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THE AWAKENING OF INTELLIGENCE PART |
CHAPTER 11ST CONVERSATIONWITH
JACOB NEEDLEMAN MALIBU CALIFORNIA
26TH MARCH 1971 'THE ROLE OF THE
TEACHER'

Needleman: There is much talk of a spiritual revolution among
young people, particularly herein California. Do you seein this
very mixed phenomenon any hope of a new flowering for modern
civilization, a new possibility of growth?

Krishnamurti: For a new possibility of growth, don't you think,
Sir, that one has to be rather serious, and not merely jump from one
gpectacular amusement to another? If one has looked at all the
religions of the world and seen their organized futility, and out of
that perception seen something real and clear, perhaps then there
could be something new in California, or in the world. But asfar as
| have seen, | am afraid there is not a quality of seriousnessin all
this. | may be mistaken, because | see only these so-called young
people in the distance, among the audience, and occasionally here;
and by their questions, by their laughter, by their applause, they
don't strike me as being very serious, mature, with great intent. |
may be mistaken, naturally.

Needleman: | understand what you are saying. My question
only is. perhaps we can't very well expect young people to be
Serious.

Krishnamurti: That iswhy | don't think it is applicable to the
young people. | don't know why one has made such an

extraordinary thing out of young people, why it has become such



an important thing. In afew years they will be the old people in
their turn.

Needleman: As a phenomenon, apart from what is underneath it
al, thisinterest in transcending experience - or whatever one wants
to call it - seemsto be a kind of seed-ground from which certain
unusual people aside from all the phoneyness and all the deceivers,
certain Masters perhaps, may spring up.

Krishnamurti: But | am not sure, Sir, that all the deceivers and
exploiters are not covering this up. "Krishna-consciousness' and
Transcendental Meditation and all this nonsense that is going on -
they are caught in all that. It isaform of exhibitionism, aform of
amusement and entertainment. For something new to take place
there must be a nucleus of really devoted, serious people, who go
through to the very end. After going through all these things, they
say, "Hereis something | am going to pursue to the end."

Needleman: A serious person would be someone who would
have to become disillusioned with everything else.

Krishnamurti: | would not call it disillusioned but a form of
Seriousness.

Needleman: But a precondition for it?

Krishnamurti: No, | wouldn't call it disillusionment at all, that
leads to despair and cynicism. | mean the examination of all the
things that are so-called religious, so-called spiritual: to examine,
to find out what isthe truth in all this, whether thereis any truth in
it. Or to discard the whole thing and start anew, and not go through
al the trappings, all the mess of it.

Needleman: | think that iswhat | tried to say, but this expresses
it better. People who have tried something and it has failed for



them.

Krishnamurti: Not "other people”. | mean one hasto discard all
the promises, all the experiences, all the mystical assertions. | think
one hasto start as though one knew absolutely nothing.

Needleman: That is very hard.

Krishnamurti: No, Sir, | don't think that is hard. | think it is hard
only for those people who have filled themselves with other
people's knowledge.

Needleman: Isn't that most of us? | was speaking to my class
yesterday at San Francisco State, and | said | was going to
interview Krishnamurti and what question would you like me to
ask him. They had many guestions, but the one that touched me
most was what one young man said: "I have read his books over
and over again and | can't do what he says." There was something
so clear about that, it rang abell. It seemsin a certain subtle sense
to begin in thisway. To be a beginner, fresh!

Krishnamurti: | don't think that we question enough. Do you
know what | mean?

Needleman: Yes.

Krishnamurti: We accept, we are gullible, we are greedy for
new experiences. People swallow what is said by anybody with a
beard, with promises, saying you will have a marvellous
experience if you do certain things! | think one hasto say: "I know
nothing." Obviously | can't rely on others. If there were no books,
no gurus, what would you do?

Needleman: But oneis so easily deceived.

Krishnamurti: Y ou are deceived when you want something.

Needleman: Yes, | understand that.



Krishnamurti: So you say, | am going to find out, | am going to
enquire step by step. | don't want to deceive myself" Deception
arises when | want, when | am greedy, when | say, "All experience
is shallow, | want something mysterious' - then | am caught.

Needleman: To me you are speaking about a state, an attitude,
an approach, which isitself very far along in understanding for a
man. | feel very far from that myself,and I know my students do.
And so they fedl, rightly or wrongly, aneed for help. They
probably misunderstand what help is, but is there such athing as
help?

Krishnamurti: Would you say: "Why do you ask for help?"

Needleman: Let me put it like this. Y ou sort of smell yourself
deceiving yourself, you don't exactly know... Krishnamurti: Itis
fairly ssmple. | don't want to deceive myself - right? So | find out
what is the movement, what is the thing that brings deception.
Obvioudly it iswhen | am greedy, when | want something, when |
am dissatisfied. So instead of attacking greed, want, dissatisfaction,
| want something more.

Needleman: Yes.

Krishnamurti: So | have to understand my greed. What am |
greedy for? Isit because | am fed up with thisworld, | have had
women, | have had cars, | have had money and | want something
more?

Needleman: | think oneis greedy because one desires
stimulation, to be taken out of oneself,so that one doesn't see the
poverty of oneself. But what | am trying to ask - | know you have
answered this question many timesin your talks, but it keeps
recurring, amost unavoidably - the great traditions of the world,



aside from what has become of them (they have become distorted
and misinterpreted and deceptive) always speak directly or
indirectly of help. They say "The guru is yourself too", but at the
sametimethereis help.

Krishnamurti: Sir, you know what that word "guru" means?

Needleman: No, not exactly.

Krishnamurti: The one who points. That is one meaning.
Another meaning is the one who brings enlightenment, lifts your
burden. But instead of lifting your burden they impose their burden
on youl.

Needleman: | am afraid so.

Krishnamurti: Guru also means one who helps you to cross over
- and so on, there are various meanings. The moment the guru says
he knows, then you may be sure he doesn't know. Because what he
knows is something past, obviously. Knowledge is the past. And
when he says he knows, he is thinking of some experience which
he has had, which he has been able to recognise as something
great, and that recognition is born out of his previous knowledge,
otherwise he couldn't recognise it, and therefore his experience has
itsrootsin the past. Thereforeit is not real. Needleman: Well, |
think that most knowledge is that.

Krishnamurti: So why do we want any form of ancient or
modern tradition in al this? Look, Sir, | don't read any religious,
philosophical, psychological books: one can go into oneself at
tremendous depths and find out everything. To go into oneself is
the problem, how to do it. Not being able to do it one asks, "Would
you please help me?’

Needleman: Yes.



Krishnamurti: And the other fellow says, "I'll help you" and
pushes you off somewhere else.

Needleman: Well, it sort of answers the question. | was reading
a book the other day which spoke of something called " Sat-san".

Krishnamurti: Do you know what it means?

