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Promises of Rapid Spiritual Results
Epigraph

Do not expect it, even if I tell you.

Epictetus, Discourses I.15, final complete sentence, translated by George Long; it concerns
immediate attainment within the chapter.

What this article is about
A promise of spiritual results within a few days can appeal through hope and a definite
deadline. Before agreeing, clarify the result being named: encountering a text, learning a form,
having a vivid experience, or changing an entire life. This article distinguishes a teaching
schedule, a promise’s content, and the grounds offered for it. Speed is not declared proof of
deception, nor duration proof of depth. The discussion concerns a specific proposal and
personal agreement, without diagnosing a participant or assigning them a faith. References to
Epictetus, the parable of the sower, and the Dhammapada preserve different Stoic, Christian,
and Buddhist frames. They clarify why an initial impression cannot certify a subsequent path
and why an unfulfilled promise should not automatically condemn a learner. Hope can matter
while remaining distinct from a guarantee, another person’s choice, or a contemporary
efficacy claim.

I. Hear the promise precisely enough
A promise of a rapid spiritual result rarely concerns timing alone. It combines several claims:
what will change, through which action, for whom, and under what conditions. One offer may
promise an introduction to a form of prayer in a single meeting; another may promise that
difficulties will disappear permanently after several sessions. Their scope differs even when
both are spoken confidently. Clarifying the promise itself is therefore a useful first step. Clarity,
awakening, liberation, harmony, or a new state can mean different things. Until the meaning is
specified, a person may accept their own version of a desired result while the organiser means
something else. Discussing a deadline becomes substantive only when both sides understand
the event or change being discussed.

Consider a hypothetical situation: an introductory meeting announces that participants will
acquire inner freedom within a week. A visitor assumes this will make conversation with
someone close to them easier; the facilitator means learning a particular concept. Without
clarification, both may think they have agreed. A question need not sound like an objection.
You can ask what will be learned by the end of the week and whether the promise includes a
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change in another relationship. The answer shows where a teaching format ends and a
broader claim begins. It does not establish the offer’s honesty or dishonesty in advance. It
makes the offer examinable: an attractive general name becomes specific conditions, an
action, and a result whose limits can be understood.

An organiser’s promise also differs from a participant’s hope. You can hope for a significant
change without anyone guaranteeing it. Hope does not become a programme condition merely
because an inspiring description appears nearby. Ask which words were actually spoken and
which were supplied by your own expectation. This distinction is not meant to eliminate wishes
or excuse vague advertising. If a facilitator deliberately leaves a broad meaning open and
benefits from the resulting expectation, clarification still concerns their proposal. Conversely,
an honestly limited invitation need not bear demands it never made. Listening precisely
preserves responsibility on both sides: organisers answer for their claims, while participants
attend to what they have understood and agreed to.

II. A session’s duration is not a timetable of attainment
Time can describe organisation or form part of a substantive promise. A course lasts four
weeks, a meeting ends that evening, or a passage will be explained before the next
conversation. Such deadlines describe a workable process. Claiming that a deep change in life
must happen within the same period concerns something different. A schedule does not
establish that second claim. Ask what the date concerns: completing a programme,
encountering material, performing a task, or achieving a guaranteed state. Participation
becomes clearer when a calendar does not substitute for grounds. You can accept a short
introduction while leaving further understanding open. The duration of an introduction does not
make it the completion of a path or require you to anticipate wider changes.

In Discourses I.15, Epictetus uses an image of maturation when answering a question about
living in accordance with nature. His reasoning belongs to Stoic instruction, rather than a
contemporary study of how quickly every inward change occurs. What matters here is his
refusal to reduce formation to immediately obtaining what is desired. Nor does the botanical
comparison provide scientific proof: the translator’s note qualifies the fig example itself. Retain
both limitations when reading the passage. It offers historical ethical reasoning that can be
compared with present expectations, but no universal calendar. Neither a short nor a long
duration validates a programme merely through reference to an ancient teacher. A
contemporary claim needs grounds appropriate to its own subject and scope.

A quick understanding is possible: someone may explain an unfamiliar word, demonstrate a
reading sequence, or help you notice an error in your reasoning. There is no need to deny the
value of that event to defend a general rule about slow paths. Understanding one distinction
and consistently acting through it in varied circumstances are nevertheless different things. A
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first-day event does not automatically account for subsequent months. You can recognise
today’s clarity and separately consider what continued participation involves. This sequence
preserves the freshness of discovery and the scope of observation. It does not postpone every
action until knowledge is complete; it prevents one successful meeting from proving every
future result. A deadline remains useful for organising work while staying distinct from the
promise’s content and grounds.

