with life itself. Seen together, these are not separate issues. 
They are expressions of a single structure. That structure begins with the assumption of a separate 
and defined identity, which then creates division. From division come comparison, fear, defense, 
and the need for control. These, in turn, manifest as systems, behaviors, and actions that shape the 
world at a collective level. 

A critical point becomes clear through this observation. The causes of these historical patterns are not 
located only in external conditions or specific events. They are rooted in the ongoing psychological 
processes of human beings. This means that history is not only about the past. It is a reflection of 
what continues to operate in the present. It is important to understand the implication of this without 
distortion. If the same structure remains active, then the potential for similar outcomes also remains. 
The forms may change, and the expressions may appear different, but the underlying movement 
continues unless it is clearly seen and understood. 
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At the same time, this chapter does not suggest pessimism or inevitability. It does not claim that these 
patterns must continue. It shows that their continuation depends on the absence of clarity. Where 
misidentification is not examined, its consequences unfold. Where it is seen directly, the structure that 
sustains these patterns begins to lose its foundation. Another essential aspect is the question of 
responsibility. If these patterns arise from human psychology, then responsibility cannot be placed 
entirely outside. It is not limited to specific individuals, groups, or moments in time. It is shared at the 
level of human perception and identification. This is not a statement of blame, but a recognition 
of connection. This recognition changes how history is approached. It is no longer something distant 
or separate. It is not a record of others acting in ways that are unrelated to oneself. It becomes a 
mirror, reflecting the same processes that can be observed directly within. In this way, history is not 
only informative, but revealing. It is also necessary to remain precise. Understanding these patterns 
intellectually is not sufficient. Description does not end the structure it describes. The significance of 
this chapter lies in whether what has been outlined is seen directly, not only in historical examples, 
but in present perception and interaction. 

Another point to consider is that these patterns have often been justified, normalized, or even 
celebrated within their contexts. This shows how belief and identification can shape perception 
to the extent that actions are not recognized for what they are. Without clear observation, the structure 
can continue under different names, supported by new narratives, while remaining fundamentally 
unchanged. This reinforces a central theme of this work. The problem is not only in what happens, 
but in how it is perceived and interpreted. When perception is shaped by identification, clarity is 
limited. Actions are then guided by distortion, even when they appear justified or necessary. As this 
chapter concludes, the essential point remains simple but significant. History demonstrates, with 
clarity, what the human mind produces when misidentification is not understood. It shows the 
consequences of division when it is taken as real, and the extent to which perception can be shaped 
by belief and conditioning. Nothing new has been introduced in this chapter. What has been shown 
is the continuity of the same structure across time. The examples serve to make that structure 
visible, not to create new ideas or conclusions. 

What follows from this is not a directive or solution. It is a question of observation. Can this structure 
be seen clearly, as it operates now, without reference to the past alone. Can the same processes be 
recognized in thought, reaction, and relationship, as they occur. If they are seen directly, without 
resistance or interpretation, then the connection between past and present becomes clear. The patterns 
observed in history are not separate. They are extensions of the same movement. In that clarity, 
history is no longer only a record of what has been. It becomes an immediate insight into what is, 
and what continues when the structure remains unexamined. This completes the chapter. Not as a 
conclusion to accept, but as a clear presentation of evidence, showing what has occurred and what 
remains possible as long as the underlying structure is active. 
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CHAPTER 24 

THE CONTINUATION IN MODERN FORM 

This chapter moves from history into the present, not as a separate phase, but as a continuation of 
the same underlying structure. What has been observed in past events does not end with time. It 
persists, adapts, and expresses itself in forms that are often less visible, more complex, and more 
normalized. The patterns identified earlier do not disappear. They evolve in appearance while 
remaining consistent in structure. The modern world is often seen as advanced, developed, and 
distinct from the past. There are clear differences in technology, communication, and organization. 
However, these changes do not necessarily indicate a transformation in the fundamental processes 
of human identification and perception. The same movements of identity, division, and fear 
continue, though they may appear in more subtle or socially accepted ways. This creates a critical point 
of examination. If the structure remains the same, then the forms it takes in the present must be 
understood as current expressions of that structure, not as entirely new phenomena. This chapter 
focuses on identifying those expressions, not through theory, but through direct observation of 
modern systems and behavior. One of the key aspects of modern expression is complexity. 
Systems today are highly interconnected, layered, and often abstract. This complexity can obscure the 
underlying processes, making them more difficult to recognize. What was once direct and visible may 
now be distributed across systems, roles, and technologies. Despite this, the same patterns of 
identification and separation can be observed when attention is precise. 

Another important factor is normalization. Many structures that reflect division and identification 
are now embedded in everyday life. They are rarely questioned because they are widely accepted as 
necessary or inevitable. This acceptance allows the underlying structure to continue without direct 
examination. The modern context also introduces new forms of identity. In addition to traditional 
categories such as nationality or religion, there are identities linked to economic status, professional 
role, digital presence, and ideological alignment. These identities may appear different, but they 
function in the same way. They provide a sense of self while simultaneously creating division and 
comparison. Technology plays a significant role in this continuation. It enables rapid communication, 
access to information, and global connection. At the same time, it can reinforce fragmentation and 
division, as individuals interact within filtered environments that reflect and strengthen existing 
identifications. This does not create the structure, but it can amplify and accelerate it. Another key 
aspect is that modern systems often operate through abstraction. Economic systems, digital 
platforms, and large-scale organizations function through representations such as data, metrics, and 
symbols. While these are necessary for coordination, they can also distance individuals from direct 
perception, leading to decisions and actions that are not fully connected to their real impact. It is 
essential to see that the continuation of these patterns is not imposed from outside. It is sustained 
through participation and perception. Individuals engage with systems, adopt identities, and 
respond to conditions in ways that reinforce the structure. This does not imply intention or fault. It 
reflects the ongoing operation of unexamined assumptions. 

This chapter does not aim to criticize modern systems or propose alternatives. Its purpose is to 
observe how the same underlying structure manifests in current forms. By doing so, it becomes 
possible to see continuity where there may appear to be change. Each section that follows will examine 
a specific modern expression, including economic identity, national identity, ideological division, 
and psychological fragmentation. These will not be treated as separate issues, but as interconnected 
aspects of the same movement of identification. 
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The approach remains consistent. There is no introduction of belief, method, or solution. The 
emphasis is on clear observation, without interpretation or conclusion. What is presented is not to 
be accepted or rejected, but to be seen directly as it operates in the present. The significance of this 
chapter lies in its immediacy. Unlike historical examples, which can be seen as distant, the structures 
examined here are active now. They influence perception, behavior, and interaction in real time. To 
observe them clearly is to understand not only the world, but the current operation of the same 
processes within oneself. This chapter begins from that point. Not with explanation or judgment, 
but with a direct examination of the continuation of misidentification in modern form. 

Section 24.1: Economic Identity 

In the modern world, one of the most dominant forms of identification is economic identity. This 
refers to the way individuals define themselves and others based on income, occupation, status, 
productivity, and material possession. While economic systems serve practical functions in 
organizing resources and exchange, they also create a framework in which identity becomes closely 
tied to value and output. This process begins with classification. Individuals are categorized 
according to their roles, such as worker, employer, consumer, or investor. These roles are necessary 
for the functioning of economic systems, but they often extend beyond function and become part of 
self-definition. A person is no longer simply performing a role, but is identified with it. From this 
identification, a hierarchy of value emerges. Certain roles, incomes, and levels of success are 
considered more desirable or important than others. This creates a structure where individuals are 
evaluated based on their economic position. Value is no longer inherent, but assigned according to 
measurable criteria, such as wealth, productivity, or market relevance. This leads to comparison 
and competition. Individuals measure themselves against others, seeking to improve their position 
within the system. Success becomes a means of reinforcing identity, while failure may be experienced 
as a threat to self-worth. In this way, economic identity is not neutral. It actively shapes perception, 
motivation, and behavior. 

Another key aspect is the relationship between economic identity and security. Financial stability is 
often associated with safety, control, and predictability. As a result, identity becomes tied to 
maintaining or improving economic status. This creates a continuous movement of seeking and 
maintaining, where the sense of self is dependent on conditions that are inherently unstable. This 
instability reinforces the structure. Because economic conditions change, identity based on them must 
be constantly protected and adjusted. This leads to ongoing effort, concern, and attachment. The 
system becomes not only a means of organization, but a source of psychological pressure and 
dependence. It is also important to see how economic identity influences perception of others. 
People are often viewed through the lens of their economic role or status. A person may be valued or 
dismissed based on what they earn, produce, or own. This reduces individuals to functional 
categories, limiting direct perception of them as human beings beyond those roles. Another 
dimension is the role of abstraction. Modern economic systems operate through numbers, data, and 
representations. Value is expressed in terms that can be measured and compared, but this abstraction 
can distance perception from the actual conditions of life. Decisions may be made based on metrics 
without full awareness of their impact on individuals or communities. This does not mean that 
economic systems themselves are inherently problematic. They are necessary for coordination and 
exchange at a large scale. The issue arises when these systems are not seen as functional constructs, 
and instead become the basis for identity. When this happens, the system begins to define what a 
person is, rather than simply organizing what a person does. Another important aspect is that 
economic identity is widely normalized and reinforced. From early development, individuals are 
conditioned to pursue success, stability, and achievement within this framework. These goals are 
presented as essential, making it less likely that the underlying structure will be questioned or 
examined. 
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This normalization creates a feedback loop. The more individuals identify with economic roles, the 
more the system is reinforced. The more the system is reinforced, the more it shapes identity. This 
cycle continues without requiring deliberate intention, sustained by collective participation and 
belief. To observe economic identity clearly is not to reject work, productivity, or organization. It is 
to see the distinction between function and identification. Roles can exist without defining the self. 
Systems can operate without becoming the basis for self-worth or value. When this distinction is not 
clear, identity becomes dependent on conditions that are constantly changing. This leads to 
instability, comparison, and psychological conflict. When it is clear, participation in economic 
systems remains possible, but without the same level of attachment and distortion. This section 
does not propose an alternative system or solution. It examines how misidentification operates 
within modern economic structures, shaping how individuals see themselves and others. When this 
process is observed directly, the assumption that identity is tied to economic value begins to weaken. 
What remains is the possibility of engaging with economic systems without being defined by them, 
allowing action to be guided by clarity rather than by the need to maintain a constructed sense of self. 

Section 24.2: National Identity 

National identity is one of the most widely accepted and reinforced forms of collective 
identification. It is presented as natural, necessary, and often unquestionable. Individuals are defined 
by the nation they belong to, and this belonging carries with it language, culture, history, and 
political structure. While these elements may serve practical and organizational purposes, the 
identification with them creates a powerful form of psychological division. At its core, national 
identity is based on conceptual boundaries. Geographic borders define territories, and these 
territories are associated with specific groups of people. However, these boundaries are not inherent 
in the natural world. They are created, maintained, and defended through agreement, belief, and 
enforcement. Despite this, they are often treated as if they are fixed and absolute. This identification 
creates a clear distinction between “us” and “them.” Those within the boundary are seen as part of 
a shared identity, while those outside are considered separate. This distinction influences perception, 
often without conscious awareness. Others are not simply individuals, but representatives of another 
nation, carrying assumed characteristics and meanings. From this division, loyalty and allegiance 
emerge. Individuals are encouraged to identify with their nation, to support it, defend it, and prioritize 
it. This can create a sense of unity within the group, but it also reinforces separation from others. 
When this identification is strong, it can override direct perception, leading to bias, justification, and 
opposition. Another important aspect is the role of history and narrative. Nations are often defined 
through shared stories about their origin, struggles, and achievements. These narratives are repeated 
and reinforced through education and culture. While they can create cohesion, they can also shape 
perception in a way that selectively emphasizes certain viewpoints, often strengthening identity 
and division. 

National identity is also closely linked to power and conflict. Throughout history and into the 
present, nations have engaged in competition, rivalry, and war. These conflicts are often framed in 
terms of protection, security, or necessity, but they are rooted in the defense of identity and 
boundary. When the nation is seen as an extension of the self, its threat becomes a personal threat, 
intensifying reaction and resistance. It is important to see that national identity operates not only at 
the level of large-scale events, but also in everyday perception. It influences how people are 
approached, how information is interpreted, and how value is assigned. A person may be trusted, 
feared, respected, or dismissed based on their national association, rather than direct understanding. 
Another key factor is normalization. National identity is deeply embedded in social structures. It is 
reinforced through symbols, language, institutions, and repeated affirmation. Because of this, it is 
rarely questioned. It is seen as a fundamental aspect of reality, rather than as a constructed 
framework. 
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This does not mean that organization at a national level is unnecessary. Coordination, governance, 
and shared systems may require structure. The issue arises when this structure becomes a basis for 
psychological identity, creating division and conflict. The distinction between functional 
organization and identification is often unclear or overlooked. When national identity is observed 
directly, a contradiction becomes visible. While it creates a sense of unity within a group, it 
simultaneously creates separation from others. This separation is not based on direct perception of 
individuals, but on conceptual categorization. To understand this clearly is not to oppose nations 
or advocate for their removal. It is to see how identification with nation shapes perception and 
behavior. When this identification is strong, it limits the ability to see beyond the boundary it creates. 
Another important point is that the strength of national identity often increases in response to fear 
and uncertainty. In times of perceived threat, individuals may cling more strongly to group identity, 
seeking security in belonging. This reinforces division at precisely the moment when clarity would be 
most necessary. This section is not concerned with political positions or solutions. It examines the 
psychological structure of national identity and its effects. When this structure is seen clearly, the 
assumption that identity must be tied to nation begins to weaken. What remains is the possibility of 
engaging with national structures as functional systems, without being psychologically defined by 
them. This allows for interaction and cooperation without the same level of division, bias, and 
conflict that arises from identification. In that clarity, the boundary remains where it is functionally 
necessary, but it no longer defines what a human being is. 

Section 24.3: Ideological Division 

Ideological division is one of the most pervasive and often subtle expressions of misidentification 
in the modern world. It occurs when individuals identify with a set of beliefs, ideas, or systems of 
thought, and use those identifications to define themselves and others. These ideologies may relate 
to politics, religion, philosophy, or social views. While ideas themselves are not inherently divisive, 
identification with them creates separation. At the center of this process is the transformation of 
thought into identity. An idea, which is a product of thinking, becomes something that is defended, 
protected, and used as a basis for self-definition. Instead of being a tool for understanding, it becomes 
a position to maintain. When this happens, disagreement is no longer simply a difference in 
perspective. It becomes a challenge to identity. This leads to a structure where individuals and 
groups align themselves according to shared beliefs. These alignments create boundaries, similar to 
those seen in national or cultural identity. There is a clear distinction between those who agree and 
those who do not. This division often results in polarization, where positions become more rigid and 
less open to examination. Another important aspect is the role of certainty. Ideologies often provide 
clear explanations, conclusions, and frameworks for understanding the world. This can create a sense 
of stability and confidence. However, this certainty can also prevent direct observation, as new 
information is interpreted through the existing belief system rather than examined independently. This 
process is reinforced through repetition and community. Individuals tend to engage with others 
who share similar views, whether through social groups, media, or digital platforms. This creates 
environments where beliefs are continuously confirmed, strengthening identification and reducing 
exposure to alternative perspectives. 

Language also plays a key role in ideological division. Words and labels are used to define positions 
and categorize others. These labels can simplify complex views into fixed identities, making it easier 
to group and separate individuals. Over time, this reduces the possibility of direct understanding, as 
perception is filtered through predefined categories. Another critical factor is the relationship 
between ideology and emotion. Beliefs are often tied to feelings such as security, purpose, or moral 
clarity. This emotional connection strengthens identification, making it more difficult to question or 
examine the belief without experiencing discomfort or resistance. 
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When ideological division becomes strong, communication begins to break down. Instead of dialogue, 
there is argument and defense. Each side seeks to assert its position, often without fully 
understanding the other. This reinforces separation and prevents the possibility of shared 
understanding. It is important to see that this division is not caused by ideas themselves, but by the 
attachment to them as identity. Ideas can be explored, adjusted, or discarded when they are seen as 
tools. When they become identity, they must be protected, leading to rigidity and conflict. Another 
aspect to consider is that ideological division can exist even in the absence of direct conflict. It can 
appear as subtle judgment, dismissal, or avoidance. When individuals are categorized based on belief, 
they may be accepted or rejected without direct engagement or understanding. This process is 
often normalized in modern society. Strong opinions and clear positions are encouraged and valued. 
While this can create engagement, it can also reinforce identification and separation, making it less 
likely that beliefs will be examined at their root. 

To observe ideological division clearly is to see how thought creates structures of belief, and how 
those structures become tied to identity. When this is seen directly, the need to defend or maintain a 
position begins to lose its intensity. This does not mean that thinking stops or that ideas are no 
longer used. It means that ideas are no longer taken as defining what one is. They remain functional, 
open to change, and subject to observation. When identification with ideology weakens, the nature of 
interaction changes. There is less emphasis on being right and more capacity for direct 
understanding. Communication becomes less about defense and more about clarity. This section 
does not propose neutrality or the absence of perspective. It points to the possibility of engaging with 
ideas without turning them into identity-based divisions. In that clarity, thought functions as a tool, 
rather than as a source of separation. 

Section 24.4: Psychological Fragmentation 

Psychological fragmentation refers to the experience of being internally divided, where thought, 
emotion, and perception do not function as a coherent whole, but as separate and often conflicting 
parts. This fragmentation is not accidental. It is a direct result of identification, division, and 
misinterpretation operating within the individual. At the center of this fragmentation is the creation 
of a divided self. Thought produces multiple images, roles, and expectations about what one is and 
what one should be. These images are often inconsistent with each other. One part seeks success, 
another seeks security, another seeks approval, and another may resist all of these. Each of these 
movements appears as if it belongs to a single entity, but in reality, they are separate processes 
without a unified center. This creates internal conflict. Different thoughts and desires compete for 
control, leading to tension, indecision, and contradiction. The mind attempts to resolve this conflict 
by choosing one direction over another, but the underlying division remains. As a result, resolution is 
often temporary, and the conflict reappears in different forms. Another key aspect of fragmentation 
is the separation between the observer and the observed. Thought creates the idea of a center, an 
“I” that is separate from thoughts, emotions, and sensations. This center is then assumed to be in 
control, attempting to manage or change what is observed. However, as examined earlier, this division 
is constructed, not inherent. The observer is not separate from what is being observed. This false 
division leads to continuous effort. The “observer” tries to control thought, suppress emotion, or 
maintain certain states. This creates a cycle of effort and resistance, where one part of the mind is 
acting upon another. Because both are products of the same process, this effort does not resolve 
fragmentation. It sustains it. 