Needleman: Association with the wise.

Krishnamurti: No, with good people.

Needleman: With good people, Ah!

Krishnamurti: Being good you are wise. Not, being wise you
are good.

Needleman: | understand that.

Krishnamurti: Because you are good, you are wise.

Needleman: | am not trying to pin this down to something, but |
find my students and | myself,speaking for myself, when we read,
when we hear you, we say, "Ah! | need no one, | need to be with
no one" - and there is a tremendous deception in this too.

Krishnamurti: Naturally, because you are being influenced by
the speaker.

Needleman: Yes. That istrue. (Laughter.)

Krishnamurti: Sir, 0ok, let's be very simple. Supposg, if there
were no book, no guru, no teacher, what would you do? Oneisin
turmoil, confusion, agony, what would you do? With nobody to
help you, no drugs, no tranquillisers, no organized religions, what
would you do? Needleman: | can't imagine what | would do.

Krishnamurti: That's it.

Needleman: Perhaps there would be a moment of urgency there.

Krishnamurti: That'sit. We haven't the urgency because we say,
"Well, somebody is going to help me."



Needleman: But most people would be driven insane by that
situation.

Krishnamurti: | am not sure, Sir.

Needleman: I'm not sure either.

Krishnamurti: No, | am not at all sure. Because what have we
done up to now? The people on whom we have relied, the
religions, the churches, education, they have led usto this awful
mess. We aren't free of sorrow, we aren't free of our beastliness,
our ugliness, our vanities.

Needleman: Can one say that of all of them? There are
differences. For every thousand deceiversthereis one Buddha

Krishnamurti: But that is not my concern, Sir, if we say that it
leads to such deception. No, no.

Needleman: Then let me ask you this. We know that without
hard work the body may get ill, and this hard work is what we call
effort. Is there another effort for what we might call the spirit? Y ou
speak against effort, but does not the growth and well-being of all
sides of man demand something like hard work of one sort or
another?

Krishnamurti: | wonder what you mean by hard work! Physical
hard work?

Needleman: That is what we usually mean by hard work. Or
going against desires.

Krishnamurti: Y ou see, there we are! Our conditioning, our
culture, is built around this "going against”. Erecting awall of
resistance. So when we say "hard work", what do we mean?
Laziness? Why have | to make an effort about anything? Why?

Needleman: Because | wish for something. Krishnamurti: No.



Why isthere this cult of effort? Why have | to make effort to reach
God, enlightenment, truth?

Needleman: There are many possible answers, but | can only
answer for myself.

Krishnamurti: It may be just there, only | don't know how to
look.

Needleman: But then there must be am obstacle.

Krishnamurti: How to look! It may be just round the comer,
under the flower, it may be anywhere. So first | have to learn to
look, not make an effort to look. | must find out what it means to
look.

Needleman: Yes, but don't you admit that there may be a
resistance to that looking?

Krishnamurti: Then don't bother to look! If somebody comes
along and says, "I don't want to look", how are you going to force
him to look?

Needleman: No. | am speaking about myself now. | want to
look.

Krishnamurti: If you want to ook, what do you mean by
looking? Y ou must find out what it means to look before you make
an effort to look. Right, Sir?

Needleman: That would be, to me, an effort.

Krishnamurti: No.

Needleman: To do it in that delicate, subtle way. | wish to [ook,
but | don't wish to find out what it meansto look. | agreethisis
much more to me the basic thing. But thiswish to do it quickly, to
get it over, isthis not resistance?

Krishnamurti: Quick medicine to get it over.



Needleman: |sthere something in me that | have to study, that
resists this subtle, much more delicate thing you are speaking
about? Is this not work, what you are saying? Isn't it work to ask
the question so quietly, so subtly? It ssemsto meit iswork to not
listen to that part that wants to do it... Krishnamurti: Quickly.

Needleman: For us particularly in the West, or maybe for al
men.

Krishnamurti: | am afraid it is all over the world the same. "Téell
me how to get there quickly."

Needleman: And yet you say it isin a moment.

Krishnamurti: It is, obvioudly.

Needleman: Yes, | understand.

Krishnamurti: Sir, what is effort? To get out of bed in the
morning, when you don't want to get up, is an effort. What brings
on that laziness? Lack of sleep, overeating, over-indulging and all
the rest of it; and next morning you say, "Oh, what a bore, | have to
get up!” Now wait aminute, Sir, follow it. What is laziness? Isit
physical laziness, or isthought itself lazy?

Needleman: That | don't understand. | need another word.
"Thought islazy?' | find that thought is always the same.

Krishnamurti: No Sir. | am lazy, | don't want to get up and so |
force myself to get up. In that is so-called effort.

Needleman: Yes.

Krishnamurti: | want that, but | shouldn't haveit, | resist it. The
resistanceis effort. | get angry and | mustn't be angry: resistance,
effort. What has made me lazy?

Needleman: The thought that | ought to be getting up.

Krishnamurti: That'sit.



Needleman: All right.

Krishnamurti: So | really have to go into this whole question of
thought. Not make out that the body is lazy, force the body out of
bed, because the body hasits own intelligence, it knowswhenit is
tired and should rest. Thismorning | was tired; | had prepared the
mat and everything to do yoga exercises and the body said "No,
sorry". And | said, "All right". That is not laziness. The body said,
"Leave me alone because you talked yesterday, you saw many
people, you aretired." Thought then says, "Y ou must get up and do
the exercises because it is good for you, you have done it every
day, it has become a habit, don't relax, you will get lazy, keep at
it." Which means. thought is making me lazy, not the body is
making me lazy.

Needleman: | understand that. So there is an effort with regard
to thought.

Krishnamurti: So no effort! Why is thought so mechanical? And
is all thought mechanical ?

Needleman: Yes, al right, one puts that question.

Krishnamurti: Isn't it?

Needleman: | can't say that | have verified that.

Krishnamurti: But we can, Sir. That isfairly ssimple to see. Isn't
al thought mechanical? The non-mechanical state is the absence of
thought; not the neglect of thought but the absence of it.

Needleman: How can | find that out?

Krishnamurti: Do it now, it is simple enough. Y ou can do it
now if you wish to. Thought is mechanical.

Needleman: Let's assume that.

Krishnamurti: Not assume. Don't assume anything.



Needleman: All right.

Krishnamurti: Thought is mechanical, isn't it? - becauseit is
repetitive, conforming, comparing.

Needleman: That part | see, the comparing. But my experience
isthat not all thought is of the same quality. There are qualities of
thought.

Krishnamurti: Are there?

Needleman: In my experience there are.

Krishnamurti: Let's find out. What is thought, thinking?

Needleman: There seems to be thought that is very shallow,
very repetitive, very mechanical, it has a certain taste to it. There
seems to be another kind of thought which is connected more with
my body, with my whole self, it resonates in another way.