III. An experience does not certify its entire interpretation
Enthusiasm after a meeting can be strong and entirely real. You may feel relief, want to return
to reading, or experience closeness with other participants. Describing that response does not
require doubting its sincerity. Yet moving from an experience to a conclusion about completed
spiritual attainment requires separate reasoning. The event does not identify which
interpretation is correct or how its significance will endure. If a facilitator immediately declares
it proof of the promised result, ask what grounds support that conclusion. This is not an
invitation to dispute every feeling. It preserves precise language: something significant
happened; an explanation was offered; its grounds remain a separate question. Sincere
experience need not become an obligation to maintain someone else’s final account.

In the parable of the sower, Luke 8:4–15 distinguishes initial joy from fruit. This Christian text
concerns receiving the word of God; it does not classify participants in contemporary courses
by soil types. The distinction supports a cautious question about what follows a first response.
It cannot justify calling someone rootless because they did not continue a particular
programme. That conclusion exceeds both our knowledge of the person and the comparison’s
scope. A more modest observation is sufficient: an impression at the beginning does not reveal
an entire subsequent way of life. Later actions, understanding, and relationships need their
own consideration. They cannot be treated as accomplished because one joyful meeting used
revered religious language and sounded persuasive.

The absence of a vivid experience also supplies no general answer. A person may understand
the meeting without a strong feeling, become tired, find an explanation unclear, or disagree
with it. A restrained response should not become a diagnosis of spiritual closedness. If an
action was promised, discuss whether it occurred and how its result is described. If vivid
experience was guaranteed for everyone, its absence concerns the promise’s limits rather
than automatically showing a participant’s deficiency. An ordinary conversation can distinguish
observation from uncertainty. You need not perform enthusiasm to preserve your place in a
group. Equally, quiet participation does not establish superiority over people who felt strongly
moved: the form of an experience does not itself determine depth.
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IV. A teacher’s confidence is not a guarantee
A promise gains force when a respected teacher makes it. Questions about timing may then
seem like distrust or an inability to learn. Yet respect does not erase distinctions between a
teacher’s experience, their interpretation of a tradition, and a particular claim about your result.
Years of practice describe the background of their experience without establishing that every
participant will achieve the same thing by a specified date. Examine the claim at its own scale.
A teacher can explain what they can teach, which conditions matter, and where a result
remains uncertain. Such precision does not diminish the meeting’s spiritual significance. It
permits trust within a defined area without extending somebody’s authority to guaranteeing
every inward change, another person’s choice, or an event in your life.

The final sentence of Discourses I.15 retains the limitation even against the teacher’s own
word: immediate attainment should not be expected merely because he says it. The brief
quotation matters because it does not make the teacher an exception to the distinction being
discussed. Retain the chapter’s subject, however: Stoic formation, rather than proof that every
teacher is unreliable. A historical text cannot replace examining a contemporary programme. It
helps show that an authoritative speaker and sufficient grounds are different things. You can
ask why a deadline applies to everyone, what qualifications exist, and what failure to obtain the
result would mean. If no answer is available, name that limit instead of replacing it with either
an accusation or more trust.

You can ask calmly and concretely what will be explained or offered by the end of a session,
and what is not guaranteed. A useful answer need not predict an entire life. It may be limited:
participants study a text and try a particular form, without being promised identical
experiences. The grounds of participation then change: you come for instruction rather than a
guaranteed state. If organisers retain a broad promise, clarification remains unfinished. Kind
conversation does not require agreeing to uncertainty. Equally, asking a question does not
entitle you to whatever answer you prefer or require a tradition to adopt your frame.
Understand what has been explained and avoid taking a commitment whose grounds are
currently replaced solely by the speaker’s status.
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V. Another person’s will is not part of a guaranteed result
Rapid spiritual results are sometimes described through relationships: people close to you will
understand, a conflict will end, or others will stop irritating or judging you. Distinguish your
action from another person’s response. You can change how you speak, fulfil a promise, or
clarify a request, but the other participant retains their own attitude and decision. Their
agreement does not follow automatically from your attendance at a meeting. This limit does not
remove a practice’s meaning or prohibit hoping for better relationships. It distinguishes hope
from a guarantee. If an offer promises to change another person’s behaviour quickly, ask what
the organiser actually controls. Otherwise, spiritual language includes somebody in a future
result without that person’s agreement or participation.