Fragmentation is also reinforced through identification with roles and images. A person may 
identify as successful, unsuccessful, confident, insecure, or any number of descriptions. These 
identities can change depending on context, leading to a shifting and unstable sense of self. Each 
identity represents a partial view, not a complete understanding. 
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Another important factor is time. The mind often operates in terms of past and future, creating a 
sense of continuity based on memory and expectation. The past defines what one has been, and the 
future represents what one should become. This creates a division between what is and what is 
imagined, leading to further conflict and fragmentation. This fragmentation affects not only internal 
experience, but also relationship and perception. When there is division within, there is a tendency 
to project that division outward. Others are seen through the lens of internal conflict, leading to 
misunderstanding, comparison, and separation. It is important to recognize that fragmentation is often 
normalized. It is accepted as a natural part of being human. Efforts are made to manage it through 
control, discipline, or external support, but the underlying structure is rarely examined. As long as 
fragmentation is not understood, attempts to resolve it remain within the same divided framework. 
Another aspect to consider is that fragmentation is sustained by lack of direct observation. When 
thought operates automatically, creating divisions and identities, it is not always noticed. This allows 
the process to continue without interruption. 

To understand fragmentation clearly is not to analyze it endlessly or attempt to fix it through effort. 
It is to observe how division is created and maintained in real time. When thoughts, emotions, and 
reactions are seen without imposing a center that controls them, the structure of fragmentation 
becomes visible. In that observation, an important shift occurs. The separation between observer and 
observed begins to lose its assumed reality. Without this division, the internal conflict that depends 
on it also begins to lose its foundation. This does not result in a constructed unity or a controlled 
state of harmony. It is not something that is achieved or maintained. It is the absence of the divisions 
that were previously taken as real. This section does not offer a method to overcome fragmentation. 
Any method would imply a division between the one who acts and what is to be changed. Instead, it 
points to the importance of clear, direct observation, where the process of fragmentation is seen as 
it operates. When this is seen without interference, the assumption of a divided self begins to weaken. 
What remains is not a new identity, but a state in which the artificial divisions are no longer 
sustained. 

Closing Reflection 

This chapter has examined how the structures previously identified do not end with history, but 
continue in the modern world through more subtle, normalized, and complex forms. What has been 
revealed is not a new pattern, but the continuation of the same underlying movement expressed 
through different systems and contexts. Economic identity, national identity, ideological division, and 
psychological fragmentation are not separate issues. They are variations of a single structure rooted 
in misidentification. Economic identity showed how the sense of self becomes tied to value, 
productivity, and status, creating comparison, dependence, and instability. National identity 
demonstrated how conceptual boundaries become psychological divisions, shaping perception and 
reinforcing separation. Ideological division revealed how thought itself becomes identity, leading 
to rigidity, conflict, and the breakdown of direct understanding. Psychological fragmentation exposed 
how this entire structure operates internally, creating a divided sense of self that sustains conflict at 
the individual level. When these are observed together, a clear pattern emerges. The modern world, 
despite its advancements, continues to operate on the basis of identification and division. The forms 
have become more refined, and the systems more complex, but the fundamental process remains 
unchanged. This process begins with the assumption of identity, which then creates separation, and 
from that separation arise conflict, comparison, and the need for control. A critical point in this 
chapter is that these structures are often invisible because they are normalized. They are embedded 
in daily life, reinforced through systems, language, and interaction. Because they are widely accepted, 
they are rarely questioned. This allows the underlying structure to continue without direct 
observation. 
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Another essential aspect is that modern expressions of this structure often operate through 
abstraction and distance. Economic systems reduce life to numbers and metrics. Ideological systems 
reduce complexity to fixed positions. Psychological processes reduce direct experience to conceptual 
interpretation. This abstraction creates a gap between what is actually occurring and how it is 
perceived, allowing distortion to persist. It is also important to see that these patterns are not imposed 
externally. They are sustained through participation and identification. Individuals engage with 
systems, adopt roles, and reinforce beliefs, often without recognizing the structure they are 
maintaining. This does not imply fault or intention. It reflects the continuation of processes that 
have not been clearly seen. This leads to a fundamental insight. The modern world is not 
fundamentally different from the past in its psychological structure. It is a continuation in refined 
form. What has changed is the level of complexity and the degree to which these patterns are 
integrated into everyday life. What has not changed is the mechanism of misidentification that 
sustains them. Another key point is that attempts to resolve these issues at the level of system alone 
remain limited. Economic reform, political change, or ideological shifts may alter the surface 
structure, but if the underlying process of identification remains, similar patterns will reappear. The 
form changes, but the structure persists. This does not suggest that external change is irrelevant. It 
highlights that without understanding the internal basis of division, external solutions cannot fully 
address the problem. The root is not in the system alone, but in the relationship between 
perception, thought, and identity. It is also necessary to avoid turning this understanding into a 
conclusion or belief. The moment it becomes an idea to hold, it becomes part of the same structure 
of identification. What has been presented here is not something to adopt, but something to observe 
directly in current experience. 

Another important aspect is that these structures are active now. Unlike historical examples, which 
may appear distant, the patterns described in this chapter are immediate and ongoing. They 
influence how individuals think, relate, and respond in real time. To see them clearly is to understand 
the present operation of the same process. When this observation is clear, without distortion or 
resistance, the structure that depends on misidentification begins to lose its stability. This is not the 
result of effort or control. It is the natural consequence of seeing what is actually taking place. This 
does not produce a new system or a defined outcome. It changes the basis from which action arises. 
Without identification, action is no longer driven by division, comparison, or fear. It becomes direct, 
unconflicted, and appropriate to the situation. As this chapter concludes, the central point remains 
unchanged. The continuation of confusion in modern form is sustained by unexamined 
identification. To understand this is not to analyze it endlessly, but to see it clearly as it operates. 

Nothing new has been introduced. What has been shown is the persistence of the same structure 
across different contexts. The significance lies not in the description, but in whether it is recognized 
in immediate experience. If it is, then the continuity between past and present becomes evident. 
The patterns observed historically and the patterns observed now are expressions of the same 
movement. This completes the chapter. Not as a conclusion to accept, but as a clear view of the 
present, showing how the structure of misidentification continues, and how it may begin to lose its 
hold when it is directly seen without distortion. 
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CHAPTER 25 

WHY CONFLICT PERSISTS 

This chapter addresses a question that naturally follows from everything that has been examined so 
far: if the structure of misidentification, division, and fear has been present throughout history and 
continues in modern forms, then why does conflict persist despite awareness, progress, and repeated 
attempts to resolve it. Conflict is often approached as a problem to be solved at the level of events, 
conditions, or systems. Solutions are proposed through negotiation, reform, policy, or control. 
While these may address specific situations, they rarely bring an end to conflict as a whole. Instead, 
conflict changes form, shifts location, or reappears under different circumstances. This indicates that 
the cause of conflict is not limited to external conditions, but is rooted in a deeper structure. That 
structure has already been outlined. It begins with identification, which creates a sense of self defined 
by thought, memory, belief, or association. From this identification arises division, the distinction 
between “self” and “other,” “us” and “them.” Once this division is established, conflict becomes not 
only possible, but in many cases inevitable, because what is identified must be protected, defended, 
and maintained. This leads to a critical point. Conflict is not only a reaction to circumstances. It is a 
continuation of the structure of identity. As long as identity is based on separation, any challenge 
to that identity is experienced as a threat, and response follows. This response may take the form of 
resistance, opposition, or aggression, depending on the context, but the underlying movement remains 
the same. 

Another important factor is the role of fear. Fear reinforces identification by creating a need for 
security. This security is sought through attachment to beliefs, groups, or systems that provide a sense 
of stability. However, because these are constructed and subject to change, they require continuous 
defense and reinforcement. This defense often brings individuals and groups into conflict with 
others who hold different identifications. It is also necessary to see that conflict is not always overt or 
visible. It can exist in subtle forms such as comparison, judgment, resistance, and internal 
contradiction. These smaller expressions are not separate from larger conflicts. They are part of the 
same structure, operating at different levels of intensity. Another aspect that sustains conflict is 
justification. Actions taken in conflict are often supported by beliefs that present them as necessary, 
right, or unavoidable. These justifications may be based on protection, justice, or survival, but they 
often mask the underlying defense of identity. When actions are justified, the structure that produces 
them is less likely to be questioned. The persistence of conflict is also supported by habit and 
conditioning. Patterns of reaction are learned, repeated, and reinforced over time. Individuals and 
groups respond in familiar ways, often without direct awareness of the processes involved. This creates 
a cycle where conflict is not only repeated, but becomes expected and normalized. It is important 
to understand that this chapter does not approach conflict as something to be eliminated through 
method or control. Any attempt to control conflict without understanding its source remains within 
the same structure that produces it. Instead, the focus here is on observing how conflict arises, how it 
is sustained, and why it continues even when there is an apparent desire for peace. 

Another key point is that the persistence of conflict is not due to a lack of solutions, but to a lack of 
clear perception. When the underlying structure is not seen, attention is directed toward surface-level 
issues, and the root remains active. This leads to repeated efforts that address symptoms without 
ending the cause. This chapter will examine the specific elements that sustain conflict, including 
identity defense, fear-based systems, and the belief in separation. These are not independent 
factors, but interconnected aspects of the same structure. Each will be explored to reveal how conflict 
is maintained at both the individual and collective level. 
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The approach remains consistent with the rest of this work. There is no method to follow, no belief 
to adopt, and no authority to accept. The emphasis is on direct observation, without interpretation 
or conclusion. What is presented is not to be agreed with or opposed, but to be seen clearly as it 
operates. The significance of this examination lies in its immediacy. Conflict is not only a global issue 
or a historical pattern. It is present in thought, reaction, and relationship at every moment. To 
understand why it persists is to observe how it is continuously created and sustained. This chapter 
begins from that point. Not with solutions or ideals, but with a direct examination of the structure 
that allows conflict to continue. 

Section 25.1: Identity Defense 

At the core of persistent conflict lies the movement of identity defense. Once identity is formed 
through thought, memory, belief, or association, it is not experienced as a concept, but as 
something real and essential. Because of this, any challenge to identity is perceived as a threat, and 
a response is triggered to protect it. This protection is often automatic. It does not require deliberate 
decision or conscious intention. When identity is questioned, contradicted, or opposed, there is an 
immediate movement of resistance. This resistance may appear as argument, denial, justification, or 
even aggression. The form varies, but the function remains the same, which is to maintain the 
integrity of the constructed self. It is important to see that identity is not limited to personal 
description. It includes beliefs, roles, affiliations, and experiences. A person may identify with an 
idea, a group, a profession, or a past event. Each of these becomes part of the structure that defines 
“what I am.” When any part of this structure is challenged, the response is not experienced as a simple 
disagreement. It is felt as a direct challenge to the self. This is where conflict begins. When two or 
more identities come into opposition, each seeks to assert and defend itself. Because identity is taken 
as real, there is no perception that both sides are operating from constructed positions. Instead, each 
position appears to be true and necessary, making compromise or understanding more difficult. 
Another key aspect is that identity defense often operates without awareness. The individual may 
believe they are defending truth, justice, or correctness, without recognizing that what is being 
protected is a sense of self derived from identification. This lack of awareness allows the process 
to continue without being questioned. 

Identity defense is also closely linked to emotional response. Feelings such as anger, fear, and 
frustration often arise when identity is threatened. These emotions reinforce the need to defend, 
creating a cycle where reaction strengthens identification, and identification strengthens reaction. 
This process is not limited to large-scale conflict. It can be observed in everyday interactions. A simple 
disagreement can escalate when it is interpreted as a personal challenge. Instead of examining the 
content of the disagreement, attention shifts to protecting identity, and the possibility of clear 
understanding is reduced. Another important factor is the role of continuity. Identity is built over 
time, through accumulated experiences and reinforced beliefs. Because of this, it carries a sense of 
history and stability. Defending identity then becomes a way of preserving this psychological 
continuity, even when it is based on assumptions rather than direct observation. It is also necessary 
to see that identity defense creates rigidity. When identity must be protected, there is less openness 
to new information or different perspectives. This rigidity limits perception, making it more difficult 
to see situations clearly. Instead, perception becomes filtered through the need to maintain 
identity. At a collective level, this process is amplified. Groups form around shared identities, and the 
defense of those identities becomes organized and reinforced. This can lead to large-scale conflict, 
where entire systems are structured around the protection and assertion of identity. To understand 
identity defense clearly, it is essential to see that the conflict does not begin with external disagreement. 
It begins with the assumption that identity must be maintained. Without this assumption, 
disagreement does not carry the same weight, and the need for defense is reduced. 
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This does not mean that all positions or actions become the same. It means that they are no longer 
tied to a fixed sense of self that must be protected. Without this attachment, response can be based 
on clarity rather than reaction. Another critical point is that identity defense cannot be ended 
through suppression or control. Any attempt to suppress reaction is itself another form of division, 
where one part of the mind tries to control another. This continues the same structure. Instead, the 
key is observation. When the movement of identity defense is seen as it occurs, without justification 
or resistance, its structure becomes clear. The automatic nature of reaction is revealed, and the 
assumption behind it can be questioned directly. When this is seen without distortion, the need to 
defend identity begins to weaken. Not through effort, but because the basis for that defense, the belief 
in a fixed and separate identity, is no longer taken as absolute. This section does not offer a method 
to stop conflict. It reveals how conflict is sustained through identity defense. When this process is 
clearly understood, the continuation of conflict at its root begins to lose its foundation. 

Section 25.2: Fear-Based Systems 

Conflict is not sustained by identity alone. It is reinforced and stabilized through systems built on 
fear. These systems exist at both the individual and collective level, shaping behavior, decision-making, 
and interaction. Fear, when unexamined, becomes a structuring force, organizing how people relate 
to themselves, to others, and to the world. At its core, fear is linked to uncertainty and perceived 
threat. When identity is formed and taken as real, anything that challenges its stability creates a sense 
of insecurity. This insecurity leads to the search for protection, control, and predictability. Over time, 
this search becomes embedded in systems designed to reduce or manage fear, but often ends up 
reinforcing it. These systems can take many forms. At a social level, they appear as institutions, laws, 
and structures that emphasize control, defense, and security. While some level of organization is 
necessary, when fear becomes the primary driver, these systems are shaped more by the need to 
protect against threat than by clarity or understanding. At an individual level, fear-based systems 
appear as patterns of thought and behavior. These include avoidance, attachment, and the constant 
need for reassurance. The mind seeks to create stability through belief, routine, or control, but because 
the underlying insecurity is not understood, these efforts lead to temporary relief rather than 
resolution. 

Another important aspect is that fear often operates indirectly. It may not always be recognized as 
fear. It can appear as caution, preference, or strong conviction. However, when examined closely, 
these responses are often rooted in the desire to maintain psychological security. Fear-based 
systems also rely on projection. The source of fear is often attributed to external factors, such as other 
individuals, groups, or conditions. While external threats may exist, the intensity and persistence of 
fear are shaped by internal processes of identification and interpretation. This projection reinforces 
division, as others are seen as potential threats that must be managed or opposed. Another key factor 
is reinforcement through repetition. Fear-based responses are repeated over time, becoming 
habitual and normalized. Systems built on these responses then reinforce the same patterns, creating 
a cycle where fear sustains structure, and structure sustains fear. This cycle is evident in many 
areas of human activity. In relationships, fear may lead to control, dependency, or withdrawal. In 
society, it may lead to surveillance, competition, and defensive policies. In thought, it leads to constant 
anticipation of risk or loss, even in the absence of immediate danger. It is also important to see that 
fear-based systems limit perception and response. When fear is active, attention narrows. The focus 
shifts to protection and avoidance, reducing the ability to see situations clearly. Decisions are then 
made based on reaction rather than understanding, which often perpetuates the conditions that 
created fear in the first place. 
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Another critical point is that attempts to control fear often strengthen it. Efforts to suppress, escape, 
or overcome fear operate within the same framework of resistance and division. The mind treats 
fear as something separate that must be managed, which maintains the underlying structure. Fear-
based systems are not inherently deliberate or malicious. They arise naturally from the 
misidentification of self and the need for security. However, when they are not examined, they 
become deeply embedded and difficult to recognize. To understand these systems clearly is not to 
reject all forms of structure or protection. It is to see the difference between practical response to 
immediate conditions and psychological systems built on fear. The former is direct and necessary. 
The latter is sustained through thought and identification, often without real necessity. When fear 
is observed directly, without avoidance or interpretation, its structure begins to reveal itself. It becomes 
clear that much of what is maintained in its name is based on assumption rather than actual threat. 
In that clarity, the systems built around fear begin to lose their psychological necessity. This does 
not mean they disappear immediately, but their influence on perception and behavior is reduced. 
Action is no longer driven by fear, but guided by direct understanding of the situation. This section 
does not offer a way to eliminate fear. It shows how fear sustains systems, and how those systems, 
in turn, sustain fear. When this relationship is clearly seen, the cycle begins to weaken, not through 
effort, but through the absence of misinterpretation that gave it strength. 

Section 25.3: Separation as Belief 

At the deepest level of persistent conflict lies a fundamental assumption that is rarely questioned: the 
belief in separation. This belief is not always explicit or consciously held. It operates as a basic 
structure of perception, shaping how reality is interpreted. It creates the sense that there is a distinct 
and independent “self” that exists apart from others, from the environment, and from life as a whole. 
This sense of separation begins with thought. Through language, memory, and identification, thought 
constructs boundaries. It distinguishes between “I” and “not I,” between “mine” and “not mine.” 
These distinctions are functional at a practical level, allowing navigation and communication. 
However, when they are taken as absolute, they become the foundation of psychological separation. 
Once separation is assumed to be real, it gives rise to division. Others are no longer seen directly, but 
through the framework of difference. This difference may be based on belief, culture, status, or 
experience. While these distinctions exist at a descriptive level, they are interpreted as essential 
differences, reinforcing the idea that individuals are fundamentally separate entities. From this belief, 
a chain of consequences follows. If there is a separate self, then that self must be protected, 
maintained, and defined. This leads to attachment, comparison, fear, and the need for control. The 
actions that arise from these movements create conflict, both internally and externally. 