Krishnamurti: That iswhat, Sir? Thought is the response of
memory.

Needleman: All right, thisis a definition.

Krishnamurti: No, no, | can seeit in myself. | have to go to that
house this evening - the memory, the distance, the design - all that
IS memory, isn't it?

Needleman: Yes, that is memory.

Krishnamurti: | have been there before and so the memory is
well established and from that there is either instant thought, or
thought which takes alittle time. So | am asking myself: is all
thought similar, mechanical, or is there thought which is non-
mechanical, which is non-verbal ?

Needleman: Yes, that's right.

Krishnamurti: |s there thought if there is no word?

Needleman: There is understanding.



Krishnamurti: Wait, Sir. How does this understanding take
place? Does it happen when thought is functioning rapidly, or
when thought is quiet?

Needleman: When thought is quiet, yes.

Krishnamurti: Understanding is nothing to do with thought. Y ou
may reason, which is the process of thinking, logic, till you say, "I
don't understand it; then you become silent, and you say, "Ah! | see
it, | understand it." That understanding is not aresult of thought.

Needleman: Y ou speak of an energy which seemsto be
uncaused. We experience the energy of cause and effect, which
shapes our lives, but what is this other energy's relationship to the
energy we are familiar with? What is energy?

Krishnamurti: First of all: is energy divisible?

Needleman: | don't know. Go on. Krishnamurti: It can be
divided. Physical energy, the energy of anger and so on, cosmic
energy, human energy, it can all be divided. But it isall one
energy, isn't it?

Needleman: Logically, | say yes. | don't understand energy.
Sometimes | experience the thing which | call energy.

Krishnamurti: Why do we divide energy at all, that iswhat |
want to get at; then we can cometo it differently. Sexual energy,
physical energy, mental energy, psychological energy, cosmic
energy, the energy of the businessman who goes to the office and
so on - why do we divide it? What is the reason for this division?

Needleman: There seem to be many parts of oneself which are
separate; and we divide life, it seems to me, because of that.

Krishnamurti: Why? We have divided the world into
Communist, Socialist, Imperialist, and Catholic, Protestant, Hindu,



Buddhist, and nationalities, linguistic divisions, the wholething is
fragmentation. Why has the mind fragmented the whole of life?

Needleman: | don't know the answer. | see the ocean and | seea
tree: thereisadivision,

Krishnamurti: No. There is a difference between the sea and the
tree - | hope so! But that is not adivision.

Needleman: No. It isadifference, not adivision.

Krishnamurti: But we are asking why the division exists, not
only outwardly but in us.

Needleman: It isin us, that is the most interesting question.

Krishnamurti: Because it isin us we extend it outwards. Now
why isthere thisdivisionin me? The "me" and the "not me". Y ou
follow? The higher and the lower, the Atman and the lower salf.
Why this division?

Needleman: Maybe it was done, at least in the beginning, to
help men to question themselves. To make them question whether
they really know what they think they know.

Krishnamurti: Through division will they find out? Needleman:
Maybe through the idea that there is something that | don't
understand.

Krishnamurti: In ahuman being there isadivision - why? What
isthe "raison d'etre”, what is the structure of thisdivison? | see
there is athinker and thought - right?

Needleman: | don't see that.

Krishnamurti: Thereis athinker who says, "I must control that
thought, | must not think this, | must think that". So thereisa
thinker who says, "l must”, or "I must not".

Needleman: Right.



Krishnamurti: Thereisthe division. "l should be this", and "
should not be that". If | can understand why this divisionin me
exists - Oh look, look! Look at those hills! Marvellous, isn't it?

Needleman: Beautiful!

Krishnamurti: Now, Sir, do you look at it with adivision?

Needleman: No.

Krishnamurti: Why not?

Needleman: There wasn't the "me" to do anything with it.

Krishnamurti: That's all. Y ou can't do anything about it. Here,
with thought, | think | can do something.

Needleman: Yes.

Krishnamurti: So | want to change "what is". | can't change
"what is" there, but | think | can change "what is' in me. Not
knowing how to changeit | have become desperate, lost, in
despair. | say, "l can't change", and therefore | have no energy to
change.

Needleman: That's what one says.

Krishnamurti: So first, before | change "what is’, | must know
who is the changer, who it is that changes.

Needleman: There are moments when one knows that, for a
moment. Those moments are lost. There are moments when one
knows who sees "what is" in oneself. Krishnamurti: No Sir. Sorry.
just to see"what is" is enough, not to changeit.

Needleman: | agree. | agree with that.

Krishnamurti: | can see "what is' only when the observer is not.
When you looked at those hills the observer was not.

Needleman: | agree, yes.

Krishnamurti: The observer only came into being when you



wanted to change "what is". You say: | don't like "what is", it must
be changed, so thereisinstantly a duality. Can the mind observe
"what is* without the observer? It took place when you looked at
those hills with that marvellous light on them.

Needleman: Thistruth is absolute truth. The moment one
experiencesit one says, "Yes!" But one's experience is also that
one forgetsthis.

Krishnamurti: Forget!

Needleman: By that | mean one continually tries to changeit.

Krishnamurti: Forget it, and pick it up again.

Needleman: But in this discussion - whatever you intend - there
is help coming from this discussion. | know, as much as | know
anything, it could not happen without the help that is between us. |
could look at those hills and maybe have this non-judging, but it
wouldn't be important to me; | wouldn't know that that isthe way |
must ook for salvation. And this, | think, is a question one always
wants to bring. Maybe thisis the mind again wanting to grab and
hold on to something, but nevertheless it seems that the human
condition...

Krishnamurti: Sir, we looked at those hills, you couldn't change
that, you just looked; and you looked inwardly and the battle
began. For a moment you looked without that battle, without that
strife, and all the rest of it. Then you remembered the beauty of
that moment, of that second, and you wanted to capture that beauty
again. Wait Sir! Proceed. So what happens? It sets up another
conflict: the thing you had and you would like to have again, and
you don't know how to get it again. Y ou know, if you think about

it, it is not the same, it isnot that. So you strive, battle. " must



control, I mustn't want" - right? Whereasif you say, "All right, itis
over, finished", that moment is over.

Needleman: | have to learn that.

Krishnamurti: No, no.

Needleman: | haveto learn, don't I?

Krishnamurti: What is there to learn?

Needleman: | have to learn the futility of this conflict.

Krishnamurti: No. What is there to learn? Y ou yourself see that
that moment of beauty becomes a memory, then the memory says,
"It was so beautiful | must have it again." Y ou are not concerned
with beauty, you are concerned with the pursuit of pleasure.
Pleasure and beauty don't go together. So if you see that, it is
finished. Like a dangerous snake, you won't go near it again.

Needleman: (Laughs) Perhaps | haven't seen it, so | can't say.

Krishnamurti: That is the question.