Discourses I.15 begins with a wish to affect a brother’s anger. Epictetus distinguishes the
questioner’s philosophical work from the other person’s state. A limited contemporary
comparison follows: attending to your participation is not authority over another person. The
Stoic category of external things should not become indifference to consequences or a
prohibition on caring for relationships. A contemporary reader remains responsible for speech,
agreements, and addressing harm they caused. What cannot be guaranteed is another
person’s consent through a change in your own form. Clarify the promise by identifying what
you are asked to do, what depends on conversation together, and what requires the other
participant’s decision. That decision cannot be treated as already made.

This distinction also changes how you interpret an unsuccessful conversation. If someone
disagrees after your session, that does not prove insufficient belief or incorrect performance.
The conversation may need another time, the issue may remain disputed, or their decision may
simply differ from your wish. Consider possibilities through available information rather than
assigning one hidden cause. You can review your own step and ask about their position while
remaining willing to hear a refusal. Instruction need not lose its meaning because it gives no
control over a relationship. A promise of such control becomes unsound when it ignores
another person’s separate will. The learner’s independence meets the other speaker’s
independence: neither should become a means of validating a programme’s announced
success.
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VI. An unfulfilled promise does not determine the learner’s worth
When the deadline passes without the desired result, assigning blame can seem tempting. A
participant may accuse themselves of insufficient effort, openness, or belief. Questions may
also be dismissed by saying that the programme works for every sincere person. This changes
the promise from an examinable claim into a rule that turns any absent result against the
participant. Return to what is known. Which actions occurred? Which conditions were stated
beforehand, and which appeared afterwards? What exactly failed to happen? These questions
do not automatically prove an organiser’s error, but prevent uncertainty from becoming a
verdict on someone’s worth. Examining an offer must leave room to discover its limits rather
than require self-condemnation whenever a result differs from what was announced.

Dhammapada XVIII, 252 distinguishes attention to one’s own faults from finding others’ faults.
This Buddhist ethical instruction does not permit explaining every unfulfilled guarantee through
a learner’s guilt. Reviewing your action helps where the action can actually be specified. It
becomes a substitution when you must discover an unknown defect in yourself to preserve a
promise’s infallibility. You can acknowledge a missed meeting, misunderstood material, or
unfinished task without deciding you are spiritually unfit. You may also find that the promise
exceeded what a programme can establish. These possibilities need not exclude one another
in advance. Discussion remains substantive when it considers participation and the offer’s
limits, rather than using historical ethical language to close a question about an announced
result.

Not every change is accessible to brief observation. A participant may understand the subject
differently without being able to describe the change fully. A stated result may have religious
significance that cannot be reduced to an everyday indicator. Name that limit instead of
treating unavailable verification as proof. Conversely, uncertainty does not oblige you to
continue indefinitely for the chance of eventually validating a promise. You can choose a
pause, clarification, or another format through what you currently know. The decision need not
become an examination of loyalty. It may be enough to explain that the present conditions do
not support meaningful agreement to another step. An open question stays open after
stopping; it establishes neither an entire tradition’s falsity nor the inquirer’s deficiency.

https://www.instagram.com/andrey.zarinsh/
https://www.instagram.com/ilkutki/


UNITED WISDOM · P-07-N01

7

@andrey.zarinsh @ilkutki

VII. Duration does not establish quality either
Criticising rapid promises can lead to the opposite belief: everything lengthy must be profound.
Duration is not an independent ground of quality. Someone can repeat an action they do not
understand for a long time, while a short explanation may clarify an important distinction.
Relate a long path to its subject: what continues, why return to it, and how is its content
understood? Rejecting a guarantee of rapid results does not permit an organiser to postpone
every explanation indefinitely. Participants can ask about the present stage and new
requirements. These questions do not destroy patience. They distinguish patient involvement
in an understood undertaking from waiting for grounds that are repeatedly moved beyond
conversation and available knowledge.

Dhammapada XVIII, 239 expresses gradual work through an image of refining silver. The
image connects actions with an ethical direction; it does not establish that every lengthy
programme produces a desired state. Retain that specificity. Repetition has a subject, and time
does not act in place of the participant. Nor does the historical instruction offer a way to verify
attainment by counting minutes. A contemporary attendance record can show regularity
without measuring liberation or certifying depth. If duration alone is used to justify a
programme, its content remains unexplained. Respect for gradual work does not require
accepting that length automatically makes an undefined promise reliable or sufficient grounds
for another commitment.