It is important to see that separation is not only a belief in the intellectual sense. It is an experienced 
reality, because it is continuously reinforced by thought and perception. The mind interprets 
experience from the standpoint of a center, creating the impression that this center is independent 
and real. This belief is further reinforced through language and culture. The structure of 
communication itself is based on subject and object, on the one who experiences and what is 
experienced. While this structure is necessary for expression, it can also shape perception in a way that 
maintains the sense of division. Another key aspect is that separation appears to provide clarity 
and stability. It defines boundaries, establishes identity, and creates a sense of control. Without it, 
there may be a perception of uncertainty or lack of definition. Because of this, the belief in separation 
is rarely questioned. It is assumed to be self-evident. However, when examined directly, the basis of 
this belief becomes unclear. The “self” that is assumed to be separate cannot be found as an 
independent entity. What can be observed are thoughts, emotions, sensations, and perceptions, 
all of which are changing and interconnected. The center that claims ownership of these does not 
appear in the same way. 
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This reveals a critical point. The sense of separation is not an inherent fact, but a constructed 
interpretation. It arises from thought and is sustained through identification. Without this 
interpretation, the division between self and other is no longer experienced in the same way. This does 
not mean that functional distinctions disappear. The body remains distinct, roles and responsibilities 
continue, and practical boundaries exist. What changes is the psychological significance assigned 
to those distinctions. They no longer define identity or create division at a fundamental level. 
Another important aspect is that as long as separation is believed, conflict is unavoidable. A separate 
self must interact with other separate selves, each with its own needs, desires, and defenses. This 
creates a constant potential for opposition and misunderstanding. When the belief in separation is 
not examined, efforts to resolve conflict remain limited. They address the outcomes of division 
without questioning the assumption that creates division. As a result, conflict may be reduced in 
one area while emerging in another. To understand separation clearly is not to adopt a new belief 
about unity or connection. Any belief, even one that claims there is no separation, remains within the 
structure of thought and identification. The key is not to replace one idea with another, but to 
observe directly whether separation, as it is assumed, actually exists. 

When this observation is precise and without interference, the belief begins to lose its certainty. Not 
because it is opposed, but because it is seen as a construction rather than a fact. In that clarity, the 
basis for division begins to weaken. Without a strongly defined center that must be maintained, the 
need for defense, comparison, and control is reduced. Relationship is no longer structured primarily 
by separation, but by direct perception of what is present. This section does not conclude that 
separation is false as an idea to accept. It points to the importance of examining the assumption 
directly. When this is done, the structure that sustains conflict is seen at its root. What follows from 
that seeing is not a conclusion, but a change in how perception operates. Without the belief in 
separation dominating interpretation, the movement of conflict begins to lose its foundation. 

Closing Reflection 

This chapter has examined why conflict persists, not as an isolated problem, but as a direct 
consequence of the same underlying structure that has been explored throughout this work. What has 
become clear is that conflict is not sustained by external conditions alone. It is rooted in 
identification, fear, and the belief in separation, all of which operate continuously within human 
perception and interaction. Identity defense revealed how the sense of self, once constructed, must be 
protected and maintained. Any challenge to this identity is experienced as a threat, and response 
follows in the form of resistance, justification, or opposition. This movement is often automatic, 
occurring without awareness, yet it forms the basis of both personal and collective conflict. Fear-
based systems showed how fear becomes organized and reinforced through patterns of thought 
and social structures. The need for security leads to control, avoidance, and dependency, creating 
systems that are designed to manage threat but often end up sustaining the very fear they attempt 
to resolve. This cycle reinforces division and limits the possibility of clear perception. Separation as 
belief exposed the deepest layer of the structure. The assumption that there is a separate and 
independent self creates division at the most fundamental level. From this division arise all forms of 
conflict, because what is separate must relate to what is separate, and that relationship is shaped by 
defense, comparison, and misunderstanding. When these elements are seen together, the 
persistence of conflict is no longer difficult to understand. It is not maintained by a lack of solutions, 
but by the continuation of the structure that produces it. As long as identity is taken as real, fear 
will arise to protect it. As long as fear operates, systems will form around control and defense. As long 
as separation is believed, division will continue.  
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A critical point in this chapter is that conflict is not something that happens occasionally. It is a 
continuous movement, expressed at different levels of intensity. It appears in global events, social 
interactions, and internal experience. The same structure operates in all of these, linking what appears 
to be separate forms of conflict into a single underlying process. It is also important to recognize 
that conflict is often justified and normalized. Actions taken in conflict are presented as necessary, 
correct, or unavoidable. These justifications prevent the underlying structure from being questioned. 
As a result, conflict continues, not only because of external circumstances, but because its 
psychological basis remains unexamined. Another essential aspect is that attempts to resolve 
conflict often remain within the same structure. Efforts to control, suppress, or eliminate conflict 
through methods or systems may address immediate issues, but they do not end the process that 
generates conflict. This leads to temporary solutions, followed by the reappearance of conflict in 
new forms. This does not imply that external action is meaningless. It highlights that without 
understanding the source of conflict, action remains limited. The root is not in the situation alone, 
but in the way it is perceived and interpreted. The significance of this chapter lies in shifting 
attention from the outcomes of conflict to its origin. When the origin is clearly seen, the persistence 
of conflict is no longer mysterious. It becomes an understandable consequence of misidentification 
and division. 

Another important point is that this understanding cannot remain at the level of concept. To recognize 
the structure intellectually does not end it. The movement of identity defense, fear, and separation 
must be observed directly as it occurs. Without this direct observation, the structure continues, 
even if it is understood in theory. When these processes are seen clearly, without justification or 
resistance, something changes. The automatic nature of reaction begins to lose its momentum. The 
need to defend identity weakens when identity is no longer taken as absolute. Fear loses its grip when 
its basis is understood. Separation begins to dissolve when it is seen as a constructed assumption 
rather than a fact. This change is not the result of effort or discipline. It is not something that is 
achieved over time. It is the natural consequence of clear perception. When the structure is no longer 
supported by misinterpretation, it cannot continue in the same way. It is also necessary to remain 
precise. This does not mean that all forms of disagreement disappear or that life becomes free of 
challenge. What changes is the basis from which response arises. Without identification and fear 
dominating perception, response is no longer driven by defense or opposition. It becomes direct, 
appropriate, and free from unnecessary conflict. As this chapter concludes, the central point 
remains consistent with the rest of the work. Conflict persists because the structure that creates it is 
continuously maintained. To understand conflict is not to analyze its many forms, but to see the 
single movement that underlies them all. 

Nothing has been introduced as a solution. Nothing has been offered as a method to follow. What 
has been presented is a clear observation of how conflict is sustained. If this is seen directly, not 
as an idea but as an immediate fact, then the continuation of conflict begins to lose its foundation. 
Not through effort, but through the absence of the assumptions that previously sustained it. This 
completes the chapter. Not as a conclusion to accept, but as a direct insight into the persistence of 
conflict, revealing both its structure and the possibility of its ending through clear, undistorted 
observation. 
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CHAPTER 26 

WHAT CHANGES WHEN THE HUMAN IS CLEAR 

This chapter marks a significant transition. Up to this point, the examination has focused on the 
structure of confusion, including identity, fear, attachment, division, and conflict. Each of these has 
been approached through direct observation, revealing how they are constructed and sustained. The 
question that naturally follows is not how to change these structures, but what changes when they 
are no longer maintained. It is essential to be precise from the beginning. The phrase “the human 
is clear” does not describe an ideal state, a perfected condition, or an achievement. It does not refer 
to becoming something different through effort, discipline, or time. It points to the absence of 
misidentification, where what has been falsely taken as self is no longer assumed to be real. Clarity, 
in this context, is not something added. It is what remains when distortion is no longer present. 
When identification with thought, role, belief, and image is seen clearly, the need to maintain these as 
identity begins to end. This is not a gradual process of improvement. It is a direct consequence of 
observation, where false assumptions lose their hold because they are no longer supported. This leads 
to an important distinction. What changes is not the external structure of life in an immediate or 
dramatic way. The body continues to function. Thought continues to arise. Relationships and 
responsibilities remain. What changes is the basis from which all of these operate. Without 
identification, there is no fixed center that interprets and reacts in the same way as before. One of the 
primary changes is the absence of a psychological center that must be defended. When identity is 
no longer constructed around memory, belief, or role, there is no longer a need to protect a defined 
self. This removes the foundation for many forms of fear, conflict, and attachment. Another 
important aspect is the end of division as a primary mode of perception. Without the assumption 
of a separate and fixed identity, the distinction between self and other is no longer experienced in the 
same way. Functional differences remain, but they are not interpreted as fundamental separation. 
This has direct implications for how relationship and interaction occur. It is also necessary to 
understand that clarity does not produce indifference or passivity. Action continues, but it is no 
longer driven by psychological need or conflict. Without the pressure to maintain identity or secure a 
sense of self, action becomes direct and appropriate to the situation, rather than reactive or 
conditioned. Another key point is that clarity does not create a new form of identity. There is no 
replacement of one definition with another. The movement of defining oneself comes to an end, 
because it is seen as part of the structure of confusion. What remains is not a new description, but 
the absence of the need for one. This chapter will examine specific aspects of what changes when the 
human is clear, including the absence of identity to defend, the absence of division to protect, and the 
way systems and interaction begin to shift as a result of this clarity. These are not goals or outcomes 
to pursue. They are natural implications of the ending of misidentification. It is also important to 
see that this is not a personal achievement. It does not belong to an individual. The structure that has 
been examined is shared across humanity, and so is the possibility of clarity. When the structure 
ends in one instance, it reflects a change in the human condition itself, not in a separate individual 
entity. Another critical aspect is that this cannot be approached through method or effort. Any attempt 
to become clear would operate within the same structure of seeking and becoming that has already 
been examined. Clarity is not something to reach. It is what remains when the movement of becoming 
is no longer sustained. The approach here remains consistent. There is no instruction to follow, no 
belief to adopt, and no authority to accept. The emphasis is on direct observation, without 
interpretation or conclusion. What is described is not to be imagined or pursued, but to be recognized 
if it is present. The significance of this chapter lies in its simplicity. When confusion is no longer 
maintained, what remains is not complex or extraordinary. It is simply clear, direct, and undivided. 
This chapter begins from that point. Not as a conclusion, but as a continuation of observation, 
examining what naturally changes when the structure of confusion is no longer active. 
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Section 26.1: No Identity to Defend 

When the structure of misidentification is clearly seen, one of the most immediate changes is the 
absence of identity to defend. This does not mean that memory, personality, or functional roles 
disappear. It means that these are no longer taken as what one is. Without this assumption, the 
psychological need to protect and maintain a defined self comes to an end. Previously, identity was 
constructed through thought, memory, belief, and association. These elements created a sense of 
continuity and definition, forming an image of “self” that appeared stable. Because this image was 
taken as real, it required constant defense and reinforcement. Any challenge to it was experienced 
as a threat, leading to reaction, resistance, and conflict. When this structure is observed directly, it 
becomes clear that identity is not a fixed entity, but a collection of changing processes. Thoughts 
arise and pass. Emotions shift. Roles change depending on context. None of these provide a stable 
foundation for a permanent self. When this is seen without distortion, the assumption that identity 
must be protected begins to dissolve. Without a fixed identity, there is no center that must be 
defended. This has immediate implications for reaction and behavior. Situations that previously 
triggered resistance or conflict no longer carry the same psychological weight. There is no need to 
assert, justify, or protect a position in order to maintain a sense of self. This does not result in passivity 
or lack of response. Action still occurs, but it is no longer driven by the need to defend identity. 
Instead, response is based on the actual conditions of the situation, without the added layer of 
personal attachment. This allows for clarity in action, where decisions are not distorted by the pressure 
to maintain a self-image. 

Another important aspect is the end of psychological vulnerability tied to identity. When identity 
is constructed, it is inherently unstable because it depends on changing conditions. This creates a 
constant sense of exposure, where external events can influence or threaten the sense of self. Without 
identification, this vulnerability is no longer present in the same way, because there is no fixed 
structure to be threatened. It is also necessary to see that the absence of identity to defend does not 
remove functional distinction. The body still exists. Communication still uses language and roles. 
Responsibilities and relationships continue. What changes is that these are no longer used to define 
what one is at a fundamental level. Another significant change is in interaction with others. When 
identity is not being defended, there is less tendency to interpret situations as personal. Disagreement 
does not become conflict in the same way, because there is no self-image being challenged. This allows 
for direct communication and understanding, without the interference of defensive reaction. It is 
also important to understand that this is not achieved through effort. Any attempt to stop defending 
identity as a goal would itself be another form of identification and control. The absence of defense 
is not something practiced. It is the natural result of seeing that there is no fixed identity to defend. 

 Another point to consider is that identity defense often operates subtly. It may appear as the need to 
be right, to be recognized, or to maintain a certain image. When these movements are observed as 
they occur, without justification, their connection to self-construction becomes clear. In that clarity, 
they begin to lose their automatic nature. This does not lead to the creation of a new identity based 
on non-identification. There is no replacement or redefinition. The entire movement of defining 
oneself comes to an end, because it is seen as part of the structure of confusion. What remains is 
not a blank or empty state, but a condition in which action and perception are no longer organized 
around a center that must be maintained. There is responsiveness without defense, engagement 
without attachment to identity, and clarity without the need for self-definition. This section does not 
describe an ideal or a state to reach. It points to what is naturally the case when the assumption of 
identity is no longer sustained. When there is no identity to defend, the basis for much of conflict, 
fear, and distortion is no longer present. In that absence, action is no longer shaped by protection 
or resistance. It is direct, unconflicted, and aligned with what is actually occurring, rather than 
with what must be preserved. 
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Section 26.2: No Division to Protect 

When misidentification is no longer sustained, the structure of division begins to lose its foundation. 
Division, as previously examined, is not only a practical distinction between things, but a 
psychological separation created through identification. It establishes boundaries such as “self” and 
“other,” “mine” and “not mine,” and from these boundaries arises the need to protect and maintain 
separation. When identity is no longer assumed as a fixed center, this division is no longer 
experienced in the same way. Functional distinctions remain. The body is still distinct from its 
environment. Roles and responsibilities still exist. However, these do not carry the same 
psychological meaning of separation. They do not define what one is, and therefore do not require 
protection at that level. Previously, division created a continuous movement of defense and 
comparison. Others were perceived as separate entities, often evaluated in terms of threat, advantage, 
or difference. This perception shaped interaction, leading to conflict, competition, or attachment. The 
need to protect division was directly linked to the need to protect identity. When identity is no longer 
constructed, the basis for division changes. The distinction between individuals is no longer 
interpreted as fundamental separation, but as functional variation within a shared field of 
experience. This does not require belief or acceptance. It becomes evident through direct 
observation, where the assumed boundary between self and other is not found in the way it was 
previously believed. Without psychological division, the need to protect boundaries loses its intensity. 
There is no longer a strong sense of “me” that must be kept separate from “others.” As a result, many 
forms of defensive behavior begin to weaken. Reaction is no longer driven by the need to maintain 
separation, but arises from the actual conditions of the situation. 

This has a direct impact on relationship. When division is not being protected, interaction is no 
longer filtered through the lens of comparison or opposition. Others are not approached as threats to 
identity or as means of reinforcing it. Instead, there is a more direct and unmediated perception, 
where response is not shaped by psychological boundaries. It is important to understand that the 
absence of division does not lead to loss of clarity or function. Boundaries that are necessary for 
practical purposes remain intact. Decisions can still be made, actions can still be taken, and distinctions 
can still be recognized. What is absent is the added layer of psychological separation that creates 
conflict. Another key aspect is that without division, the movement of ownership and attachment 
begins to change. The need to claim, control, or possess as a way of reinforcing identity is reduced. 
This does not eliminate interaction with objects, people, or systems, but it removes the psychological 
dependence that was previously attached to them. It is also necessary to see that division often 
operates subtly. It may not always appear as obvious separation, but as preference, bias, or 
identification with certain groups or ideas. When these movements are observed carefully, their 
connection to self-definition and protection becomes clear. In that clarity, they begin to lose their 
automatic influence. Another important point is that the absence of division is not something that 
can be created through effort. Any attempt to remove division intentionally would involve a center 
attempting to act on itself, which continues the same structure. The ending of division is not an 
action. It is the result of seeing that division, as it is psychologically constructed, has no inherent 
reality. 

When this is seen clearly, the need to maintain separation is no longer present. There is no effort 
required to unify or connect, because the assumption of separation is no longer active. What 
remains is a form of perception that is not structured by division, where experience is not organized 
around a center that must be distinguished from everything else. This does not lead to a concept of 
unity to be believed or adopted. It is not a conclusion. It is the absence of a structure that previously 
created division and conflict. 
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In that absence, interaction becomes simpler. There is less distortion, less resistance, and less need to 
defend boundaries that were psychologically constructed. Action arises without the pressure to 
protect separation, allowing for a different quality of clarity and responsiveness. This section does 
not propose a new way of relating or a system to follow. It shows what naturally occurs when division 
is no longer maintained through identification. Without division to protect, the basis for conflict 
is reduced, and perception is no longer organized around separation as a central assumption. 

Section 26.3: Systems Begin to Shift 

When the human being is no longer operating from misidentification, division, and fear, the change 
is not limited to internal experience. It has direct implications for the systems and structures that 
humans create and sustain. These systems, whether economic, social, or relational, are not 
independent entities. They are the collective expression of human perception and behavior. When 
that perception changes, the systems built upon it begin to shift accordingly. It is important to be 
precise. Systems do not change through ideal or intention alone. They change as a consequence of 
how individuals perceive, act, and relate. If perception is shaped by identification and fear, then 
systems will reflect division, competition, and control. If perception is clear, without these 
distortions, then the structures that emerge will naturally reflect a different quality of order. 
Previously, systems were organized around the need to protect identity and manage insecurity. 
Economic systems emphasized value through productivity and accumulation. Political systems 
emphasized control and defense. Social systems reinforced belonging and separation. These structures 
were not accidental. They were the logical outcome of a fragmented and divided perception. 
When this perception is no longer active, the same motivations do not operate in the same way. The 
need to dominate, compete excessively, or secure identity through external means begins to lose its 
intensity. This does not require suppression or moral effort. It changes because the basis for those 
behaviors is no longer present. As a result, systems begin to shift in subtle but significant ways. 
Interaction becomes less driven by self-interest as identity, and more aligned with practical 
necessity and clarity. Decisions are not based primarily on fear, comparison, or the need for control, 
but on direct understanding of what is required in a given situation. 