Needleman: Yes, | think that must be so, because one keeps
going back again and again.

Krishnamurti: No. Thisistherea thing. If | see the beauty of
that light, and it isreally extraordinarily beautiful, | just seeit.
Now with that same quality of attention | want to see myself. There
isamoment of perception which is as beautiful asthat. Then what
happens?

Needleman: Then | wish for it.

Krishnamurti: Then | want to captureit, | want to cultivateit, |
want to pursueit.

Needleman: And how to see that?

Krishnamurti: Just to see that istaking place is enough.

Needleman: That's what | forget!



Krishnamurti: It is not a question of forgetting. Needleman:
Well, that iswhat | don't understand deeply enough. That just the
seeing is enough.

Krishnamurti: Look, Sir. When you see a snake what takes
place?

Needleman: | am afraid.

Krishnamurti: No. What takes place? Y ou run, kill it, do
something. Why? Because you know it is dangerous. You are
aware of the danger of it. A cliff, better take a cliff, an abyss. Y ou
know the danger of it. Nobody hasto tell you. Y ou see directly
what would happen.

Needleman: Right.

Krishnamurti: Now, if you see directly that the beauty of that
moment of perception cannot be repeated, it is over. But thought
says, "No, it's not over, the memory of it remains." So what are you
doing now? Y ou are pursuing the dead memory of it, not the living
beauty of it - right? Now if you see that, the truth of it - not the
verbal statement, the truth of it - it is finished.

Needleman: Then this seeing is much rarer than we think.

Krishnamurti: If | see the beauty of that minute, it isover. |
don't want to pursueit. If | pursueit, it becomes a pleasure. Then if
| can't get it, it brings despair, pain and all the rest of it. So | say,
"All right, finished." Then what takes place?

Needleman: From my experience, I'm afraid that what takes
place is that the monster is born again. It has athousand lives.
(Laughter.)

Krishnamurti: No Sir. When did that beauty take placer.

Needleman: The place when | saw without trying to change.



Krishnamurti: When the mind was completely quiet.

Needleman: Yes.

Krishnamurti: Wasn't it? Right?

Needleman: Y es. Krishnamurti: When you looked at that, your
mind was quiet, it didn't say, "I wish | could changeit, copy it and
photograph it, this, that, and the other" - you just looked. The mind
wasn't in operation. Or rather, thought wasn't in operation. But
thought comes immediately into operation. Now one has asked,
"How can thought be quiet? How can one exercise thought when
necessary, and not exercise it when it is not necessary?"

Needleman: Yes, that question is intensely interesting to me,
Sir.

Krishnamurti: That is, why do we worship thought? Why has
thought become so extraordinarily important?

Needleman: It seems able to satisfy our desires; through thought
we believe we can satisfy.

Krishnamurti: No, not from satisfaction. Why has thought in all
cultures with most people become of such vital concern?

Needleman: One usually identifies oneself as thought, as one's
thoughts. If | think about myself | think about what | think, what
kind of ideas | have, what | believe. |Is this what you mean?

Krishnamurti: Not quite. Apart from identification with the
"me", or with "not me", why is thought always active?

Needleman: Ah, | see.

Krishnamurti: Thought is always operating in knowledge, isn't
it? If there was no knowledge, thought would not be. Thought is
aways operating in the field of the known. Whether mechanical,

non-verbal and so on, it is aways working in the past. So my lifeis



the past, because it is based on past knowledge, past experience,
past memories, pleasure, pain, fear and so on - it isall the past.
And the future | project from the past, thought projects from the
past. So thought is fluctuating between the past and the future. All
the timeit says, "l should do this, | should not do that, | should
have behaved." Why isit doing all this?

Needleman: | don't know. Habit?

Krishnamurti: Habit. All right. Go on. Let'sfind out. Habit?

Needleman: Habit brings what | call pleasure. Krishnamurti:
Habit, pleasure, pain.

Needleman: To protect me. Pain, yes pain.

Krishnamurti: It is aways working within that field. Why?

Needleman: Because it doesn't know any better.

Krishnamurti: No. No. Can thought work in any other field?

Needleman: That sort of thought, no.

Krishnamurti: No, not any thought. Can thought work in any
other field except in the field of the known?

Needleman: No.

Krishnamurti: Obviously not. It can't work in something | don't
know; it can only work in thisfield. Now why does it work in this?
Thereitis, Sir - why? It isthe only thing | know. In that thereis
security, thereis protection, there is safety. That isall | know. So
thought can only function in the field of the known. And when it
getstired of that, asit does, then it seeks something outside. Then
what it seeksis still the known. Its gods, its visions, its spiritual
states - all projected out of the known past into the future known.
So thought always works in thisfield.

Needleman: Yes, | see.



Krishnamurti: Therefore thought is always working in a prison.
It can call it freedom, it can call it beauty, it can call it what is
likes! But it is always within the limitations of the barbed wire
fence. Now | want to find out whether thought has any place
except in there. Thought has no place when | say, "I don't know."
"I really don't know." Right?

Needleman: For the moment.

Krishnamurti: | really don't know. | only know this, and | really
don't know whether thought can function in any field at all, except
this. | really don't know. When | say, "I don't know", which doesn't
mean | am expecting to know, when | say | really don't know -
what happens? | climb down the ladder. | become, the mind
becomes, completely humble. Now that state of "not knowing" is
intelligence. Then it can operate in the field of the known and be

free to work somewhere elseif it wantsto.



THE AWAKENING OF INTELLIGENCE PART |
CHAPTER 22ND CONVERSATION WITH
JACOB NEEDLEMAN MALIBU CALIFORNIA
26TH MARCH 1971 'ON INNER SPACE; ON
TRADITION AND DEPENDENCE'

Needleman: In your talks you have given afresh meaning to the
necessity for man to become his own authority. Y et cannot this
assertion easily be turned into aform of humanistic psychology
without reference to the sacred, transcendent dimension of human
life on earth in the midst of avast intelligent Cosmos? Must we not
only try to see ourselves in the moment, but also as creatures of the
Cosmos? What | am trying to ask about is this question of cosmic
dimension.

Krishnamurti: As soon aswe use that word "dimension”, it
implies space, otherwise there is no dimension, there is no space.
Are we talking about space, outward space, endless space?

Needleman: No.

Krishnamurti: Or the dimension of space in us?

Needleman: It would have to be the latter, but not totally
without the former, | think.

Krishnamurti: |s there a difference between the outer space,
which islimitless, and the space in us? Or is there no space in us at
al and we only know the outer space? We know the spacein us as
a centre and circumference. The dimension of that centre, and the
radius from that centre, is what we generally call that space.

Needleman: Inner space, yes.

Krishnamurti: Yes, inner space. Now if there is a centre, the



space must always be limited and therefore we divide the inner
space from the outer space. Needleman: Yes.