A review date differs from a deadline for compulsory attainment. You can agree to reconsider
after several meetings to clarify understanding without promising an overall state by then.
Such a review concerns participation and available information. It requires neither scores nor a
norm of spiritual speed. Difficult material may call for another explanation; changed
circumstances may require a different schedule; clearer content may support a next step. A
date prevents everything from remaining indefinitely vague. Do not turn it into a hidden
examination requiring a particular feeling by that day. Reconsideration preserves the
agreement’s limits and allows patience to remain active and connected with the subject, rather
than devoted to defending an announced deadline at any cost.
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VIII. An actual step can matter without a sweeping guarantee
After setting aside a promise of complete transformation, you may ask why participation
matters. The answer can be concrete: understanding a text, learning an accepted form,
discussing an ethical question, praying within your faith, or exploring another tradition. These
actions need not guarantee an outcome to have meaning. Name that meaning honestly: what
will you do, and why does it matter now? A modest action does not need an enormous result
attached to it to appear serious. You can read a chapter without promising to transform every
relationship, or attend a conversation without demanding a final answer to your life.
Participation retains its actual scale and lets you notice what occurred instead of defending a
ready-made account of success.

Luke 8:15 connects retaining what is heard with patience, while Dhammapada XVIII, 241
mentions repetition in historical ethical language. They cannot become one technique, but a
comparison is possible: an initial encounter does not exhaust a later relationship with the
subject. Returning to an understood action may matter more than seeking ever stronger
confirmation. Repetition nevertheless establishes no proven cause of a result, and religious
action need not be judged solely through everyday usefulness. If you follow a form through
conviction, name that ground. If you are exploring it, retain that limitation. Both positions can
be honest when they are not confused with a guarantee for everyone or presented as a
universal remedy.

Keep the step connected with ordinary life. Participation takes time and can affect promises,
expenses, or relationships. A significant aim does not remove these consequences. The
absence of a sweeping guarantee also does not permit acting however you wish without
explaining effects to those concerned. Choose a reading task you can actually undertake,
communicate a meeting, fulfil an existing obligation, or openly discuss a change. Reliability
concerns actions that can be specified, rather than a promise to remain in a correct state
constantly. Spiritual language gains an actual form when you can explain today’s step and its
limits. This does not prove a completed path, but it is substantive participation without
advertising an immediate, compulsory transformation of an entire life.
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IX. Continuing requires grounds for the next agreement
Clarifying a promise may leave the offer interesting. It may now be more modest but clearer:
introductory teaching, a conversation, or practice within a particular faith, rather than a
guaranteed result in a week. Agreement then gains precise new grounds. Do not retain the old
guarantee mentally merely because it first attracted you. Name what you now accept and
which question remains open. Organisers should also understand the distinction where it
affects participation. A new agreement need not involve a lengthy document; a clear
conversation about format, requirements, and the next step may suffice. Its value lies in
aligning actual expectations rather than solemn wording or an ability to promise what neither
side can yet reasonably predict.

Clarification can also lead to a pause or declining a programme. A broad promise may remain
its only ground while questions about its meaning receive no answer. You can recognise that
what you know does not support agreement. Proving deception is not necessary before
declining a new commitment. If an agreement already existed, however, communicate the
change to those relying on your participation and discuss its actual conditions. That is ordinary
responsibility rather than surrendering your decision. Keep the conclusion specific to this
offer. It need not reject an entire tradition or end spiritual inquiry. Limiting the decision leaves
room for other encounters and understanding, instead of making every unsuitable format an
event that must determine your whole relationship with faith.

Consider a promise of speed without automatic enthusiasm or suspicion. Its subject may be
modest and feasible, substantial but inadequately grounded, or still unclear. These cases call
for different decisions. Discernment begins when you can ask about the result, timing,
grounds, and conditions without making the question an assessment of your worth. Historical
texts help retain the scale of formation, action, and patience, but cannot examine a
contemporary offer in your place. Independence remains in an understood next step: you
know what you hope for, what is offered, and what is not guaranteed. Hope can then stay alive
without becoming compulsory certainty, while serious practice can matter without promising to
remove every question and difficulty immediately.
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What this means in practice
Take one promise you actually heard or read. Record it as precisely as the available wording
permits; do not add the result you wish for. Separately identify what should change, the
deadline, the proposed action, stated conditions, and remaining uncertainty. Distinguish the
programme’s schedule from a promise of attainment. If you can speak with the organiser, ask
one question about the most consequential unclear point: for example, what the result means
and what would count as its absence. Clarification need not become a dispute about an entire
tradition. It concerns a particular proposal you are considering.