Another important aspect is the reduction of psychological pressure within systems. When 
individuals are not seeking to define themselves through roles, status, or achievement, the systems 
they participate in no longer carry the same burden of identity reinforcement. Work, for example, 
becomes functional rather than a means of proving worth. This reduces conflict, competition, and 
internal strain. It is also necessary to see that this shift is not imposed from the outside. It does not 
come from reform alone, policy change, or external authority. While those may have a role, the 
fundamental change occurs when the individual is no longer operating from confusion. From 
there, action naturally reflects clarity, and systems begin to reorganize over time through that action. 
Another key point is that systems become more flexible and adaptive. When they are not rigidly tied 
to identity or belief, they can respond more directly to changing conditions. This reduces the need for 
excessive control and allows for intelligent adjustment, rather than reaction based on fear or 
preservation of structure. It is also important to understand that this does not create a perfect or fixed 
system. There is no final structure that guarantees order. Systems remain dynamic, because life itself 
is constantly changing. What changes is the absence of distortion in how those systems are 
created and maintained. 

At a relational level, this shift is equally significant. Without identity-based interaction, relationships 
are no longer structured by expectation, dependency, or comparison. This changes how groups 
function, how decisions are made, and how cooperation occurs. The emphasis moves from individual 
assertion to collective clarity, without suppressing individuality. 
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Another aspect is that the reduction of fear and division decreases the need for control mechanisms. 
Systems that previously relied on enforcement, surveillance, or strict regulation to manage behavior 
may find that such measures are less necessary when individuals are not acting from conflict and 
insecurity. However, it is essential to avoid turning this into an expectation or goal. Systems do not 
shift because they are intended to. They shift as a natural consequence of a change in perception. 
If the underlying structure of identification remains, then even well-designed systems will eventually 
reflect division and conflict again. This section does not propose a model for a new society or a 
blueprint for change. It points to a simple and direct fact: systems reflect the human condition. 
When the human being is clear, the systems that emerge from that clarity cannot operate in the same 
way as those built on confusion. What begins to take shape is not imposed order, but an order that 
arises from clarity, direct perception, and the absence of psychological division. This order is 
not defined in advance. It is not based on ideology or belief. It is expressed through action that is 
appropriate, responsive, and unconflicted. In this way, the shift in systems is not separate from 
the shift in the individual. They are part of the same movement. When the structure of confusion ends 
at the level of perception, its expression in the world begins to change naturally, without the need 
for force or control. 

Closing Reflection 

This chapter has examined what changes when the human being is no longer operating from 
misidentification, division, and fear. It is essential to restate clearly that what has been described is 
not a transformation into something new, not an achievement, and not a result of effort. It is the 
natural consequence of seeing, without distortion, that the structure previously taken as self has no 
inherent reality. The first and most immediate shift is the absence of identity to defend. When 
identity is no longer constructed from thought, memory, or belief, there is no center that requires 
protection. This removes the basis for many forms of conflict, resistance, and psychological 
tension. Reaction is no longer driven by the need to maintain a self-image. Instead, response arises 
from direct perception of what is occurring. The second key change is the absence of division to 
protect. Without identification, the boundaries that previously defined separation lose their 
psychological significance. Functional distinctions remain, but they no longer create fundamental 
separation. This alters the nature of relationship, where interaction is no longer structured by 
comparison, opposition, or defense. The third aspect explored is the way systems begin to shift. 
Human systems are expressions of human perception. When perception is shaped by confusion, 
systems reflect division, competition, and control. When perception is clear, these same systems begin 
to reorganize, not through imposed change, but through the actions of individuals who are no longer 
operating from conflict. When these three aspects are seen together, a consistent pattern emerges. The 
changes described are not independent outcomes. They are different expressions of the same 
underlying clarity. When the structure of confusion is no longer active, its effects at every level, 
internal, relational, and systemic, begin to lose their foundation. 

A critical point in this chapter is that nothing new has been added. There is no introduction of a new 
identity, no replacement belief, and no system to follow. What has been described is the absence of 
what was false, not the creation of something new. This distinction is essential. If it is misunderstood, 
the entire examination can be reduced to another form of seeking or becoming. It is also necessary 
to see that this clarity does not belong to an individual. The structure that has been examined is not 
personal. It is a shared human structure, expressed in different forms across individuals and 
societies. When that structure is no longer sustained in one instance, it reflects a change that is not 
limited to a separate self, because that self was never an independent entity to begin with. 
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Another important aspect is that this does not result in withdrawal from life. On the contrary, action 
continues, but without the distortions created by identification and fear. There is no need to retreat 
or isolate. Engagement remains, but it is no longer driven by psychological need or conflict. It is 
also important to remain precise about what this clarity is not. It is not a permanent state to be 
maintained. It is not something that can be held or secured. The moment it becomes something to 
preserve, it is turned into another form of identity and attachment. Clarity is not an object. It is the 
absence of distortion in perception itself. Another key point is that this cannot be approached 
through method. Any method implies time, effort, and progression toward a goal. These are elements 
of the same structure that has already been examined. The ending of confusion is not achieved through 
process or practice. It is seen directly when the assumptions that sustain confusion are no longer 
maintained. The significance of this chapter lies in its simplicity. What changes is not complex. It 
does not require specialized knowledge or extraordinary conditions. It requires only clear 
observation, without interference from belief, expectation, or conclusion. 

When observation is clear, the movement of identification is seen as it occurs. In that seeing, it begins 
to lose its automatic nature. Without identification, there is no center to defend. Without division, 
there is no separation to protect. Without fear as a driving force, systems and relationships no longer 
operate through conflict and control. This does not create a final condition or a fixed outcome. Life 
remains dynamic, changing, and unpredictable. What changes is the absence of psychological 
distortion in how it is perceived and engaged with. As this chapter concludes, the central point 
remains consistent with the entire work. The human condition, as it has been examined, is structured 
by misidentification. When this structure is clearly seen and no longer sustained, what remains is not 
something new, but something that was always present, unobscured by confusion.  

Nothing has been offered to believe. Nothing has been presented as a path. What has been described 
is a direct observation of what changes when confusion ends. If this is seen as an idea, it remains 
within the structure that has been examined. If it is seen directly, in immediate experience, then the 
implications are not theoretical. They are actual and immediate, expressed in perception, action, and 
relationship. This completes the chapter. Not as a conclusion to accept, but as a clear articulation of 
what naturally changes when the human being is no longer operating within the structure of 
confusion. 
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PART VII 

LIVING WITHOUT CONFUSION 

Direct, Practical, Immediate 

Up to this point, the examination has moved through the structure of identity, fear, attachment, 
division, and conflict, and has shown how these are sustained through misidentification and lack 
of direct observation. It has also explored what changes when this structure is no longer maintained. 
This part moves further, not by introducing something new, but by addressing how clarity expresses 
itself in actual living. It is important to be precise from the beginning. “Living without confusion” 
does not describe an ideal state, a perfected condition, or a goal to achieve. It is not something that 
is reached through effort, discipline, or time. It refers to the absence of distortion in perception, 
where action is no longer driven by identification, fear, or psychological division. This distinction is 
essential because there is a tendency to turn clarity into something to pursue or maintain. That 
movement belongs to the same structure of becoming that has already been examined. What is being 
addressed here is not a method for living, but the natural functioning of life when confusion is 
not present. In this context, action does not arise from a constructed center. There is no fixed identity 
organizing behavior around self-interest or self-protection. Instead, action emerges from direct 
perception of what is occurring, without the interference of interpretation based on past 
conditioning. This gives action a different quality. It is immediate, precise, and unconflicted. 
Another important aspect is that living without confusion does not remove complexity from life. 
Situations remain varied and often unpredictable. Decisions still need to be made. Relationships 
continue to require attention and response. What changes is not the external structure of life, but 
the way it is approached. Without psychological distortion, there is no internal contradiction between 
“what is” and “what should be.” This removes a significant source of internal conflict. Previously, 
action was often divided between competing desires, fears, and expectations. This division created 
hesitation, tension, and inconsistency. Without identification, there is no internal center generating 
these conflicts. As a result, action becomes coherent and aligned with the actual situation. It is 
also necessary to see that this does not lead to passivity or indifference. On the contrary, action 
becomes more responsive and attentive, because it is not filtered through self-centered 
interpretation. There is a greater sensitivity to what is happening, both internally and externally, 
allowing for appropriate and intelligent response. Another key point is that living without 
confusion does not require adherence to rules, systems, or prescribed behaviors. There is no fixed 
framework to follow. Instead, there is a reliance on direct observation, where each situation is 
approached without predetermined conclusions. This does not create uncertainty, but a form of 
clarity that is flexible and adaptive. Relationship also changes fundamentally. Without identity-
based interaction, there is less projection, expectation, and dependency. Others are not used to 
reinforce or define a sense of self. This allows for clearer communication and genuine connection, 
without the distortion of psychological need. It is important to emphasize that this is not a philosophy 
or a way of life to adopt. It is not something to believe in or practice. The moment it becomes a 
system, it returns to the structure of identification and control. What is being pointed to is 
something that can only be observed directly in action, not followed as an idea. This part of the 
book explores practical aspects of this clarity, including action without psychological burden, 
responsibility without identity, and order that arises naturally rather than being imposed. 
These are not instructions, but observations of how life functions when it is no longer shaped by 
confusion. The emphasis remains the same as throughout the work. There is no authority, no method, 
and no conclusion to accept. What is presented is to be seen, not believed. This part begins from 
that simplicity. Not with a direction to follow, but with a clear observation of how life unfolds when 
confusion is no longer active and perception is no longer distorted. 
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CHAPTER 27 

ACTION WITHOUT PSYCHOLOGICAL BURDEN 

This chapter examines the nature of action when it is no longer shaped by psychological burden. 
Up to this point, it has been shown how action is often influenced by identity, fear, attachment, 
and internal conflict. These elements create a layer of distortion that interferes with direct response 
to what is actually taking place. The result is action that is divided, reactive, and often inconsistent 
with the situation itself. Psychological burden refers to the accumulation of thought, memory, 
expectation, and self-image that is carried into each moment. This burden is not related to practical 
knowledge or functional memory, which are necessary for daily living. It is the psychological residue 
of identification, where past experiences and constructed meanings are used to define the present. 
When action arises from this burden, it is rarely clear. The mind interprets situations through past 
conditioning, leading to reactions that are based on what has been, rather than what is. This creates 
a gap between perception and response, where action is influenced by fear, desire, or the need to 
maintain identity. One of the key aspects of psychological burden is internal conflict. Different 
thoughts, desires, and fears compete, creating hesitation and contradiction. Action then becomes a 
process of choosing between conflicting impulses, rather than a direct expression of clarity. This 
not only complicates decision-making but also creates ongoing tension and dissatisfaction. Another 
important factor is the role of time. Psychological burden is sustained through the continuation of 
past into present and the projection of future outcomes. The mind operates within a framework of 
becoming, where action is taken in order to achieve, avoid, or maintain something over time. This 
movement adds pressure and expectation, further distorting the simplicity of direct action. 

When the structure of misidentification is no longer active, this burden begins to dissolve. Thought 
and memory still function where necessary, but they are no longer used to construct a center that must 
be maintained. As a result, action is no longer filtered through the need to protect or define a self. 
This leads to a fundamental shift. Action becomes immediate and unburdened, arising directly from 
the perception of the present situation. There is no accumulation of psychological weight influencing 
response. Each moment is approached without carrying forward unnecessary interpretation or 
attachment. It is important to understand that this does not mean acting without consideration or 
awareness. On the contrary, action becomes more precise and attentive, because it is not clouded 
by distraction or internal conflict. The absence of psychological burden allows for greater clarity in 
perception, which naturally informs action. Another key point is that action without psychological 
burden does not follow a method or rule. It cannot be practiced or achieved through effort. Any 
attempt to act without burden as a goal would introduce a new form of psychological pressure, 
which is itself a burden. The absence of burden is not created. It is what remains when the source of 
burden is no longer sustained. This chapter will explore how action functions in the absence of 
identification, including doing without identity, clarity in decision, and the absence of internal 
conflict. These are not techniques to apply, but observations of how action naturally unfolds when it 
is no longer shaped by confusion. It is also necessary to see that this form of action is not separate 
from daily life. It is not reserved for specific situations or conditions. It applies to all forms of activity, 
from simple tasks to complex decisions. The difference lies not in what is done, but in how it is done, 
whether it is influenced by psychological burden or arises from direct perception. 

The emphasis remains consistent with the rest of this work. There is no instruction to follow, no belief 
to adopt, and no authority to accept. What is presented is to be observed directly, not practiced as 
an idea. This chapter begins from that observation, examining what it means for action to occur 
without the weight of past identification and future projection, and how this changes the nature 
of decision, response, and engagement with life. 
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Section 27.1: Doing Without Identity 

Action is commonly understood as something performed by a doer, an assumed center that initiates, 
controls, and owns what is done. This assumption appears natural and unquestioned. However, when 
examined closely, it becomes unclear whether this doer exists as an independent entity, or whether it 
is a construction created by thought and identification. The sense of “I am doing” is often tied to 
memory, intention, and interpretation. After an action occurs, thought labels it, claims ownership, 
and integrates it into a narrative of self. This creates the impression that there is a continuous entity 
responsible for all action. In reality, what can be directly observed is the action itself, along with 
thoughts and interpretations that follow. The doer, as a separate and stable center, does not appear in 
the same way. When identity is constructed, action becomes linked to self-definition. What is done 
is used to reinforce an image of “who I am.” Success strengthens identity. Failure threatens it. As a 
result, action is no longer simple. It becomes burdened with meaning, tied to outcome, recognition, 
and comparison. This creates distortion. Instead of responding directly to the situation, action is 
influenced by the need to maintain or improve identity. Decisions are shaped by how they will 
affect the self-image, rather than by what is actually required. This leads to hesitation, conflict, and 
inconsistency. 

When the structure of misidentification is no longer sustained, this relationship between action and 
identity changes fundamentally. Action is no longer used to define or protect a sense of self. The need 
for a doer as a center begins to dissolve, because it is seen as part of the same constructed process. 
In this context, doing continues, but without psychological ownership. Actions occur as responses to 
immediate conditions, not as expressions of a self that must be affirmed. There is no internal claim 
such as “this defines me” or “this must succeed for me to be secure.” Action becomes direct and 
unburdened. It is important to understand that this does not remove responsibility or awareness. 
On the contrary, when identity is not involved, attention is not divided by self-concern. This allows 
for greater clarity in what is being done, leading to more precise and appropriate action. 
Responsibility is no longer tied to protecting identity, but to responding accurately to the situation. 
Another key aspect is the absence of psychological ownership of outcome. When action is linked 
to identity, outcomes carry significant weight. Success may reinforce self-image, while failure may 
create insecurity. Without identification, outcomes are seen as results of action within conditions, 
not as reflections of a self. This removes unnecessary pressure and allows action to be guided by 
clarity rather than fear or desire. This also changes the experience of effort. Much of what is felt as 
effort comes from internal resistance and conflict, where one part of the mind pushes against 
another. When identity is not driving action, this internal division is reduced. Action may still require 
physical or mental energy, but it is not accompanied by psychological strain. 

Another important point is that doing without identity does not mean acting without intention. 
Intentions can still arise as part of the natural functioning of thought. The difference is that these 
intentions are not used to construct or maintain a fixed sense of self. They remain functional, not 
psychological. It is also necessary to see that the idea of “doing without identity” cannot be turned 
into a method. Any attempt to act in a certain way in order to achieve this condition would involve a 
doer trying to modify itself, which continues the same structure. The absence of identity in action 
is not something to practice. It is what remains when the illusion of the doer as a separate entity 
is clearly seen. When this is observed directly, the relationship between action and self begins to 
shift. The sense of ownership weakens, not through denial, but because it is seen as constructed and 
unnecessary. Action continues, but without the added layer of identification that previously defined 
it. In this way, doing becomes simpler.  
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It is no longer tied to self-image, outcome, or comparison. It is a direct response to what is present, 
free from the need to affirm or protect a center. This section does not propose a new way of acting. 
It reveals that the complexity in action comes from identification with the doer. When that 
identification is no longer sustained, action remains, but without the psychological burden of 
ownership and self-definition. 

Section 27.2: Clarity in Decision 

Decision-making is often experienced as a process of choice between alternatives, accompanied by 
uncertainty, doubt, and internal conflict. This difficulty does not arise from the complexity of 
situations alone, but from the presence of psychological burden. When identity, fear, and attachment 
are involved, decision becomes a movement of comparison, projection, and self-concern, rather 
than a direct response to what is actually present. At a practical level, decisions require evaluation of 
information, conditions, and possible outcomes. This is a functional process. However, psychological 
factors are often added to it. These include the need to protect identity, avoid failure, seek 
approval, or maintain control. These elements distort perception, making it difficult to see the 
situation clearly. One of the main sources of confusion in decision-making is conflict between 
competing desires or fears. Thought generates multiple possibilities, each associated with different 
outcomes. The mind then moves between these possibilities, trying to determine which one will 
provide security or advantage. This creates hesitation and indecision, not because the situation is 
unclear, but because the mind is divided. Another important factor is the role of time. Decisions are 
often based on projections into the future, imagining consequences and attempting to control them. 
While some level of projection is necessary for practical planning, psychological projection introduces 
fear and expectation, which complicate the process. The mind becomes concerned with what might 
happen, rather than focused on what is actually known and present. 

When the structure of misidentification is no longer active, decision-making changes fundamentally. 
Without a fixed identity to protect or enhance, the psychological pressure surrounding decisions is 
reduced. The need to choose in a way that supports a self-image is no longer present. In this condition, 
decision is not experienced as conflict between opposing forces. It becomes a clear response to the 
situation, based on direct perception. There is still evaluation, but it is not distorted by self-centered 
concerns. The mind is not divided between what it wants to be and what it fears. It simply observes 
what is required. This does not mean that all decisions become easy or obvious. Complexity in 
situations may still exist. However, the absence of internal contradiction allows for a different quality 
of clarity. Instead of being caught in endless comparison, the mind can see the relevant factors and 
respond without unnecessary hesitation. 

Another key aspect is the absence of psychological attachment to outcome. When identity is 
involved, outcomes carry personal significance. Success may reinforce self-image, while failure may 
threaten it. This creates pressure to make the “right” decision in order to secure a sense of self. Without 
this attachment, outcomes are seen as results within changing conditions, not as measures of 
identity. This removes a major source of fear and allows decision-making to be guided by 
understanding rather than avoidance or desire. There is no need to guarantee a particular result, 
because there is no self that depends on that result for its definition or security. It is also important to 
see that clarity in decision is not the result of applying a method or following a rule. Any system of 
decision-making introduces a framework that may not fully correspond to the actual situation. Clarity 
arises when perception is not constrained by predefined patterns or expectations. Another point is 
that decision, in this context, is not always experienced as a deliberate process. In many cases, when 
perception is clear, action follows naturally without a sense of choosing between alternatives. The idea 
of “decision” as a separate step may dissolve, replaced by direct and immediate response. 
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This does not imply impulsiveness. On the contrary, it reflects a state where attention is fully 
engaged, allowing for accurate understanding of conditions. Action is then aligned with that 
understanding, without the interference of internal conflict or hesitation. It is also necessary to 
understand that this clarity cannot be cultivated through effort. Attempting to force clarity or eliminate 
confusion through control is itself part of the same structure of conflict. Clarity is not produced. It 
is what remains when the factors that create confusion, such as identification and fear, are no longer 
active. When this is seen directly, decision-making becomes simpler. Not because situations are 
simplified, but because the mind is no longer divided. There is no internal struggle to resolve. There 
is only observation and response. This section does not provide a technique for making better 
decisions. It shows that confusion in decision-making is a result of psychological interference. 
When that interference is absent, decision is no longer a problem to solve. It becomes a natural 
expression of clear perception, free from conflict and unnecessary complexity. 