Krishnamurti: We only know this very limited space but we
think we would like to reach the other space, have immense space.
This house exists in space, otherwise there could be no house, and
the four walls of this room make its space. And the spacein meis
the space which the centre has created round itself. Like that
microphone...

Needleman: Y es, centre of interest.

Krishnamurti: Not only centre of interest, it has its own space,
otherwise it couldn't exist.

Needleman: Yes, right.

Krishnamurti: In the same way, human beings may have a
centre and from that centre they create a space, the centre creates a
space round itself. And that space is always limited, it must be;
because of the centre, the space is limited.

Needleman: It isdefined, it is a defined space, yes.

Krishnamurti: When you use the words "cosmic space”...

Needleman: | didn't use the words "cosmic space; | said cosmic,
the dimension of the Cosmos. | wasn't asking about outer space and
tripsto the planets.

Krishnamurti: So we are talking of the space which the centre
creates round itself, and also a space between two thoughts; thereis
aspace, an interval between two thoughts.

Needleman: Yes.

Krishnamurti: And the centre having created that space round
itself, there is the space outside the limit. There is a space between

thinking, between thoughts; and also a space round the centre



itself, and the space beyond the barbed wire. Now what is the
guestion, Sir? How to expand space? How to enter adifferent
dimension of space?

Needleman: Not how to but...

Krishnamurti: ...not how to. Isthere a different dimension of
space except the space round the centre? Needleman: Or adifferent
dimension of reality?

Krishnamurti: Space, we are talking about that for the moment,
we can use that word. First | must see very clearly the space
between two thoughts.

Needleman: Theinterval.

Krishnamurti: Thisinterval between two thoughts. Interval
means space. And what takes placein thisinterval?

Needleman: Well, | confess | don't know because my thoughts
overlap al thetime. | know there are intervals, there are moments
when thisinterval appears, and | seeit, and there is freedom there
for amoment.

Krishnamurti: Let's go into this a bit, shall we? Thereis space
between two thoughts. And there is space which the centre creates
round itself, which is the space of isolation.

Needleman: All right, yes. That is a cold word.

Krishnamurti: It is cutting itself off. | consider myself
important, with my ambition, with my frustrations, with my anger,
with my sexuality, my growth, my meditation, my reaching
Nirvana.

Needleman: Yes, that isisolation.

Krishnamurti: It isisolation. My relation with you is the image
of that isolation, which is that space. Then having created that



space there is space outside the barbed wire. Now is there a space
of atotally different dimension? That is the question.

Needleman: Y es, that embraces the question.

Krishnamurti: How shall we find out if the space round me,
round the centre, exists? And how can | find out the other? | can
speculate about the other, | can invent any space | like - but that is
too abstract, too silly!

Needleman: Yes.

Krishnamurti: So isit possible to be free of the centre, so that
the centre doesn't create space round itself build awall round itself,
isolation, a prison - and call that space? Can that centre ceaseto
be? Otherwise | can't go beyond it; the mind cannot go beyond that
limitation.

Needleman: Yes, | see what you mean. It'slogical, reasonable.

Krishnamurti: That is, what is that centre? That centre is the
"me" and "non-me", that centreis the observer, the thinker, the
experiencer, and in that centre is aso the observed. The centre
says, "That is the barbed wire | have created round myself."

Needleman: So that centre islimited there too.

Krishnamurti: Yes. Therefore it separates itself from the barbed
wire fence. So that becomes the observed. The centre is the
observer. So there is space between the observer and the observed -
right Sir?

Needleman: Yes, | seethat.

Krishnamurti: And that space it triesto bridge over. That is
what we are doing.

Needleman: It triesto bridge it over.

Krishnamurti: It says, " This must be changed, that must not be,



thisis narrow, that iswide, | must be better than that." All that is
the movement in the space between the observer and the observed.

Needleman: | follow that, yes.

Krishnamurti: And hence there is conflict between the observer
and the observed. Because the observed is the barbed wire which
must be jumped over, and so the battle begins. Now can the
observer - who isthe centre, who is the thinker, who is the knower,
who is experience, who is knowledge - can that centre be still?

Needleman: Why should it wish to?

Krishnamurti: If it is not still, the space is aways limited.

Needleman: But the centre, the observer, doesn't know that it is
limited in thisway. Krishnamurti: But you can seeit, look. The
centre is the observer, let's call him the observer for the moment -
the thinker, the experiencer, the knower, the struggler, the searcher,
the one who says, "l know, and you don't know." Right? Where
thereis acentre it must have a space round itself.

Needleman: Yes, | follow.

Krishnamurti: And when it observes, it observes through that
gpace. When | observe those mountains there is space between me
and the mountains. And when | observe myself there is space
between me and the thing | observe in myself. When | observe my
wife, | observe her from the centre of my image about her, and she
observes me with the image which she has about me. So thereis
aways this division and space.

Needleman: Changing the approach to the subject entirely, there
Is something called the sacred. Sacred teachings, sacred ideas, the
sacred, which for amoment seems to show me that this centre and
this space you speak about isan illusion.



Krishnamurti: Wait. One has learnt this from somebody else.
Are we going to find out what is the sacred, then? Are we looking
because somebody hastold me, "That is sacred”, or that thereisa
sacred thing? Or is it my imagination, because | want something
holy?

Needleman: Very often it isthat but thereis...

Krishnamurti: Now which isit? The desire for something holy?
The imposition on my mind by others who have said, "Thisis
sacred?' Or my own desire, because everything is unholy and |
want something holy, sacred? All this springs from the centre.

Needleman: Yes. Nevertheless...

Krishnamurti: Wait. We will find this out, what is sacred. But |
don't want to accept tradition, or what somebody has said about the
sacred. Sir, | don't know if you have experimented? Some years
ago, for fun, | took a piece of rock from the garden and put it on
the mantel piece and played with it, brought flowersto it every day.
At the end of a month it became terribly sacred! Needleman: |
know what you mean.

Krishnamurti: | don't want that kind of phoney sacredness.

Needleman: It's afetish.

Krishnamurti: Sacrednessis afetish.

Needleman: Granted. Most of itis.

Krishnamurti: So | won't accept anything that anybody says
about what is sacred. Tradition! Asa Brahmin one was brought up
in atradition which would beat anybody's tradition, | assure you!

What | am saying is: | want to find out what is holy, not man-
made holiness. | can only find out when the mind has immense

space. And it cannot have that immense space if there is a centre.



When the centre is not in operation, then there is vast space. In that
gpace, which is part of meditation, there is something really sacred,
not invented by my foolish little centre. There is something
immeasurably sacred, which you can never find out if thereisa
centre. And to imagine that sacrednessisfolly - you follow what |
mean?