After the answer, name your next step and its grounds. You may be ready to study a text
without a special state being guaranteed, seek another explanation, or pause. Separate hope
from agreement: what would you like, and what is actually offered? If a meeting already
occurred, distinguish experience, action, and interpretation without declaring either complete
success or personal deficiency. Treat another person’s consent as a separate matter outside
the programme’s control. Communicate changes to promised participation. This writing
exercise is an editorial way to clarify an offer, not a spiritual test or a method of established
efficacy. One limited decision may suffice: an understood action accepted, a broad guarantee
not yet accepted, or the deadline returned to discussion. No norm of spiritual speed is required
to make that next step meaningful.

Key quotation
and bring forth fruit with patience.

Luke 8:15, final contiguous phrase, editorial fragment. King James Version; complete read
context 8:4–15.

Connections between traditions
1. Formation and gradual work. The maturation image in Discourses I.15 concerns Stoic
accordance with nature; Dhammapada XVIII, 239 presents gradual ethical work through
refining silver. The comparison distinguishes a desired outcome from acts of formation. It
helps prevent a course calendar from becoming sufficient grounds for complete attainment.
The boundary matters: working with the Stoic governing part and Buddhist purification are
different aims. Neither image establishes a contemporary programme’s efficacy or a universal
timetable. Gradualness alone does not prove quality either; the offer’s subject and grounds
remain separate questions.

2. Initial response and subsequent engagement. Luke 8:13, 15 distinguishes initial joy from
fruit within receiving God’s word; the final sentence of Discourses I.15 limits immediate
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attainment even against a teacher’s authority. The comparable area is moving from a
convincing beginning to a conclusion of completion. A participant can acknowledge a
meeting’s significance without thereby certifying its promised account. The Gospel parable
and Stoic instruction nevertheless establish no common psychological model. They do not
permit classifying listeners by maturity, denying quick insights, or treating a restrained
response as proof of failure.

3. The limits of personal action. The opening of Discourses I.15 separates a brother’s anger
from the questioner’s philosophical work; Luke 8:14 distinguishes hearing the word from
subsequent life. Both permit considering a result as wider than one initial action. A
contemporary promise therefore needs its conditions explained rather than treating a meeting
as control over every consequence. The limit is specific: another person’s will in the Stoic
dialogue and obstacles to fruitfulness in the Gospel differ in meaning. The parable does not
require abandoning ordinary responsibilities, and the Stoic distinction does not cancel
relational responsibility. Another person’s consent cannot become a guaranteed programme
outcome.

4. Review participation without an accusatory explanation. Dhammapada XVIII, 252
distinguishes attention to one’s own faults from others’ faults; Discourses I.15 returns to the
learner’s subject instead of governing a brother. The similarity concerns naming your part
before explaining everything through another person’s state. This supports a precise
contemporary discussion of an action performed. Both texts retain their ethical systems,
however, and establish no participant’s guilt when a promise fails. Checking an absence or
misunderstood material differs from requiring discovery of a hidden defect in yourself.
Uncertainty becomes neither a diagnosis nor proof that the organiser must be right.

5. Returning to the subject instead of counting attainments. Luke 8:15 connects retaining the
word with patience; Dhammapada XVIII, 241 mentions repetition in ethical instruction. The
shared area is a later relationship not exhausted by a first encounter. This supports
considering an understood return to a form separately from demanding proof of overall
success each time. The boundary is that God’s word in the Christian passage and Müller’s
historical Buddhist use of prayer do not become one exercise. The comparison establishes no
causal efficacy of repetition, measures no liberation through attendance, and requires no
indefinite continuation in an unsuitable format. Meaning and reconsideration can remain
together.
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Primary sources
1. Epictetus, Discourses I.15, What Philosophy Promises. Complete chapter and notes,
translated by George Long. The linked title page identifies London, George Bell and Sons, 1877.
Epigraph: final complete sentence. The fig note qualifies an image rather than supplying
scientific evidence.

2. Luke 8:4–15. Checked KJV passage. Key quotation: the final contiguous phrase of 8:15,
explicitly a fragment. The parable and interpretation were read; God’s word is not renamed a
universal technique.

3. Dhammapada XVIII, 235–255. F. Max Müller translation; 239, 241, 252 are used within the
read context. The Buddhist ethical frame is retained; historical prayer vocabulary and
gendered wording do not become contemporary requirements. English quotations use their
named translations/edition. RU quotations and paraphrases are United Wisdom’s own
renderings through displayed English, not an asserted published Russian text.
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