Section 27.3: No Internal Conflict 

Internal conflict is one of the most persistent features of the human condition. It appears as 
contradiction between thoughts, desires, fears, and expectations. One part of the mind wants 
something, while another resists it. One movement seeks change, while another seeks security. This 
division creates a continuous state of tension, hesitation, and psychological strain. At first glance, 
internal conflict may seem natural or even necessary. It is often interpreted as a sign of careful thinking 
or moral consideration. However, when examined closely, it becomes clear that conflict arises from 
the structure of identification. Different aspects of thought, each associated with different forms of 
identity, come into opposition, creating the experience of division within the mind. For example, a 
person may identify with success, security, or approval, while also experiencing fear of failure or 
rejection. These identifications generate conflicting movements. One pushes toward achievement, 
while another pulls away from risk. The result is not clarity, but fragmentation, where no single 
direction is fully expressed. This fragmentation is sustained by the assumption that there is a central 
entity that must choose between these conflicting parts. The mind attempts to resolve conflict by 
selecting one side and suppressing the other. However, this does not end the division. The suppressed 
element remains active, creating ongoing tension and the potential for conflict to re-emerge. 

Another important aspect is that internal conflict is closely linked to time. The mind compares what 
is with what should be, based on ideals, goals, or past experiences. This comparison creates a gap, and 
within that gap arises effort to become something different. This movement of becoming generates 
continuous dissatisfaction, because what is present is never fully accepted as it is. When the 
structure of misidentification is clearly seen, the basis for internal conflict begins to dissolve. Without 
a fixed identity to maintain or improve, there is no longer a center that is divided against itself. 
Thoughts and emotions may still arise, but they are no longer organized into opposing forces that 
must be resolved or controlled. In this condition, the mind is not fragmented. There is no separation 
between a controller and what is being controlled. The attempt to manage or suppress certain aspects 
of experience comes to an end, because it is seen that the controller is not separate from what it 
tries to control. This insight removes the foundation of internal struggle. It is important to understand 
that the absence of internal conflict does not mean the absence of complexity. Different thoughts and 
possibilities may still appear. However, they are not experienced as competing identities that must 
assert themselves. Instead, they are simply elements within awareness, observed without creating 
division. Another key point is that without internal conflict, there is no need for effort in the 
psychological sense. Much of what is experienced as effort comes from resistance, where one part 
of the mind pushes against another. When this resistance ends, action may still require energy, but it 
is not accompanied by strain or contradiction. 
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This also changes the nature of discipline and control. In the presence of conflict, discipline is often 
used to force the mind into a particular direction. This creates further division, as one part imposes 
itself on another. Without conflict, there is no need for such control. Action is guided by clarity rather 
than enforcement. It is also necessary to see that internal conflict is often normalized and justified. 
It is seen as part of growth, decision-making, or responsibility. However, this normalization prevents 
deeper examination. When conflict is accepted as inevitable, its underlying structure remains 
unchallenged. Another important aspect is that the ending of internal conflict cannot be achieved 
through will or effort. Any attempt to eliminate conflict by force is itself another form of conflict. 
The key is not to resolve or suppress opposing movements, but to observe them clearly as they 
arise. In that observation, their connection to identification and division becomes evident. 

When this is seen without distortion, the need for conflict begins to weaken. Not because one side 
has won, but because the structure that created the division is no longer sustained. Without 
identification, there are no opposing centers to maintain. What remains is a state of undivided 
attention, where perception is not fragmented by competing forces. Action arises from this undivided 
state, without hesitation or contradiction. There is no internal struggle to overcome, because there is 
no division creating it. This section does not suggest that conflict should be avoided or suppressed. It 
reveals that conflict is the result of misidentification and division within the mind. When this is 
clearly understood, the continuation of internal conflict is no longer necessary. In the absence of 
internal conflict, there is a fundamental shift in how life is experienced. Action becomes coherent, 
direct, and unburdened, no longer shaped by opposing forces. What was previously experienced as 
struggle is replaced by a clarity that does not require resolution, because there is no division to 
resolve. 

Closing Reflection 

This chapter has examined the nature of action when it is no longer shaped by psychological 
burden. What has been revealed is not a new way of acting, not a method to follow, and not a 
discipline to apply. It is the natural functioning of action when the structures that distort it, identity, 
fear, and internal conflict, are no longer sustained. At the center of this examination is a simple but 
often overlooked fact: action is rarely experienced directly. It is usually filtered through layers of 
interpretation, memory, expectation, and self-concern. These layers create a sense of effort, 
confusion, and contradiction, making action appear complex and difficult. In reality, much of this 
complexity does not belong to the action itself, but to the psychological structures surrounding it. 
The first aspect explored was doing without identity. It became clear that the sense of a doer, as a 
fixed and independent entity, is not directly observable. What can be observed is action itself, along 
with thoughts that claim ownership after the fact. When identity is no longer constructed around these 
thoughts, the need to define oneself through action comes to an end. Action continues, but without 
the burden of self-image, without the pressure to succeed or the fear of failure as measures of identity. 

 The second aspect was clarity in decision. Decision-making, when influenced by identification, 
becomes a process of internal conflict, projection, and comparison. The mind is divided between 
competing desires and fears, creating hesitation and uncertainty. When this division is absent, decision 
is no longer experienced as a struggle. It becomes a direct response to the situation, guided by clear 
perception rather than psychological pressure. The third aspect was the absence of internal conflict. 
Conflict within the mind arises from division, from the attempt of one part to control or oppose 
another. This division is sustained by identification, where different thoughts and emotions are taken 
as parts of a self that must be managed. When this structure is seen clearly, the separation between 
controller and controlled dissolves. Without this separation, the basis for conflict is no longer present. 
What remains is undivided attention, where action is not fragmented by opposing forces. 
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When these three aspects are seen together, a consistent understanding emerges. The difficulty in 
action does not come from life itself, but from the structure of misidentification that interferes with 
direct perception. When that structure is no longer active, action is not something that needs to be 
corrected or improved. It is already clear and sufficient in its natural state. It is also important to 
emphasize that nothing in this chapter suggests passivity or inaction. On the contrary, action becomes 
more precise, responsive, and appropriate when it is free from psychological burden. Without the 
interference of self-concern, attention is fully available to what is happening, allowing for a deeper 
sensitivity to conditions and a more accurate response. Another key point is that this clarity in action 
does not depend on external circumstances. It is not limited to certain situations or environments. 
Whether in simple tasks or complex decisions, the same principle applies. The difference lies not in 
the nature of the situation, but in whether action is influenced by identification and conflict or arises 
from direct observation. It is also necessary to remain precise about what this clarity is not. It is not 
a state to be maintained, not a condition to be preserved. The moment it becomes something to hold 
onto, it is turned into another form of psychological burden. Clarity cannot be stored or repeated. 
It exists only in immediate observation, in the absence of distortion. 

Another important aspect is that this cannot be approached through method or practice. Any attempt 
to act without burden as a goal introduces effort and expectation, which are themselves forms of 
burden. The absence of psychological weight is not achieved. It is what remains when the source of 
that weight is no longer sustained. This chapter also makes it clear that responsibility does not 
disappear when identity is no longer present. In fact, responsibility becomes more direct and 
immediate, because it is not mediated by self-interest or avoidance. Action is no longer delayed by 
hesitation or distorted by personal concern. It is aligned with what the situation requires, rather 
than with what the self seeks to gain or protect. As this chapter concludes, the central insight remains 
consistent. Action, in its essence, is not the problem. The problem lies in the interference created 
by misidentification, which adds complexity, conflict, and distortion. When this interference ends, 
action is no longer something to struggle with. It becomes simple, direct, and unconflicted. 
Nothing has been offered here as a technique or instruction. What has been presented is a clear 
observation of how action functions when it is free from psychological burden. 

If this is understood only at the level of thought, it remains a concept. If it is observed directly, in the 
movement of daily life, then its implications are immediate. Action is no longer divided. Decision is 
no longer a struggle. Conflict is no longer sustained. This completes the chapter. Not as a conclusion 
to accept, but as a direct clarification of what it means for action to be free from the weight of 
identity, free from internal division, and aligned with clear perception of what is. 
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CHAPTER 28 

RESPONSIBILITY WITHOUT IDENTITY 

This chapter examines the nature of responsibility when it is no longer tied to identity. 
Responsibility is often understood as a personal obligation, something carried by an individual who 
must act, decide, and bear consequences. This understanding is closely linked to the idea of a separate 
self, a center that owns actions and must manage outcomes. Up to this point, it has been shown that 
this sense of a fixed self is constructed through thought, memory, and identification. When this 
construction is taken as real, responsibility becomes intertwined with self-image, control, and 
psychological pressure. Action is then shaped not only by what is required, but by the need to 
maintain or protect a sense of identity. This creates distortion. Responsibility becomes a burden, often 
accompanied by fear of failure, desire for recognition, and concern for personal outcome. 
Decisions are influenced by how they will affect the self, rather than by a clear understanding of the 
situation. As a result, what is called responsibility may actually be a form of self-centered activity, 
even when it appears outwardly correct. Another important aspect is that responsibility, when linked 
to identity, often leads to conflict and avoidance. The weight of expectation and the fear of 
consequence can create hesitation or resistance. At the same time, there may be an attempt to assert 
control in order to secure a desired outcome. This movement is not based on clarity, but on the need 
to manage uncertainty through identity. When the structure of misidentification is no longer 
sustained, responsibility is no longer experienced in the same way. Without a fixed identity to maintain, 
there is no psychological center that claims ownership of action. This does not eliminate responsibility. 
It changes its nature completely. 

In the absence of identification, responsibility is no longer personal in the psychological sense. It is 
not about “me” fulfilling a role or proving something. Instead, it is a direct response to what is 
present, arising from clear perception of the situation. Action is not taken to support identity, but 
because it is appropriate and necessary. This leads to a significant shift. Responsibility is no longer 
a burden carried over time. It is not accumulated or projected into the future as a source of pressure. 
It exists only in the immediacy of action, where response is aligned with what is actually occurring. 
It is also important to understand that this does not result in carelessness or lack of accountability. On 
the contrary, when identity is not involved, there is greater attention and sensitivity to the effects of 
action. Without self-centered distortion, the impact of action is seen more clearly, leading to more 
accurate and responsible response. Another key point is that responsibility without identity does 
not follow rules or ideals as a primary guide. While practical frameworks may exist, action is not 
determined by rigid adherence to predefined standards. Instead, it is guided by direct observation 
and understanding, which allows for flexibility and appropriateness in each situation. This chapter 
will explore how responsibility functions in the absence of identification, including care without ego, 
action without self-image, and intelligence in response. These are not principles to apply, but 
observations of how responsibility naturally expresses itself when it is not shaped by psychological 
structures of self. 

It is also necessary to see that responsibility, in this context, is not something separate from action. It 
is not an added layer of obligation. It is inherent in clear perception itself. When there is no 
distortion, response is naturally aligned with what is needed, without the need for external 
enforcement or internal pressure. The emphasis remains consistent with the rest of the work. There 
is no instruction to follow, no belief to adopt, and no authority to accept. What is presented is to be 
observed directly, not practiced as an idea. This chapter begins from that observation, examining 
what responsibility is when it is no longer tied to identity, and how action, free from self-centered 
motivation, becomes precise, attentive, and fully aligned with the reality of the situation. 
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Section 28.1: Care Without Ego 

Care is often understood as concern, attention, or responsibility toward others, situations, or 
outcomes. However, in most cases, what is called care is closely linked to ego, to the sense of self that 
seeks meaning, validation, or security through its actions. This connection is subtle, and because of 
this, it is rarely examined. What appears as care may actually be influenced by self-interest, 
attachment, or the need to maintain identity. When care is tied to ego, it is not entirely clear. It 
may involve expectation, where care is given with the anticipation of recognition, appreciation, or 
return. It may involve control, where actions are taken not only for the well-being of others, but to 
shape outcomes in a way that supports a desired image of oneself. It may also involve fear, where care 
is driven by the need to avoid loss, rejection, or insecurity. In all of these cases, care is not purely about 
what is being addressed. It is mixed with self-concern, which distorts perception and action. The 
focus is divided between the situation and the maintenance of identity. As a result, care can become 
inconsistent, conditional, and sometimes even conflicting, especially when personal interest is 
challenged. Another important aspect is that care connected to ego often creates dependency and 
attachment. When care is used to define oneself or to establish connection, it can lead to a need for 
others to respond in certain ways. This introduces pressure into relationships, where care is no longer 
free, but influenced by expectation and emotional investment. 

When the structure of misidentification is no longer sustained, this relationship between care and 
ego changes fundamentally. Without a fixed identity to maintain, there is no longer a need to use care 
as a way of defining or securing a sense of self. Care is no longer a means to an end. It becomes direct 
and unconditioned. In this context, care arises from clear perception of what is present. It is not 
based on preference, attachment, or self-interest. It is a natural response to the situation, without the 
added layer of personal motivation. This does not make care passive or detached. On the contrary, it 
becomes more precise and appropriate, because it is not distorted by ego. Another key aspect is the 
absence of expectation. When care is not tied to identity, there is no need for recognition, return, or 
validation. Action is not taken to produce a particular response from others. It is complete in itself, 
because it is aligned with what is actually needed, not with what the self seeks to gain. This also 
removes the burden often associated with care. When care is driven by ego, it can become heavy, 
accompanied by pressure, responsibility, and emotional strain. Without identification, care does not 
accumulate in this way. It exists in the moment of action, without being carried forward as 
psychological weight. It is also important to see that care without ego does not eliminate discernment 
or boundaries. It does not mean agreeing with everything or accepting all situations without response. 
Clarity remains, and action can still involve saying no, setting limits, or making difficult decisions. The 
difference is that these actions are not driven by self-protection or emotional reaction, but by 
understanding of what is appropriate. 

Another significant point is that care without ego does not depend on personal relationship or 
familiarity. It is not limited to those who are known or close. Because it is not based on identification, 
it is not selective in the same way. It reflects a broader sensitivity to life as a whole, rather than a 
preference shaped by self-interest. It is also necessary to understand that this form of care cannot be 
created through effort or intention. Any attempt to act without ego as a goal introduces a new form 
of self-centered activity, where the idea of being “someone who cares without ego” becomes another 
identity. The absence of ego in care is not something to achieve. It is what remains when the structure 
of identification is no longer active. When this is seen directly, the nature of care changes. It is no 
longer mixed with personal motive or psychological need. It becomes simple, direct, and 
unconflicted, aligned with the reality of the situation rather than with the demands of identity. This 
section does not redefine care as an ideal. It shows that what is commonly called care is often shaped 
by ego, and that when this influence is no longer present, care takes on a different quality, one that 
is not based on self, but on clear and undistorted perception. 
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Section 28.2: Action Without Self-Image 

Action is often influenced by a self-image, a constructed sense of who one is or who one should be. 
This image is built from memory, experience, social conditioning, and personal interpretation. 
It becomes a reference point through which action is guided, evaluated, and adjusted. In many cases, 
action is not a direct response to the situation, but a movement shaped by the need to maintain, 
protect, or improve this image. Self-image operates both openly and subtly. It may appear as the 
desire to be seen as successful, responsible, intelligent, or kind. It may also appear as the need to avoid 
being perceived as weak, inadequate, or wrong. These tendencies influence decision-making and 
behavior, often without being clearly recognized. As a result, action becomes indirect, filtered through 
the question of how it will affect the image of self. This creates distortion. Instead of responding to 
what is actually present, the mind responds to how the situation relates to identity. This can lead 
to hesitation, overcompensation, or avoidance. For example, a decision may be delayed because it 
might threaten a certain image, or an action may be exaggerated in order to reinforce it. In both cases, 
action is no longer aligned with reality, but with the maintenance of a constructed self. Another 
important aspect is that self-image creates a continuous movement of comparison and evaluation. 
Actions are judged in terms of success or failure relative to the image. This leads to ongoing 
psychological pressure, where each action is tied to a sense of worth or inadequacy. The result is not 
clarity, but tension and inconsistency, as action is influenced by conflicting demands of the self-
image. When the structure of misidentification is no longer sustained, the role of self-image in action 
begins to dissolve. It becomes clear that the image is not an actual entity, but a mental construction, 
a collection of thoughts and memories that do not define what one is. When this is seen directly, the 
need to act in accordance with this image weakens. In the absence of self-image, action is no longer 
guided by the need to project or defend an identity. It becomes a direct response to the situation, 
without the added layer of interpretation based on how it will affect the self. This allows for a different 
quality of action, one that is clear, immediate, and unburdened. It is important to understand that 
this does not remove awareness of context or consequence. Practical considerations remain. 

 The difference is that these considerations are not tied to self-definition. Action is based on 
understanding of the situation, not on how it contributes to or threatens a personal image. Another 
key aspect is the absence of psychological pressure. When action is not linked to self-image, there 
is no need to prove, justify, or defend. This removes a significant source of stress and allows for 
greater consistency and precision. Action is no longer fragmented by the demands of maintaining 
an identity. This also changes how feedback and outcomes are perceived. Without self-image, there is 
no personal investment in being right or successful as a form of self-validation. Feedback can be 
received and understood without resistance, because it is not interpreted as a threat to identity. This 
allows for learning and adjustment without conflict. 