Can the mind be free of this centre - with itsterribly limited
yardage of space - which can be measured and expanded and
contracted and all the rest of it? Can it? Man has said it can't, and
therefore God has become another centre. So my real concernis
this: whether the centre can be completely empty? That centreis
consciousness. That centre is the content of consciousness, the
content is consciousness, there is no consciousness if thereis no
content. Y ou must work this out...

Needleman: Certainly what we ordinarily mean by it, yes.

Krishnamurti: Thereisno house if there are no walls and no
roof. The content is consciousness but we like to separate them,
theorize about it, measure the yardage of our consciousness.
Whereas the centre is consciousness, the content of consciousness,
and the content is consciousness. Without the content, whereis
consciousness? And that is the space.

Needleman: | follow alittle bit of what you say. | find myself
wanting to say: well, what do you value here? What is the
important thing here? Krishnamurti: I'll put that question after |
have found out whether the mind can be empty of the content.

Needleman: All right.

Krishnamurti: Then there is something else that will operate,

which will function within the field of the known. But without



finding that merely to say...

Needleman: No, no, thisis so.

Krishnamurti: Let's proceed. Space is between two thoughts,
between two factors of time, two periods of time, because thought
istime. Yes?

Needleman: All right, yes.

Krishnamurti: Y ou can have a dozen periods of timebut it is
still thought, there isthat space. Then there is the space round the
centre, and the space beyond the self,beyond the barbed wire,
beyond the wall of the centre. The space between the observer and
the observed is the space which thought has created as the image of
my wife and the image which she has about me. Y ou follow, Sir?

Needleman: Yes.

Krishnamurti: All that is manufactured by the centre. To
specul ate about what is beyond all that has no meaning to me
personally, it's the philosopher's amusement.

Needleman: The philosopher's amusement...

Krishnamurti: | am not interested.

Needleman: | agree. | am not interested sometimes, at my better
moments, but nevertheless...

Krishnamurti: | am sorry, because you are a philosopher!

Needleman: No, no, why should you remember that, please.

Krishnamurti: So my question is: "Can the centre be still, or can
the centre fade away?' Because if it doesn't fade away, or lie very
quiet, then the content of consciousness is going to create space
within consciousness and call it the vast space. In that there lies
deception and | don't want to deceive myself. | don't say | am not

brown when | am brown. So can that centre be absorbed? Which



means, can there be no image, because it is the image that
Separates?

Needleman: Yes, that is the space.

Krishnamurti: That image talks about love, but the love of the
image is not love. Therefore | must find out whether the centre can
be completely absorbed, dissolved, or lie as avague fragment in
the distance. If there is no possibility of that, then | must accept
prison.

Needleman: | agree.

Krishnamurti: | must accept there is no freedom. Then | can
decorate my prison for ever.

Needleman: But now this possibility that you are speaking
about, without searching for it conscioudly...

Krishnamurti: No, don't search for it!

Needleman: | say, without searching for it conscioudly, life or
something suddenly shows meit is possible.

Krishnamurti: It isthere! Life hasn't shown me. It has shown
me, when | look at that mountain, that there is an image in me;
when | look at my wife | seethat thereisanimageinme. That isa
fact. It isn't that | have to wait for ten yearsto find out about the
image! | know it isthere, therefore | say: "Isit possible to look
without the image?' The image is the centre, the observer, the
thinker and all the rest of it.

Needleman: | am beginning to see the answer to my question. |
begin to see - | am speaking to myself - | am beginning to see that
there is no distinction between humanism and sacred teachings.
Thereisjust truth, or non-truth.

Krishnamurti: That's all. False and true.



Needleman: So much for that. (Laughter)

Krishnamurti: We are asking: "Can the consciousness empty
itself of its content?' Not somebody else do it.

Needleman: That is the question, yes. Krishnamurti: Not divine
grace, the super-self, some fictitious outside agency. Can the
consciousness empty itself of all this content? First see the beauty
of it, Sir.

Needleman: | seeit.

Krishnamurti: Because it must empty itself without an effort.
The moment there is an effort, there is the observer who is making
the effort to change the content, which is part of consciousness. |
don't know if you see that?

Needleman: | follow. This emptying has to be effortless,

i nstantaneous.

Krishnamurti: It must be without an agent who is operating on
it, whether an outside agent, or an inner agent. Now can this be
done without any effort, any directive - which says, "1 will change
the content"? This means the emptying of consciousness of all will,
"to be" or "not to be". Sir, look what takes place.

Needleman: | am watching.

Krishnamurti: | have put that question to myself. Nobody has
put it to me. Because it is aproblem of life, a problem of existence
in thisworld. It is aproblem which my mind has to solve. Can the
mind, with all its content, empty itself and yet remain mind - not
just float about?

Needleman: It is not suicide.

Krishnamurti: No.

Needleman:; There is some kind of subtle...



Krishnamurti: No, Sir, that istoo immature. | have put the
guestion. My answer is: | really don't know.

Needleman: That is the truth.

Krishnamurti: | really don't know. But | am going to find out, in
the sense of not waiting to find out. The content of my
consciousness is my unhappiness, my misery, my struggles, my
sorrows, the images which | have collected through life, my gods,
the frustrations, the pleasures, the fears, the agonies, the hatreds -
that is my consciousness. Can all that be completely emptied? Not
only at the superficial level but right through? - the so-called
unconscious. If it isnot possible, then | must live alife of misery, |
must live in endless, unending sorrow. There Is neither hope, nor
despair, | am in prison. So the mind must find out how to empty
itself of all the content of itself, and yet live in thisworld, not
become a moron, but have a brain that functions efficiently. Now
how isthisto be done? Can it ever be done? Or is there no escape
for man?

Needleman: | follow.

Krishnamurti: Because | don't see how to get beyond this|
invent all the gods, temples, philosophies, rituals - you understand?

Needleman: | understand.

Krishnamurti: Thisis meditation, real meditation, not al the
phoney stuff. To see whether the mind - with the brain which has
evolved through time, which is the result of thousands of
experiences, the brain that functions efficiently only in complete
security - whether the mind can empty itself and yet have abrain
that functions as a marvellous machine. Also, it seesloveis not

pleasure; love is not desire. When there islove there is no image;



but | don't know what that loveis. | only want love as pleasure, sex
and all therest of it. There must be a relationship between the
emptying of consciousness and the thing called love; between the
unknown and the known, which is the content of consciousness.

Needleman: | am following you. There must be this
relationship.

Krishnamurti: The two must be in harmony. The emptying and
love must be in harmony. And it may be only love that is necessary
and nothing else.

Needleman: This emptying is another word for love, is that
what you are saying?

Krishnamurti: | am only asking what islove. Islove within the
field of consciousness?

Needleman: No, it couldn't be.