It is also necessary to see that action without self-image does not mean the absence of personality or 
expression. Individual traits and tendencies may still appear, but they are not used to define a fixed 
identity. They remain functional and flexible, rather than rigid structures that must be preserved. 
Another important point is that this cannot be achieved through effort. Any attempt to act without 
self-image as a goal introduces a new form of self-image, where one tries to become a certain kind 
of person. This continues the same structure in a different form. The absence of self-image is not 
created. It is the result of seeing clearly that the image has no inherent reality. When this is 
understood directly, action becomes simpler. There is no need to filter response through a constructed 
identity. There is only perception and action, without the interference of self-definition.  This section 
does not propose a method for improving behavior. It reveals that much of what complicates action 
comes from identification with self-image. When that identification is no longer sustained, action 
is no longer shaped by the need to be something. It becomes direct, appropriate, and free from 
psychological distortion. 
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Section 28.3: Intelligence in Response 

Response is often shaped by conditioning, habit, and psychological reaction. In many situations, 
what appears to be a response is actually a continuation of past patterns. Thought refers to memory, 
compares, evaluates, and then produces an answer based on what is already known. This process is 
useful at a practical level, but when it dominates completely, it limits the possibility of direct and 
intelligent response. Intelligence, in this context, is not the accumulation of knowledge or the ability 
to analyze complex information. It is not a personal attribute or something that belongs to an 
individual. Intelligence refers to the clarity of perception that is free from distortion, where 
response arises directly from understanding the situation as it is. When response is influenced by 
identity, fear, or self-image, it is no longer fully intelligent. It becomes selective, biased, and often 
defensive. The mind interprets what is happening in relation to itself, asking how it is affected, what 
it gains, or what it risks losing. This self-centered orientation limits perception and leads to responses 
that may be incomplete or inappropriate to the actual conditions. Another important factor is the 
role of habitual reaction. Many responses are automatic, shaped by repetition and reinforcement 
over time. These reactions may appear efficient, but they often operate without awareness or fresh 
observation. As a result, they repeat the past rather than addressing the present. When the structure 
of misidentification is no longer active, response changes fundamentally. Without a center that 
interprets everything in terms of self, perception becomes more open and direct. The situation is 
seen without the immediate overlay of judgment, preference, or fear. From this clarity, response arises 
in a way that is appropriate to the moment, rather than conditioned by the past. 

This is what is meant by intelligence in response. It is not something added to action, but something 
that is present when distortion is absent. Intelligence does not operate through fixed patterns or 
predetermined rules. It is flexible, adaptive, and sensitive to the specific details of each situation. It 
is important to understand that this does not eliminate the use of knowledge. Practical knowledge 
remains necessary and is used when relevant. The difference is that knowledge is not allowed to 
dominate perception. It functions as a tool, not as a framework that defines reality. Intelligence 
operates when knowledge is applied appropriately, without becoming a limiting filter. Another key 
aspect is the absence of delay between perception and response. When the mind is not occupied 
with internal conflict or self-concern, there is no need for prolonged hesitation or analysis driven by 
fear. This does not lead to impulsiveness, but to a form of immediacy, where response follows 
directly from clear seeing. This also changes the quality of communication and interaction. Responses 
are no longer shaped by the need to defend a position or assert identity. This allows for greater 
accuracy and honesty, without the distortion of personal motive. Listening becomes more complete, 
and response becomes more aligned with what is actually being communicated. 

It is also necessary to see that intelligence in response cannot be cultivated through effort. Any attempt 
to become more intelligent in this sense introduces a goal-oriented movement, which is part of the 
same structure of becoming. Intelligence is not achieved. It is revealed when the factors that limit it, 
such as identification, fear, and habitual reaction, are no longer active. Another important point 
is that intelligence does not belong to the individual. It is not something that can be claimed or 
possessed. The moment it is associated with identity, it becomes another form of self-image, and its 
clarity is reduced. Intelligence operates when there is no center claiming ownership of it. When this is 
seen clearly, response becomes simpler and more effective. There is no need to rely on rigid patterns 
or to force outcomes. Action is guided by direct understanding, allowing it to adjust naturally to 
changing conditions. This section does not define intelligence as a concept to understand or achieve. 
It shows that intelligence is present when response is not distorted by psychological interference. 
In that absence, action is clear, precise, and appropriate, not because it follows a rule, but because 
it arises from undivided perception of what is. 
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Closing Reflection 

This chapter has examined responsibility in the absence of identity, and what becomes clear is that 
responsibility, as commonly understood, is often deeply entangled with self-image, ego, and 
psychological burden. What appears as responsible action is frequently influenced by the need to 
maintain, protect, or enhance a sense of self. This introduces distortion, making action less about what 
is actually required and more about what supports identity. The first aspect explored was care 
without ego. It became evident that care, when mixed with self-interest, expectation, or emotional 
dependence, is not entirely clear. It is shaped by personal motives, even when those motives are subtle. 
When identification is no longer active, care is no longer used as a means of self-definition. It 
becomes a direct response to what is present, without the need for recognition or return. The 
second aspect was action without self-image. Self-image creates a constant reference point through 
which action is filtered and evaluated. This leads to comparison, pressure, and inconsistency. When 
this structure is seen for what it is, a mental construction without inherent reality, the need to act 
in accordance with it weakens. Action then becomes simple and direct, no longer shaped by the 
need to appear or become something. The third aspect was intelligence in response. Intelligence, in 
this context, is not knowledge or skill, but the clarity of perception free from distortion. When 
response is not influenced by fear, identity, or habit, it becomes aligned with the actual conditions of 
the situation. This allows for action that is precise, flexible, and appropriate, without reliance on 
rigid patterns or predetermined conclusions. 

When these aspects are seen together, a consistent understanding emerges. Responsibility is not 
something that belongs to a separate self. It is not a burden carried by an individual over time. It is 
the natural expression of clarity in action, where response is not divided by self-concern or internal 
conflict. It is important to emphasize that nothing in this chapter suggests the removal of 
accountability or the denial of consequence. On the contrary, when identity is not involved, there is 
greater sensitivity to the effects of action. Without the interference of self-interest, the impact of 
what is done is seen more clearly, allowing for more accurate and responsible response. Another 
key point is that responsibility without identity does not follow a system, rule, or moral framework as 
a fixed guide. While such frameworks may exist at a practical level, they are not the source of action. 
Action arises from direct observation and understanding, which allows it to adapt to each situation 
without being constrained by rigid definitions. 

It is also necessary to see that this clarity cannot be achieved through effort or intention. Any attempt 
to become responsible in this way introduces a new form of self-image, where one tries to embody 
an idea of responsibility. This continues the same structure in a different form. The absence of identity 
in responsibility is not created. It is what remains when the structure of misidentification is no 
longer sustained. Another important aspect is that this form of responsibility is not limited to specific 
situations. It is not something applied only in moments of decision or difficulty. It is present in all 
forms of action, from the simplest interaction to the most complex situation. The difference lies in 
whether action is shaped by psychological distortion or arises from clear perception. As this 
chapter concludes, the central insight remains consistent. Responsibility, when freed from identity, is 
no longer a matter of obligation, pressure, or self-definition. It is the natural alignment of action 
with what is, without the interference of ego or the burden of self-image. 

Nothing has been offered here as a principle to follow or a behavior to adopt. What has been presented 
is a direct observation of how responsibility functions when it is not shaped by identity. If this 
is understood only conceptually, it remains within the structure that has been examined. If it is 
observed directly, in the movement of daily life, then responsibility is no longer something to manage 
or achieve. It is simply what takes place when action is clear, undivided, and free from 
psychological distortion. 
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CHAPTER 29 

A DIFFERENT KIND OF ORDER 

This chapter examines the nature of order when it is not imposed, controlled, or constructed through 
systems of belief and authority. Order is often understood as structure, organization, or stability 
created through rules, discipline, and regulation. While these may produce a form of external 
arrangement, they do not necessarily result in clarity or harmony. In many cases, what is called order 
is actually a form of managed conflict, where underlying confusion is contained but not resolved. 
Up to this point, it has been shown that confusion originates from misidentification, from taking 
what is constructed to be inherent, and what is changing to be stable. From this confusion arise 
division, fear, and conflict, which then express themselves in individual behavior and collective 
systems. Attempts to create order without addressing this underlying structure often lead to control, 
enforcement, and resistance. This is a critical point. When the human mind is divided, any system 
it creates will reflect that division. Rules may organize behavior, but they cannot remove the internal 
conflict that generates disorder. As a result, order becomes dependent on external pressure, such as 
authority, punishment, or conformity. This form of order is inherently unstable, because it requires 
continuous effort to maintain. Another important aspect is that imposed order often relies on ideals 
and models, concepts of how things should be. These ideals are projected by thought and then used 
as standards against which reality is measured. This creates a gap between what is and what should 
be, leading to ongoing effort to conform reality to an abstract pattern. This movement sustains 
conflict, rather than resolving it. When the structure of misidentification is no longer active, the 
basis for disorder begins to dissolve. Without psychological division, there is no internal conflict 
driving contradictory actions. This does not require discipline or control. It is the natural consequence 
of clear perception, where there is no separation between observer and observed, and therefore no 
internal resistance. 

From this clarity, a different kind of order emerges. It is not imposed from outside, and it is not 
constructed through belief. It arises from the absence of confusion, not from the application of 
control. This order is not fixed or rigid. It is dynamic, responsive, and adaptive, reflecting the 
changing nature of life. It is important to understand that this order is not something to be created as 
a goal. Any attempt to establish it through method or intention would reintroduce the same structure 
of control and becoming. This order is not achieved. It is what remains when the factors that create 
disorder, such as identification, fear, and division, are no longer sustained. Another key point is that 
this form of order is not limited to the individual. Since human systems reflect human perception, a 
shift in perception leads to changes in how systems function. When individuals are no longer acting 
from conflict, the structures they participate in begin to reflect a different quality of coherence and 
balance. This chapter will explore this order in detail, including its nature as not imposed, not 
controlled, and arising from clarity. These are not characteristics to develop, but descriptions of 
how order naturally appears when it is not shaped by psychological distortion. 

It is also necessary to remain clear that this is not a philosophy or an ideal to adopt. It cannot be 
followed or practiced. It can only be observed directly, in the relationship between perception and 
action. The emphasis remains consistent. There is no authority, no system, and no conclusion to 
accept. What is presented is to be seen clearly, not believed. This chapter begins from that 
observation, examining what order is when it is no longer imposed by thought, but emerges from 
undivided perception and the absence of internal conflict. 
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Section 29.1: Not Imposed 

Order is often created through imposition. Rules are established, systems are designed, and behavior 
is regulated in order to produce stability and predictability. This approach assumes that without 
control, disorder would naturally prevail. As a result, order is treated as something that must be 
enforced from the outside, whether through authority, discipline, or social pressure. At a functional 
level, certain forms of structure are necessary. Coordination, communication, and organization require 
practical frameworks. However, the issue arises when psychological disorder is addressed through 
external imposition. In such cases, the underlying causes of disorder, such as conflict, fear, and 
division, are not resolved. They are only managed or suppressed. When order is imposed, it often 
creates resistance. The mind, when forced into a pattern, may comply outwardly but remain 
conflicted internally. This leads to a division between behavior and perception, where actions follow 
rules, but the underlying confusion continues. Over time, this tension can express itself as rebellion, 
avoidance, or passive resistance. Another important aspect is that imposed order relies on 
authority. This authority may take the form of institutions, leaders, or internalized beliefs about what 
should be followed. In all cases, the source of order is external to direct perception. This creates 
dependency, where clarity is replaced by obedience or conformity. It is also necessary to see that 
imposed order often depends on fear. Fear of punishment, exclusion, or failure is used to ensure 
compliance. While this may produce temporary stability, it reinforces the same psychological 
structures that generate disorder. Fear does not create clarity. It limits perception and leads to action 
that is defensive and constrained. 

When the structure of misidentification is no longer active, the need for imposed order begins to 
diminish. Without internal conflict, there is no contradiction between perception and action that needs 
to be controlled. Behavior is not driven by opposing forces, and therefore does not require external 
enforcement to maintain consistency. In this condition, order is not something applied to life. It is 
inherent in clear perception. When there is no distortion from identity, fear, or division, action aligns 
naturally with what is present. This alignment is not the result of following rules, but of seeing clearly. 
Another key point is that order which is not imposed does not rely on fixed patterns. It is not rigid 
or predetermined. Because it arises from direct perception, it is flexible and adaptive, able to respond 
to changing conditions without losing coherence. This is fundamentally different from imposed 
systems, which often struggle to adapt because they are based on static structures. It is important to 
understand that the absence of imposed order does not lead to chaos. Chaos is the result of confusion 
and fragmentation, not freedom from control. When confusion is absent, there is no basis for 
disorder. Action is not random or inconsistent. It is precise and appropriate, because it is not divided 
by conflicting motivations. Another aspect is that order without imposition does not eliminate 
responsibility or coordination. In collective settings, practical agreements and structures may still 
exist. The difference is that they are not used to compensate for internal disorder. They function as 
tools, not as mechanisms of control over confused behavior. 

It is also necessary to see that the idea of “not imposing order” cannot be turned into a principle or 
rule. Any attempt to enforce non-imposition becomes another form of imposition. The absence of 
imposed order is not something to apply. It is what remains when the need to control, driven by fear 
and misidentification, is no longer present. When this is understood directly, the relationship to 
order changes. There is no longer a dependence on authority or external systems to maintain 
coherence. Order is seen as something that arises naturally when perception is undivided and clear. 
This section does not reject structure or organization at a practical level. It shows that psychological 
order cannot be created through force or control. When order is imposed, it may organize behavior, 
but it does not resolve the underlying disorder. In the absence of imposition, order is not something 
added to life. It is the natural expression of clarity in perception and action, free from the distortions 
that require control in the first place. 
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Section 29.2: Not Controlled 

Control is often seen as necessary for maintaining order, stability, and direction. It appears as the 
effort to regulate thought, manage behavior, and shape outcomes according to intention or 
expectation. At both the individual and collective levels, control is used as a means to prevent disorder 
and ensure consistency. However, when examined closely, control is deeply connected to fear, 
uncertainty, and the need for security. Control operates through the assumption that there is a 
controller, a center that stands apart from what is being controlled. This controller attempts to direct 
thoughts, suppress emotions, and guide action toward a desired result. However, when this process is 
observed directly, it becomes unclear whether such a separation actually exists. The controller itself is 
composed of thought, memory, and conditioning, the same elements it attempts to control. This 
creates a fundamental contradiction. Thought is attempting to control itself, leading to internal 
division. One part of the mind imposes direction, while another part resists or deviates. This division 
generates effort, tension, and ongoing conflict, which is then interpreted as a need for more control. 
In this way, control sustains the very disorder it is trying to eliminate. Another important aspect is that 
control is closely linked to projection into the future. The mind imagines possible outcomes and 
attempts to shape the present in order to secure those outcomes. This introduces anxiety and 
pressure, as the present moment becomes a means to an imagined end. Action is no longer based on 
what is actually occurring, but on what is hoped for or feared. At a collective level, systems of control 
are established to regulate behavior and maintain structure. These systems may appear effective, but 
they often rely on enforcement, compliance, and restriction. While they can produce outward 
order, they do not address the underlying psychological factors that create disorder. As a result, control 
must be continuously maintained, leading to cycles of regulation and resistance. 

When the structure of misidentification is no longer active, the need for control begins to dissolve. 
Without a fixed identity to protect or maintain, there is no center generating fear or projecting 
insecurity into the future. Thought and emotion are no longer seen as threats that must be managed. 
They are simply observed as they arise, without interference. In this condition, the division between 
controller and controlled comes to an end. There is no longer an internal authority attempting to 
impose direction. This does not result in chaos or lack of direction. On the contrary, it allows for a 
form of order that is free from conflict, because it is not based on opposition or suppression. 
Another key point is that the absence of control does not mean the absence of awareness or 
intelligence. Control is often mistaken for attentiveness, but in reality, it limits perception by forcing 
it into predetermined patterns. Without control, attention becomes more open and responsive, able 
to perceive the full movement of thought, emotion, and environment without distortion. It is also 
necessary to understand that practical forms of regulation may still exist. For example, coordination 
in complex activities may require structure and agreement. However, this is different from 
psychological control. It does not involve suppression or internal division, but functions as a tool 
for organization, not as a mechanism to manage confusion. Another important aspect is that the idea 
of “not controlling” cannot be turned into a method. Any attempt to stop control through effort 
becomes another form of control. The ending of control is not achieved by replacing one strategy 
with another. It occurs when the illusion of the controller as a separate entity is clearly seen. 
When this is observed directly, the need to control begins to lose its foundation. Thought is no longer 
treated as something that must be directed or suppressed. Emotions are not resisted or manipulated. 
There is simply observation without interference, where the movement of experience unfolds 
without division. In this state, action is not guided by force or intention imposed from a center. It 
arises from clarity of perception, where response is aligned with what is present rather than with a 
projected outcome. This gives action a quality of ease and precision, free from the strain of control. 
This section does not suggest abandoning all forms of structure or coordination.  

 



pg. 205 
 

 

It shows that psychological control is rooted in misidentification and division, and that it cannot 
produce true order. When control is no longer active, what remains is not disorder, but a form of 
natural coherence, where action flows from understanding rather than from enforcement. 

Section 29.3: Arising from Clarity 

Order, as commonly understood, is often constructed through rules, control, and imposed 
structure. However, as previously examined, such approaches do not resolve the underlying causes 
of disorder. When confusion, division, and conflict remain active, any form of imposed order is limited 
and unstable. This leads to a fundamental question: if order is not imposed or controlled, then from 
where does it arise. The answer is not found in a system, method, or principle. It is found in clarity 
of perception. When the mind is no longer distorted by misidentification, fear, and internal 
conflict, there is a natural alignment between perception and action. This alignment is what gives rise 
to a different kind of order, one that is not constructed, but inherent in clear seeing. Clarity, in this 
context, does not mean certainty or conclusion. It does not involve fixed beliefs or rigid 
understanding. It refers to the absence of distortion, where what is observed is not altered by 
projection, interpretation, or self-centered filtering. In such observation, there is no division between 
observer and observed, and therefore no internal contradiction. When perception is clear, action 
follows without the need for control or deliberation driven by conflict. There is no gap between 
what is seen and what is done. This immediacy is not impulsive. It is the result of undivided attention, 
where the situation is understood directly, without interference from past conditioning or future 
projection. Another important aspect is that order arising from clarity is not fixed or repetitive. It 
does not rely on patterns that must be maintained. Because it is based on direct perception, it is 
flexible and adaptive, capable of responding to new and changing conditions without losing 
coherence. This makes it fundamentally different from imposed systems, which often struggle to adapt 
because they are rooted in static frameworks. 

It is also necessary to see that this order is not created through effort. Any attempt to produce clarity 
through discipline or practice introduces intention and control, which belong to the same structure 
of confusion. Clarity is not something that is built over time. It is present when the factors that obscure 
it, such as identification and psychological interference, are no longer active. Another key point 
is that this form of order does not depend on external authority. It does not require guidance from 
belief systems, traditions, or imposed rules. While practical knowledge and coordination may still 
function, they do not define the nature of order. Order arises from direct understanding, not from 
adherence to prescribed structures. This also has implications at the collective level. When individuals 
act from clarity, the systems they participate in begin to reflect a different quality of organization. 
This does not happen through deliberate reform or enforcement, but as a natural consequence of 
action that is no longer driven by conflict and division. It is important to understand that order 
arising from clarity does not eliminate complexity or challenge. Life remains dynamic and 
unpredictable. However, without internal conflict, there is no added layer of confusion complicating 
response. Action remains coherent and appropriate, even in complex situations. Another significant 
aspect is that this order is not something that can be recognized through comparison. It cannot be 
measured against an ideal or evaluated through predefined standards. It is not “better” in a 
comparative sense. It is simply free from the distortion that creates disorder. It is also necessary to 
see that the idea of clarity itself cannot be turned into a concept to pursue. Any attempt to achieve 
clarity introduces time, effort, and becoming, which are part of the same structure being examined. 
Clarity is not an outcome. It is the absence of confusion in the present. 

When this is understood directly, the question of how to create order loses its significance. Order is 
no longer something to be established. It is already present when perception is undivided and 
unobstructed. This section does not propose a new system of order.  
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It shows that true order does not come from structure imposed by thought, but from the ending of 
distortion in perception. When that distortion is absent, order is not created. It arises naturally, as 
the direct expression of clarity in action. 

Closing Reflection 

This chapter has examined the nature of order beyond the usual frameworks of control, imposition, 
and constructed systems. What has become clear is that what is commonly called order is often a 
response to underlying disorder, rather than its resolution. Rules, structures, and authority may 
organize behavior, but they do not address the deeper causes of confusion, which lie in 
misidentification, division, and internal conflict. The first aspect explored was that true order is 
not imposed. When order is created through enforcement or authority, it may produce outward 
stability, but it does not eliminate the inner fragmentation that leads to disorder. Imposed systems 
depend on compliance, fear, or pressure, and therefore remain unstable. They require continuous 
maintenance because the source of disorder has not been resolved. The second aspect was that order 
is not controlled. Control assumes a division between a controller and something to be controlled. 
This division creates conflict, as one part of the mind attempts to dominate another. In reality, both 
are part of the same movement of thought. This leads to a cycle where control generates further 
tension and resistance, reinforcing the very disorder it attempts to eliminate. The third aspect was 
that order arises from clarity. When perception is free from distortion, there is no internal division, 
and therefore no basis for conflict. In this absence of confusion, action aligns naturally with what is 
present. This alignment is not the result of effort or discipline. It is the direct expression of undivided 
attention and clear perception. 

When these aspects are seen together, a fundamental shift in understanding takes place. Order is no 
longer something to be created, enforced, or maintained through effort. It is not dependent on 
systems, beliefs, or external authority. It is the natural outcome of clarity, present when the 
structures that create disorder are no longer active. It is important to emphasize that this does not 
imply the rejection of all forms of structure at a practical level. Organization and coordination may 
still be necessary in certain contexts. However, these are functional tools, not solutions to 
psychological disorder. When they are used to compensate for confusion, they become mechanisms 
of control. When they arise from clarity, they remain flexible and appropriate. Another key point is 
that this form of order cannot be achieved through method or intention. Any attempt to establish 
order through effort introduces the same patterns of control and becoming that sustain disorder. The 
idea of creating order as a goal is itself part of the problem. Order is not an achievement. It is what 
remains when confusion is no longer sustained. This also has broader implications. Since human 
systems reflect human perception, the absence of internal conflict leads to a different quality of 
collective order. This change does not come through reform imposed from outside, but through the 
transformation of perception at the individual level, which naturally expresses itself in action and 
relationship. It is also necessary to remain precise about what clarity is not. It is not a fixed state, not 
something to hold or maintain. The moment it becomes an object of pursuit, it is turned into another 
form of psychological structure. Clarity exists only in immediate observation, in the absence of 
distortion. As this chapter concludes, the central insight remains consistent with the entire work. 
Disorder is not an inherent condition of life. It is the result of misidentification and division within 
the mind. When this division is clearly seen and no longer maintained, order does not need to be 
created. It is already present as the natural coherence of undivided perception and action. Nothing 
has been offered here as a system to follow or a principle to adopt. What has been presented is a 
direct examination of how order functions when it is free from control and imposition. If this 
remains at the level of concept, it has little effect. If it is observed directly, then the question of how 
to create order comes to an end. What remains is clarity, and from that clarity, order is not 
constructed. It is simply there, as the natural state of a mind that is no longer divided. 
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CHAPTER 30 

THE HUMAN AS IT IS 

This chapter marks a final point of examination, not as a conclusion, but as a direct look at what 
remains when all assumptions, identifications, and constructed structures have been carefully 
observed and are no longer sustained. Throughout this work, the focus has been on understanding 
the structure of the self, the mechanisms of confusion, and the ways in which thought creates 
division, fear, and conflict. What has been consistently revealed is that what is taken to be a fixed 
identity cannot be found in direct observation. The idea of “the human” is often shaped by 
definitions, roles, beliefs, and cultural conditioning. It is described through psychology, 
philosophy, religion, and social systems. These descriptions attempt to explain what a human is, but 
they remain at the level of concept and interpretation. They do not necessarily reveal what is actually 
present in immediate experience. This chapter does not attempt to define the human in another way. 
It does not replace one description with another. Instead, it examines what the human is when all 
definitions are no longer assumed to be true. This is a critical distinction. As long as the human is 
approached through ideas, the understanding remains indirect. What is required here is direct 
observation without conclusion. Up to this point, it has been shown that identity is constructed 
through thought and memory, and that this construction is maintained through identification and 
repetition. This creates the sense of a continuous self, a center that appears stable but is actually a 
process. When this process is seen clearly, without distortion, the assumption of a fixed identity begins 
to lose its foundation. 

This does not result in the disappearance of experience. Thoughts, emotions, sensations, and 
perceptions continue to arise. The body continues to function. Interaction with the world continues. 
What changes is the interpretation of these processes. They are no longer organized around a 
central identity that claims ownership and control. Another important aspect is that the absence of 
fixed identity does not lead to emptiness in the sense of lack or absence of life. On the contrary, it 
reveals a state where experience is not filtered through self-centered interpretation. This allows for 
a form of perception that is direct, unfragmented, and immediate. This chapter will explore several 
key points: the absence of definition, the absence of identity, the absence of division, and what it 
means to be fully present. These are not ideas to adopt, but observations to be seen directly. Each 
points to what remains when the structures that create confusion are no longer active. It is also 
necessary to be precise about what this is not. It is not a new understanding to hold, not a realization 
to claim, and not a state to achieve. Any attempt to turn this into an identity or conclusion reintroduces 
the same structure that has been examined throughout the book. The emphasis remains on seeing, 
not becoming. 

Another key point is that this is not separate from daily life. It is not something that exists outside of 
ordinary experience. It is the nature of experience itself, when it is not distorted by identification 
and division. There is no separation between what is described here and the moment-to-moment 
movement of life. As this chapter begins, the approach remains consistent. There is no authority, no 
belief, and no system being introduced. What is presented is to be observed directly, without 
acceptance or rejection. This chapter does not conclude the inquiry with an answer. It removes what 
is false and leaves what cannot be constructed or defined. What remains is not an idea of the human, 
but the human as it is, without distortion, without division, and without the need to be something 
other than what is already present. 
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Section 30.1: No Definition 

The human is often approached through definition. There is a tendency to describe, categorize, and 
explain what a human is using concepts drawn from science, philosophy, culture, and personal 
belief. These definitions may vary in complexity, but they share a common feature: they attempt to 
capture something living within a fixed framework. Definition operates through thought. It takes 
what is observed, translates it into language, and organizes it into recognizable patterns. This process 
is useful for communication and practical understanding. However, when it is used to define the 
human completely, it introduces a limitation. What is defined becomes reduced to an idea, and that 
idea is then taken to represent the whole. The difficulty arises when the definition is no longer seen as 
a tool, but as a truth about what is. At that point, perception is shaped by the definition rather than 
by direct observation. The mind begins to interpret experience according to what it already believes a 
human is, instead of seeing what is actually present. Another important aspect is that definitions 
tend to create boundaries. They establish what is included and what is excluded, what belongs and 
what does not. In doing so, they introduce a form of conceptual separation, where the human is 
divided into categories and identities. This reinforces the sense of a fixed structure, even though direct 
observation shows that experience is dynamic and constantly changing. Definitions are also closely 
tied to identity. When a person adopts a definition of what they are, it becomes a reference point for 
thought and action. This can lead to attachment, where the definition must be maintained, defended, 
or confirmed. As a result, the definition is no longer neutral. It becomes part of the psychological 
structure of the self. 

When the process of misidentification is clearly seen, the role of definition begins to change. It 
becomes evident that no definition can fully capture what is being experienced. Any description is 
limited by the nature of thought and language. It points to something, but it is not the thing itself. In 
the absence of reliance on definition, there is a shift in how the human is approached. Instead of 
asking “what is a human” in conceptual terms, attention moves to what is directly observable. 
Thoughts arise. Emotions occur. Sensations and perceptions are present. These can be seen without 
the need to fit them into a predefined structure. Another key point is that the absence of definition 
does not result in confusion or lack of understanding. On the contrary, it removes the distortion 
created by fixed ideas, allowing for a clearer perception of what is actually taking place. 
Understanding becomes immediate and flexible, rather than bound to static descriptions. It is also 
necessary to see that this is not an attempt to reject all definitions entirely. At a practical level, 
definitions can still be used for communication and functional purposes. The difference is that they 
are no longer treated as absolute or final. They remain tools, not truths. Another important aspect is 
that the mind may attempt to replace one definition with another, more refined or abstract one. This 
continues the same process in a different form. The issue is not which definition is more accurate, but 
the assumption that the human can be fully defined at all. When this assumption is no longer 
maintained, there is no need to hold onto any particular description. The human is not approached as 
something to be captured by thought, but as something to be observed directly, without 
conclusion. 

This changes the nature of inquiry. Instead of seeking a final answer or definition, attention remains 
with the movement of experience itself. There is no fixed point to arrive at, no concept that fully 
explains what is being observed. In this sense, the human is not something that can be defined once 
and for all. Any attempt to do so introduces limitation and distortion. What remains, when definition 
is no longer relied upon, is direct perception without conceptual boundaries, where the human is 
not an idea, but a living process that cannot be contained by thought. 
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Section 30.2: No Identity 

The sense of identity is one of the most deeply rooted aspects of human experience. It appears as the 
feeling of being a separate, continuous self, someone who has a past, exists in the present, and 
moves toward a future. This identity is often taken as unquestionable, as the center from which all 
thought, action, and experience originate. However, when examined through direct observation, this 
sense of identity becomes less clear. What can actually be observed are thoughts, emotions, 
sensations, and perceptions, all of which arise and change continuously. These elements do not 
remain fixed. They appear, shift, and disappear. Yet, despite this constant movement, there is an 
assumption that there is something stable behind them, something that owns or experiences them. 
This assumption is rarely questioned. Thought creates a narrative of continuity by linking memories, 
experiences, and descriptions together. This narrative gives the impression of a stable center, a “self” 
that persists over time. However, when this process is observed carefully, it becomes evident that this 
center is not directly found. It exists as a construction within thought, not as an independent entity. 
Another important aspect is that identity is reinforced through identification. The mind associates 
itself with roles, beliefs, experiences, and labels, such as profession, nationality, personality traits, or 
personal history. These associations are then taken to define what one is. This creates a structure that 
appears solid, but is actually made up of accumulated and interpreted content. This structure is 
maintained through repetition and reinforcement. Thought returns to familiar descriptions and 
confirms them, creating a sense of consistency. At the same time, there is often a need to protect this 
identity, leading to defensiveness, comparison, and conflict. When identity is challenged, it feels as 
if something real is under threat, even though what is being protected is a constructed image. 

When the process of misidentification is clearly seen, the basis of identity begins to weaken. It 
becomes evident that what has been taken as a self is not a fixed entity, but a movement of thought 
and memory. There is no need to deny or reject this movement. It can be observed directly, without 
adding interpretation or conclusion. In this observation, a significant shift occurs. Without 
identification, thoughts and experiences are no longer organized around a central “me.” They arise 
and pass within awareness, but they are not taken to define what one is. This does not result in loss 
or absence. It removes the illusion of a fixed center that was never directly present. Another key 
point is that the absence of identity does not lead to disorder or lack of function. Practical aspects of 
life continue. Memory functions where needed. Communication and interaction remain intact. The 
difference is that these functions are no longer used to construct or maintain a psychological self. 
They operate as tools, not as definitions. It is also important to understand that this is not a state to 
achieve. Any attempt to “have no identity” as a goal creates a new form of identity, an image of 
someone who is free from identity. This continues the same structure in a different form. The absence 
of identity is not created through effort. It is seen when the process of identification is clearly 
understood. 

Another aspect is that without identity, there is no center from which division arises. The distinctions 
created by identification, such as “me” and “other,” “mine” and “not mine,” begin to lose their 
psychological significance. This does not eliminate practical distinctions, but it removes the sense of 
separation that leads to conflict. When identity is no longer assumed, experience is no longer filtered 
through the need to maintain or protect a self. Perception becomes direct and unfragmented, and 
action is no longer shaped by self-centered motives. This section does not propose the removal of 
identity as an idea. It reveals that what is commonly taken to be identity is not an inherent reality, but 
a constructed process within thought. When this is seen clearly, there is no need to maintain or 
defend it. What remains is not a new identity or a refined version of the self. It is the absence of the 
assumption that there is a fixed “me” at the center of experience. In that absence, the human is no 
longer defined by identity, but is present as a living process, without a center to contain it. 
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Section 30.3: No Division 

Division is one of the most fundamental features of how experience is usually understood. It appears 
as the distinction between self and other, observer and observed, inner and outer, subject and 
object. These distinctions seem natural and unquestionable, forming the basis for how the world is 
perceived and how action is organized. However, when examined closely, it becomes necessary to ask 
whether this division is inherent in reality, or whether it is constructed through thought. At a 
practical level, certain distinctions are necessary. The body is separate from other objects in space. 
Language depends on differentiation in order to function. These forms of division are functional and 
observable. The issue arises when this practical division is extended into the psychological domain, 
creating a sense of separation at the level of identity and perception. This psychological division 
is most clearly seen in the idea of an observer separate from what is observed. There is a sense that 
there is a center, a “me,” that looks at thoughts, emotions, and the external world from a distance. 
This observer is assumed to be stable, continuous, and in control. However, when this assumption is 
examined through direct observation, the observer does not appear as an independent entity. What 
can be observed are thoughts about an observer, descriptions, images, and narratives that suggest 
there is a center. But these are themselves part of the content of experience. They arise and pass like 
any other thought. There is no direct evidence of an observer existing outside of what is observed. 
This leads to a critical insight. The division between observer and observed may not be an actual 
separation, but a conceptual distinction created by thought. Thought labels and organizes 
experience, creating the impression of separation where there may only be a single, continuous 
movement. Another important aspect is that psychological division creates conflict. When there is a 
sense of separation, there is also comparison, opposition, and contradiction. One part of the mind 
attempts to control another. There is a struggle between what is and what should be. This conflict is 
not inherent in experience itself, but arises from the assumption of division. 

When the process of misidentification is clearly seen, this division begins to lose its foundation. If 
the observer is not separate from what is observed, then the structure of control and resistance 
changes fundamentally. There is no longer a center standing apart, attempting to manage or alter 
experience. In the absence of this division, perception becomes undivided. Thoughts, emotions, and 
sensations are not experienced as separate from an observer. They are simply part of the same field of 
experience. This does not create confusion. On the contrary, it removes the fragmentation that comes 
from false separation. Another key point is that undivided perception does not eliminate practical 
distinctions. The ability to differentiate remains where necessary. The difference is that these 
distinctions are not extended into a psychological separation that defines identity or creates conflict. 
It is also important to see that this cannot be turned into a belief or conclusion. The idea that “there 
is no division” can easily become another concept held by thought. This does not end division. It only 
replaces one interpretation with another. The actual ending of division comes from direct 
observation, not from accepting an idea. Another aspect is that without division, there is no center 
from which defense or comparison arises. The need to protect a self or to measure against others 
begins to dissolve. This does not lead to passivity, but to a different quality of action, one that is not 
driven by conflict or opposition. 

When this is seen clearly, the structure of experience changes. There is no longer a fragmented 
relationship between parts. There is a sense of continuity and coherence, not as a concept, but as 
the absence of division. This section does not propose unity as an ideal. It reveals that division, as it 
is commonly experienced, may be a construct of thought rather than an inherent reality. When 
this construct is no longer sustained, what remains is not something new, but the natural condition 
of undivided experience, where there is no separation between observer and life. 
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Section 30.4: Fully Present 

The idea of being fully present is often associated with effort, practice, or a method to be followed. 
It is commonly treated as a state to achieve, something that can be developed over time through 
discipline or technique. However, this approach introduces a contradiction. The moment presence 
becomes a goal, it is placed in the future, and the mind begins to move away from what is actually 
occurring. Presence, in its simplest sense, refers to what is occurring now, without separation, 
distortion, or psychological interference. It is not something added to experience. It is what remains 
when attention is not occupied by projection, interpretation, or identification. Ordinarily, attention 
is fragmented. Thought moves between past and future, recalling memory, anticipating outcomes, and 
constructing narratives. At the same time, there is a continuous process of evaluation and labeling, 
where experience is categorized as good or bad, desirable or undesirable. This movement creates a 
distance between what is happening and how it is perceived. This distance gives the impression that 
the present moment is something that must be reached or maintained, when in fact it is already the 
only point at which experience exists. The issue is not the absence of the present, but the interference 
of thought that overlays it with interpretation and distraction. Another important aspect is that 
presence is often confused with focused attention or concentration. While concentration narrows 
attention onto a specific object, it can still involve effort and exclusion. Fully present awareness is not 
limited in this way. It is open and inclusive, allowing all aspects of experience to be observed without 
resistance or selection. 

When the structure of misidentification is no longer active, attention is no longer centered around a 
self that is projecting into time or interpreting experience in relation to identity. Without this center, 
there is no division between the one who is aware and what is being experienced. This allows for a 
state of undivided presence, where perception is direct and immediate. In this condition, thoughts 
may still arise, but they do not dominate attention. They are seen as part of the movement of 
experience, not as something that defines or directs it. Emotions and sensations are also present, but 
they are not resisted or prolonged through identification. Everything appears within the same field of 
awareness, without fragmentation. Another key point is that being fully present does not mean the 
absence of memory or planning. Practical thought continues to function when needed. The difference 
is that it does not take over unnecessarily or create a continuous movement away from the present. It 
operates as a tool, not as the primary mode of perception. It is also necessary to understand that 
presence cannot be maintained. Any attempt to hold onto it introduces effort and control, which are 
forms of psychological movement away from direct observation. Presence is not something that can 
be stabilized or preserved. It is simply what is when there is no interference. Another aspect is that 
presence does not produce a particular experience or state. It is not defined by calmness, silence, or 
any specific quality. These may or may not occur. Presence is independent of content. It is the clarity 
of observation itself, regardless of what is being observed. 