Krishnamurti: Don't stipulate. Don't ever say yes or no; find
out! Love within the content of consciousnessis pleasure, am-
bition and all that. Then what islove? | really don't know. | won't
pretend any more about anything. | don't know. There is some
factor in thiswhich | must find out. Whether the emptying of
consciousness with its content is love, which is the unknown?
What is the relationship between the unknown and the known? -
not the mysterious unknown, God or whatever name you give it.
We will come to God if we go through this. The relationship
between the unknown, which I don't know, which may be called
love, and the content of consciousness, which | know, (it may be
unconscious, but | can open it up and find out) - what isthe
relationship between the known and the unknown? To move

between the known and the unknown is harmony, isintelligence,



isn't it?

Needleman: Absolutely.

Krishnamurti: So | must find out, the mind must find out, how
to empty its content. That is, have no image, therefore no observer.
The image means the past, or the image which is taking place now,
or the image which | shall project into the future. So no image - no
formula, idea, idedl, principle - all that impliesimage. Can there be
no formation of image at all? Y ou hurt me or you give me pleasure
and therefore | have an image of you. So no image formation when
you hurt me or give me pleasure.

Needleman: Isit possible?

Krishnamurti: Of courseit is. Otherwise | am doomed.

Needleman: Y ou are doomed. In other words | am doomed.

Krishnamurti: We are doomed. Is it possible when you insult
me to be completely watchful, attentive, so that it doesn't leave a
mark?

Needleman: | know what you mean.

Krishnamurti: When you flatter me - no mark. Then thereisno
image. So | have done it, the mind has done it: which is, no
formation of image at all. If you don't form an image now, the past
Images have no place.

Needleman: | don't follow that. "If | don't form an image
now..?" Krishnamurti: The past images have no place. If you form
an image, then you are related to it.

Needleman: Y ou are connected to the past images. That isright.

Krishnamurti: But if you don't form any?

Needleman: Then you are free from the past.

Krishnamurti: Seeit! Seeit!



Needleman: Very clear.

Krishnamurti: So the mind can empty itself of images by not
forming an image now. If | form an image now, then | relate it with
past images. So consciousness, the mind, can empty itself of all the
images by not forming an image now. Then there is space, not
gpace round the centre. And if one delves, goesinto it much
further, then there is something sacred, not invented by thought,
which has nothing to do with any religion.

Needleman: Thank you.

Needleman: | have another question which | wanted to ask you.
We see the stupidity of so many traditions which people hallow
today, but aren't there some traditions transmitted from generation
to generation which are valuable and necessary, and without which
we would lose the little humanity that we now have? Aren't there
traditions that are based on something real, which are handed
down?

Krishnamurti: Handed down...

Needleman: Ways of living, even if only in an external sense.

Krishnamurti: If | hadn't been taught from childhood not to run
in front of acar...

Needleman: That would be the ssmplest example.

Krishnamurti: Or to be careful of fire, be careful of irritating the
dog which might bite you, and so on. That is also tradition.
Needleman: Yes, that certainly is.

Krishnamurti: The other kind of tradition is that you must love.
Needleman: That is the other extreme.

Krishnamurti: And the tradition of the weaversin Indiaand



other places. Y ou know, they can weave without a pattern and yet
they weave in atradition which is so deeply rooted that they don't
even have to think about it. It comes out with their hands. | don't
know if you have ever seen it? In Indiathey have atremendous
tradition and they produce marvellous things. Also thereisthe
tradition of the scientist, the biologist, the anthropologist, which is
tradition as the accumulation of knowledge, handed over by one
scientist to another scientist, by a doctor to another doctor,
learning. Obvioudly that kind of tradition isessential. | wouldn't
call that tradition, would you?

Needleman: No, that is not what | had in mind. What | meant by
tradition was away of living.

Krishnamurti: | wouldn't call that tradition. Don't we mean by
tradition some other factor? Is goodness a factor of tradition?

Needleman: No, but perhaps there are good traditions.

Krishnamurti: Good traditions, conditioned by the culturein
which one lives. Good tradition among the Brahmins used to be not
to kill any human being or animal. They accepted that and
functioned. We are saying: "ls goodness traditional ? Can goodness
function, blossom in tradition?"

Needleman: What | am asking then is: are there traditions which
are formed by an intelligence either single, or collective, which
understands human nature?

Krishnamurti: Isintelligence traditional ?

Needleman: No. But can intelligence form, or shape away of
living which can help other men more readily to find themselves? |
know that thisis a self-initiated thing that you speak of but are

there not men of great intelligence who can shape the external



conditions for me, so that | will not have quite as difficult atimeto
come to what you have seen?

Krishnamurti: That means what, Sir? Y ou say you know.

Needleman: | don't say | know. Krishnamurti: | am taking that.
Suppose you are the great person of tremendous intelligence and
you say, "My dear son, live thisway."

Needleman: Well | don't have to say it.

Krishnamurti: Y ou exude your atmosphere, your aura, and then
| say, "I'll try it - he has got it, | haven't got it." Can goodness
flower in your ambience? Can goodness grow under your shadow?

Needleman: No, but then | wouldn't be intelligent if | made
those my conditions.

Krishnamurti: Therefore you are stating that goodness cannot
operate, function, flower in any environment.

Needleman: No, | didn't say that. | was asking, are there
environments which can be conducive to liberation?

Krishnamurti: We will go into this. A man who goesto a
factory every day, day after day, and finds release in drink and all
the rest of it...

Needleman: Thisisthe example of a poor environment, a bad
tradition.

Krishnamurti: So what does the man who isintelligent, who is
concerned with changing the environment, do for that man?

Needleman: Perhaps he is changing the environment for
himself. But he understands something about man in general. | am
talking now about a great teacher, whatever that is. He helps, he
presents away of life to us which we don't understand, which we

haven't verified ourselves, but which somehow acts on something



in us to bring us alittle together.

Krishnamurti: That is satsun, which is the company of the good.
It is nice to be in the company of the good because we won't then
guarrel, we won't fight each other, we won't be violent; it is good.

Needleman: All right. But maybe the company of the good
means that | will quarrel, but I'll see it more, I'll suffer it more, I'll
understand it better. Krishnamurti: So you want the company of the
good in order to see yourself more clearly?

Needleman: Yes.

Krishnamurti: Which means you depend on the environment to
see yourself.

Needleman: Well perhaps in the beginning.

Krishnamurti: The beginning isthe first step and the last step.

Needleman: | don't agree.

Krishnamurti: Let'sgo into it alittle bit. See what has happened.
| go with good men because in that ambience, in that atmosphere |
see myself more clearly, because they are good | see my idiocies.

Needleman: Sometimes it happens that way.

Krishnamurti: | am taking this.

Needleman: That is one example, right?

Krishnamurti: Or | am also good, therefore | live with them.
Then | don't need them.

Needleman: No we don't need them then. All right.

Krishnamurti: If | am good | don't need them. But if when | am
not good and come into their presence, then | can see myself
clearly. Then to see mysdlf clearly | must have them. Thisiswhat
generally takes place. They become important, not my goodness.
This happens every day.