When this is seen directly, the search for presence comes to an end. There is no method to follow, no 
condition to fulfill. The present is not something to reach. It is what is already occurring before any 
interpretation or movement of thought. This section does not offer a technique for becoming 
present. It shows that the idea of becoming present is based on a misunderstanding. Presence is not 
absent. It is obscured by distraction, identification, and projection. When these are no longer 
active, what remains is simple, direct awareness of what is, without separation, without effort, and 
without the need to be anything other than what is already here. 
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Closing Reflection 

This chapter has examined what remains when the structures of definition, identity, and division 
are no longer assumed to be real. What has been revealed is not a new concept of the human, but the 
absence of imposed interpretation. The human, as commonly understood, is often approached 
through layers of description, belief, and identification. These layers create a sense of certainty, but 
they also introduce distortion and limitation. The first point made was that there is no definition 
that can fully capture what the human is. Definitions are products of thought. They organize and 
describe, but they do not contain the living reality of experience. When a definition is taken as truth, 
perception becomes restricted by conceptual boundaries, and what is actually present is filtered 
through what is already known. The second point was that there is no identity as a fixed center. What 
appears as a stable self is a construction formed through memory, thought, and repetition. This 
construction creates the sense of continuity, but it is not directly observable as an independent entity. 
When this is clearly seen, the need to maintain or defend identity begins to dissolve, along with the 
conflict and fear that depend on it. The third point was that there is no division at the level of direct 
experience. The separation between observer and observed, self and other, is not found as an inherent 
reality, but as a conceptual structure created by thought. This division leads to fragmentation and 
conflict. When it is no longer sustained, perception becomes undivided, and the internal 
contradictions that arise from separation come to an end. The final point was the nature of being fully 
present. Presence is not something to achieve or maintain. It is what remains when the movement of 
thought no longer creates distance from what is occurring. Without projection into the past or future, 
without identification or interpretation, there is direct awareness, immediate and unfiltered. 

When these are seen together, a consistent understanding emerges. The human is not something that 
can be defined, fixed, or separated. It is not contained within identity, nor divided into parts. What 
remains is not a concept or conclusion, but a living, undivided process, present without the need 
for interpretation. It is important to emphasize that nothing in this chapter suggests adopting a new 
perspective or holding onto a particular understanding. Any attempt to turn this into a belief or identity 
recreates the same structure that has been examined. The clarity described here exists only in direct 
observation, not in thought. Another key point is that this does not remove the practical functioning 
of life. Memory, language, and differentiation continue where necessary. The difference is that they 
are no longer used to construct a psychological center or to divide experience. They remain 
functional, without becoming sources of confusion. This also has implications for action and 
relationship. Without identity and division, there is no basis for defense, comparison, or 
psychological conflict. Action is no longer driven by the need to maintain a self. It arises from 
clarity and direct perception, allowing for responses that are appropriate without being shaped by 
self-centered motives. It is also necessary to remain precise about what this is not. It is not a state to 
reach, not a realization to claim, and not an experience to repeat. The moment it is treated as 
something to be attained, it becomes part of the same movement of becoming and identification. 

As this chapter concludes, the central insight remains simple but exact. What has been taken to be the 
human is largely a construction of thought. When this construction is clearly seen and no longer 
sustained, nothing new is created. What remains is what was always present, but obscured by 
assumption and misinterpretation. This is not a conclusion to hold. It is the end of conclusion. 
There is no final statement about what the human is. There is only observation without definition, 
presence without center, and life without division. 
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EPILOGUE 

NO CONCLUSION 

This final part does not serve as a conclusion in the traditional sense. It does not summarize, reinforce, 
or finalize what has been presented. A conclusion typically provides closure, a point of arrival, or a 
definitive statement that can be held as understanding or knowledge. What has been examined 
throughout this work does not move toward such an endpoint. To conclude it in that way would be 
to reintroduce structure, interpretation, and finality, which are part of the very mechanisms that 
have been observed and questioned. Throughout the book, each step has moved through direct 
observation, not through belief, authority, or conceptual agreement. The focus has remained on 
seeing clearly the nature of identity, division, fear, and thought, without replacing one explanation 
with another. What has been revealed is not a system or a teaching, but the absence of what was 
assumed to be inherently true. This epilogue continues in the same direction, but with even greater 
precision. It does not add anything new. It does not introduce a final insight or a higher level of 
understanding. Instead, it addresses the tendency of the mind to turn observation into conclusion, 
to take what has been seen and convert it into something that can be held, repeated, or applied. This 
tendency is subtle but significant. The mind seeks stability, and it often attempts to find that stability 
in ideas, realizations, or final statements. Even the clearest observation can be transformed into a 
form of knowledge that is then carried forward as a reference point. When this happens, what was 
once direct becomes indirect, filtered through memory and interpretation. 

The title of this epilogue is exact. No conclusion means that nothing is being brought to an end 
through explanation. There is no final position being established. There is no statement that defines 
what has been discovered. What has been seen does not require confirmation, and it does not lead to 
a final belief. Each section that follows addresses a different aspect of this. The statement that nothing 
has been given points to the fact that no knowledge, system, or truth has been transferred from one 
to another. What has been observed was always available to be seen directly. It was not provided or 
created by this text. The statement that nothing has been taken indicates that nothing has been 
removed from the reader. There has been no loss of function, no removal of necessary structure. 
What may have changed is the assumption about what is real, not the practical movement of life. 
The statement that nothing needs to be followed addresses the absence of method. There is no 
path, no instruction, and no sequence of steps that lead to what has been described. To follow 
something would imply movement toward a goal, and what has been examined does not exist in time 
or progression. 

Finally, the statement that what remains is what always was points to the fact that nothing new has 
been created. What is present at the end of this examination is not different from what was present at 
the beginning. The difference lies only in the absence of misinterpretation and assumption. It is 
important to remain clear that these statements are not conclusions to adopt. They are not final truths 
to accept or reject. They are simply descriptions pointing to what is seen when the need for 
conclusion comes to an end. This epilogue does not close the inquiry. It removes the idea that there 
is anything to close. What remains is not an answer, but the absence of the need for one, where 
observation continues without direction, without accumulation, and without conclusion. 
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SECTION E.1: NOTHING HAS BEEN GIVEN 

The statement nothing has been given is precise and must be understood without interpretation. 
Throughout this work, no knowledge, system, or truth has been transferred from one source to 
another. There has been no act of providing something that was previously absent. What has been 
presented is not information to be acquired, but an invitation to observe directly what is already 
present. The idea of something being given implies a relationship between a giver and a receiver, 
where one possesses knowledge and passes it to another. This structure creates authority and 
dependence, where understanding is assumed to come from outside. Such a movement contradicts 
the foundation of this work, which has consistently pointed away from external authority and toward 
direct observation. If something had been given, it could be accepted or rejected, believed or 
doubted. It would become part of thought, something to hold onto, repeat, or apply. This would place 
it within the same structure that has already been examined, where knowledge becomes a form of 
psychological security. In that structure, understanding is not direct. It is mediated through memory, 
comparison, and interpretation. What has taken place here is entirely different. Nothing has been 
added to the reader. There has been no introduction of new content that must be retained. Instead, 
attention has been directed toward the movement of thought, identity, and perception, as they 
occur in immediate experience. This does not require acquisition. It requires seeing. 

Another important aspect is that what is seen through direct observation does not belong to anyone. 
It is not personal, and it is not owned. There is no sense in which one individual gives understanding 
to another. When something is clearly observed, it is self-evident, not dependent on explanation or 
transmission. 

It is also necessary to see that the mind may attempt to turn what has been observed into something 
that has been received. It may say, “I have learned this,” or “I now understand.” In doing so, it 
converts direct observation into accumulated knowledge, something that can be stored and referred 
to. This movement reintroduces the structure of possession and identity, where understanding 
becomes part of a psychological framework. 

When it is clearly seen that nothing has been given, this movement loses its basis. There is no content 
to hold, no teaching to preserve, and no system to follow. What remains is not knowledge, but clarity 
in observation, which does not depend on memory or repetition. 

Another key point is that this does not diminish the significance of what has been observed. On the 
contrary, it reveals that what is seen is not dependent on any form of exchange or transmission. It 
is available directly, without the need for mediation. This removes the hierarchy between teacher and 
learner, replacing it with direct seeing that is independent of authority. It is also important to 
understand that this is not a statement to believe. To accept the idea that nothing has been given is 
still to operate within the structure of belief. The fact of it can only be seen when there is attention 
without assumption, where it becomes clear that no new truth has been added, and nothing has been 
received as knowledge. In this sense, the entire movement of giving and receiving comes to an end. 
There is no accumulation, no progression, and no transfer. There is only observation of what is, 
without ownership, without authority, and without dependence. This section does not deny 
communication or expression. Words have been used, explanations have been provided, and ideas 
have been presented. However, these are not the substance of understanding. They are only 
indicators, pointing toward something that must be seen directly. When this is understood, the 
relationship to the text changes completely. It is no longer a source of knowledge, but a mirror for 
observation, where nothing is given because nothing was ever absent. What remains is simply the 
clarity of seeing, which cannot be transferred, possessed, or claimed. 
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SECTION E.2: NOTHING HAS BEEN TAKEN 

The statement nothing has been taken must be understood with the same precision as what has 
come before. It does not suggest that something was removed or lost through this examination. There 
has been no deprivation, no reduction of capacity, and no stripping away of anything essential to 
living. What has been addressed throughout this work is not the removal of function, but the 
questioning of assumption. There is often a concern that if identity, belief, or psychological 
structures are no longer maintained, something important will be lost. This concern arises from the 
idea that these structures are necessary for stability, meaning, or continuity. However, when 
examined directly, it becomes clear that what is being questioned is not functional ability, but 
misidentification and distortion. Memory still functions. Language is still available. The body 
continues to operate as before. Practical knowledge remains intact and usable. Nothing required for 
daily life has been removed. What may no longer be sustained are the assumptions that gave 
psychological weight to these functions, such as the belief in a fixed identity or the need to maintain 
a constructed sense of self. Another important aspect is that the feeling of loss is often tied to 
attachment. When something is believed to be “mine” or essential to what one is, the idea of its 
absence creates resistance. This resistance is based on the assumption that there is something real 
being taken away. However, if what is being questioned was never an independent reality to begin 
with, then its absence is not loss, but the ending of an illusion. 

It is also necessary to see that the mind may interpret this as a form of reduction, as if something 
valuable has been removed without replacement. This interpretation is based on the expectation that 
understanding should lead to gain or improvement. Within that framework, any movement that does 
not add something appears as loss. But this entire structure of gain and loss belongs to the same 
pattern of psychological accumulation that has been examined. When it is clearly seen that nothing 
has been taken, the concern about loss begins to dissolve. There is no movement of removal, no 
process of giving something up. What has ended is the misinterpretation of what was never stable 
or real as something that must be preserved. Another key point is that this does not result in 
emptiness in the sense of absence or lack. Experience continues fully. Thoughts arise, sensations are 
present, relationships continue. What is no longer present is the distortion created by identification, 
which previously shaped how these experiences were interpreted and responded to. It is also important 
to understand that this is not something that must be accepted or agreed with. To believe that nothing 
has been taken is still to operate within the structure of belief and conclusion. The fact of it can only 
be seen through direct observation, where it becomes evident that nothing essential has been 
removed. 

In this observation, the idea of loss loses its meaning. There is no comparison between what was and 
what is, no measurement of decrease or absence. There is simply what is present, without the overlay 
of interpretation that divides experience into gain and loss. Another aspect is that without the sense 
of something being taken, there is no basis for resistance or regret. These responses depend on the 
belief that something valuable has been removed or diminished. When that belief is not sustained, 
there is no movement of holding onto what was or seeking to recover it. This section does not suggest 
that change does not occur. Change is constant and observable. What it shows is that the idea of 
something essential being taken away is based on misidentification, not on actual loss. When this is 
understood directly, there is a simple clarity. Nothing has been reduced, nothing has been removed, 
and nothing has been lost. What remains is not less than before. It is free from the assumptions 
that created the illusion of loss, leaving only what is actually present, unchanged in its fundamental 
nature. 
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SECTION E.3: NOTHING NEEDS TO BE FOLLOWED 

The statement nothing needs to be followed brings attention to one of the most persistent 
tendencies of the mind, the search for a path, method, or direction that leads to clarity or 
understanding. This tendency assumes that what has been examined throughout this work exists 
somewhere ahead, requiring movement, effort, or progression to reach it. However, this assumption 
has already been carefully questioned. To follow something implies a sequence in time. It suggests 
that there is a starting point, a series of steps, and an endpoint to be achieved. This structure belongs 
to practical activities, where learning and development occur through accumulation and repetition. 
But what has been examined here does not function within that structure. It is not something that can 
be approached through gradual attainment or progression. If there were something to follow, it 
would mean that there is a method to apply or a system to adopt. This would create a framework in 
which the mind attempts to shape itself according to an idea of what it should become. Such 
movement introduces effort, comparison, and expectation, all of which are rooted in the same 
structure of thought that has been observed as a source of confusion. Another important aspect is 
that following implies authority. There must be something or someone to follow, whether it is a 
teaching, a belief, or an internalized idea of correctness. This creates a division between what is and 
what should be, leading to a continuous attempt to conform or align with a perceived standard. In 
this process, direct observation is replaced by imitation or adherence. It is also necessary to see that 
the desire to follow arises from uncertainty and the search for security. The mind seeks guidance 
in order to avoid confusion, hoping that by following a path, it will arrive at clarity. However, this 
movement postpones direct observation by placing understanding in the future, as something to be 
reached rather than something to be seen now. 

When it is clearly seen that nothing needs to be followed, this entire structure begins to dissolve. There 
is no path to walk, no steps to take, and no direction to maintain. This does not create confusion or 
lack of clarity. On the contrary, it removes the burden of becoming, which is based on the idea that 
something is missing and must be acquired. 

Another key point is that the absence of following does not lead to passivity or inaction. Action 
continues, but it is not guided by adherence to a method or the pursuit of a goal defined by thought. 
Instead, action arises from direct perception, responding to what is present without the interference 
of a predetermined structure. It is also important to understand that this cannot be turned into a 
principle to follow. The idea of “not following anything” can easily become another position, another 
rule to adhere to. This would recreate the same pattern in a different form. The absence of following 
is not a strategy. It is what remains when the need for guidance through authority or method is no 
longer present. Another aspect is that without following, there is no comparison between progress 
and failure. These concepts depend on movement along a path, measuring distance from a goal. When 
there is no path, there is no measurement or evaluation in that sense. There is only observation of 
what is, without reference to what should be. 

When this is seen directly, the relationship to understanding changes completely. There is no longer a 
search for direction, no attempt to move toward a conclusion. What remains is immediate 
observation, where clarity is not something to be achieved, but something that is present when the 
movement of seeking comes to an end. This section does not deny the usefulness of learning in 
practical matters. Skills and knowledge can still be developed where necessary. What it shows is that 
psychological clarity does not come through following a path or applying a method. When nothing 
needs to be followed, the mind is no longer moving toward an imagined destination. It is no longer 
shaped by authority or guided by expectation. What remains is attention without direction, where 
understanding is not the result of effort, but the natural outcome of seeing clearly what is already 
present. 
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SECTION E.4: WHAT REMAINS IS WHAT ALWAYS WAS 

The statement what remains is what always was must be approached with care. It does not suggest 
that something new has been discovered or that a hidden reality has been uncovered through effort. 
It points to a simpler fact: that what is present has not changed, but the way it was interpreted may 
no longer be sustained. Throughout this work, various structures have been examined, including 
identity, division, belief, and psychological projection. These structures appeared real because 
they were continuously reinforced through thought and identification. When they are observed clearly, 
without distortion, it becomes evident that they are not fixed entities, but processes that depend on 
being maintained. When such processes are no longer sustained, there is often an expectation that 
something new will appear in their place. The mind anticipates a different state, an improved 
condition, or a form of resolution that can be recognized and held. However, this expectation belongs 
to the same movement of becoming and projection into the future. In actuality, when confusion 
is no longer maintained, nothing new is added. There is no replacement, no transformation into 
something else. What remains is simply what was already present, but previously obscured by 
interpretation, assumption, and misidentification. Another important aspect is that what remains 
cannot be described as a state or condition. Any attempt to define it introduces limitation. Thought 
may try to label it as clarity, awareness, or presence, but these are still descriptions. They point, but 
they do not contain what is being indicated. What remains is not captured by language. It is prior to 
description. 

It is also necessary to understand that this does not imply permanence in the sense of something fixed 
or unchanging. Experience continues to move. Thoughts, sensations, and perceptions arise and pass. 
The environment changes. The body changes. What is being pointed to is not a static condition, but 
the absence of distortion in the midst of movement. Another key point is that there is no 
ownership of what remains. It is not something that belongs to an individual or can be claimed as 
personal understanding. The moment it is taken as “mine,” it becomes part of identity and 
conceptualization, which reintroduces the same structure that has been seen through. When it is 
clearly seen that what remains is what always was, the search for something more comes to an end. 
There is no longer a movement toward attainment or completion. This does not result in stagnation, 
but in the ending of unnecessary seeking, which was based on the assumption that something 
essential was missing. 

It is also important to see that this is not a conclusion to accept. To believe that what remains is what 
always was is still to operate within thought and agreement. The fact of it can only be seen directly, 
in the absence of interpretation. It is not an idea to hold, but a clarity that is evident without effort. 

Another aspect is that without the overlay of assumption, experience is no longer filtered through the 
need to define, control, or maintain a particular understanding. There is a simplicity in perception, 
where what is present is seen as it is, without the addition of meaning or narrative. This does not 
create a special condition. It does not elevate experience into something extraordinary. It removes the 
distortion that made the ordinary appear complex and divided. What remains is not separate from 
everyday life. It is the same life, without the structure that fragmented it. This section does not 
introduce a final realization. It points to the absence of what obscured what was always there. Nothing 
has been added, nothing has been created, and nothing has been achieved. What remains is not new. 
It is not different. It is simply no longer hidden by what was assumed to be true. 
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