Needleman: But is there not such athing as weaning the baby
by blackening the breast? It happens that | do need these men,
maybe in the beginning.

Krishnamurti: | am going to question it, | want to find out. First
of al, if | an good | don't need them. | am like those hills and birds
which have no need.

Needleman: Right. We can rule that out.

Krishnamurti: When | am not good | need their company,
because in their company | see myself clearly; | feel abreath of
freshness. Needleman: Or how bad | am.

Krishnamurti: The moment | have ahorror of myself, in the
largest sense of the word, | am merely comparing myself with
them.

Needleman: No, not always. | can expose theimage | have of
myself asalie.

Krishnamurti: Now | am questioning whether you need them to
expose yourself asaliar.

Needleman: In principle, no.

Krishnamurti: No, not in principle. Either it is so, or it is not.

Needleman: That is the question.

Krishnamurti: Which meansif | need them, then | am lost. Then
| will for ever hang on to them. Sir, this has happened since human
rel ationships began.

Needleman: Yesit has. But it also happens that | hang on for a
while and then | right it.

Krishnamurti: Therefore why don't you, the good man, tell me:
"L ook, begin, you don't need me. Y ou can watch yourself now

clearly."



Needleman: Maybe if | told you that, you would take it utterly
wrongly and misunderstand me completely!

Krishnamurti: Then what shall | do? Go on hanging onto you,
run after you?

Needleman: Not what shall you do, but what do you do?

Krishnamurti: What they generally do is run after him.

Needleman: They generally do, yes.

Krishnamurti: And hold on to his skirts.

Needleman: But that is perhaps because the teacher is not
intelligent.

Krishnamurti: No. He says, "L ook, | can't teach you my friend, |
have nothing to teach. If | am really good | have nothing to teach. |
can only show." Needleman: But he doesn't say it, he doesiit.

Krishnamurti: | say, "Look | don't want to teach you, you can
learn from yourself."

Needleman: Yes, all right. Suppose he says that.

Krishnamurti: Y es, he says learn from yourself. Don't depend.
That means you, being good, are helping me to look at myself.

Needleman: Attracting you.

Krishnamurti: No. You are putting me in a corner so that | can't
escape.

Needleman: | see what you are saying. But it is the easiest thing
in the world to escape.

Krishnamurti: | don't want to. Sir, you tell me, "Don't depend,
for goodness has no dependency." If you want to be good you
cannot depend on anything.

Needleman: Anything external, yes all right.

Krishnamurti: On anything, external or inward. Don't depend on



anything. It doesn't mean just don't depend on the postman, it
means inwardly don't depend,

Needleman: Right.

Krishnamurti: That means what? | depend. He has told me one
thing: "Don't depend on me or on anybody, wife, husband,
daughter, politician, don't depend.” That's all. He goes away. He
leaves me with that. What shall | do?

Needleman: Find out if heisright.

Krishnamurti: But | do depend.

Needleman: That's what | mean.

Krishnamurti: | do depend on my wife, on the priest, on some
psycho-analyst - | do depend. Then | begin. Because he tells me the
truth - you follow, Sir? It isthere, | have to work it out. So | have
to find out if it isthetruth, or if it isafasehood. Which means |
must exercise my reason, my capacity, my intelligence. | must
work. | can't just say, "Well he has gone". | depend on my cook!
So | haveto find out, | have to see the truth and the false. | have
seen it. That doesn't depend on anybody.

Needleman: Right.

Krishnamurti: Even the company of the good doesn't teach me
what is good and what isfalse, or true. | haveto seeit.

Needleman: Absolutely.

Krishnamurti: So | don't depend on anybody to find what is true
and what isfalse.



THE AWAKENING OF INTELLIGENCE PART I
CHAPTER 11ST PUBLIC TALK IN NEW YORK
18TH APRIL 1971 'INNER REVOLUTION'

Krishnamurti: We are going to examine together the question of
what is hidden in the consciousness, in the deeper layers of the
mind - which is generally called the unconscious. We are
concerned with bringing about aradical revolution in ourselves and
so in society. The physical revolution which is advocated all over
the world at the present time does not bring about a fundamental
change in man.

In acorrupt society, such asthis, in Europe, India and
elsewhere, there must be fundamental changesin the very structure
of society. And if man remains corrupt in himself, in his activity,
he will overcome whatever the structure be, however perfect;
therefore it isimperative, absolutely essential that he change.

Is this change to be brought about through the process of time,
through gradual achievement, through gradual change? Or does the
change take place only in the instant? That is what we are going to
examine together.

One sees that there must be change in oneself - the more
sensitive, the more alert and intelligent one is, the more oneis
aware that there must be a deep, abiding, living change. The
content of consciousness is consciousness - the two are not
separate. What is implanted in consciousness makes up
consciousness. And to bring about a change in consciousness -
both in the obvious and in the hidden - does it depend on analysis,

on time, on environmental pressure? Or is the change to take place



totally independent of any pressure, of any compulsion?

Y ou know, this question is going to bc rather difficult to go
into, because it is quite complex and | hope we shall be able to
share what is being said. Unless one goes into this matter very
serioudly, really taking trouble, with deep interest, with passion, |
am afraid one will not be able to go very far; far in the sense not of
time or space, but very deeply within oneself. One needs a great
deal of passion, great energy and most of us waste our energiesin
conflict. And when we are examining this whole business of
existence, we need energy. Energy comes with the possibility of
change; if thereis no possibility of change, then energy wastes
away.

We think we cannot possibly change. We accept things as they
are and thereby become rather dispirited, depressed, uncertain and
confused. It is possible to change radically and that is what we are
going to examine. If you will - do not follow exactly what the
speaker is saying, but use his words as a mirror to observe yourself
and enquire with passion, with interest, with vitality and a great
dedl of energy. Then perhaps we can come to a point where it will
be obvious that without any kind of effort, without any kind of
motive, the radical change takes place.

Thereis not only the superficial knowledge of ourselves, but
there is also the deep, hidden content of our consciousness. How is
one to examine it, how is one to expose the whole content of it? Is
it to be done bit by bit, lowly gradually? - or isit to be exposed
totally and understood instantly, and thereby the whole analytical
process comes to an end?

Now we are going to go into this question of analysis. To the



speaker, analysisisthe denia of action; action being awaysin the
active present. Action means not "having done" or "will do", but
doing. Analysis prevents that action in the present, because in
analysisthereisinvolved time, agradual peeling off, asit were,
layer after layer, and examining each layer, analysing the content
of each layer. And if the analysisis not perfect, complete, true,
then that analysis being incomplete, must leave a knowledge which
is not total. And the next analysis springs from that which is not
complete.

Look, | examine myself, analyse myself and if my analysisis
not complete, then what | have analysed becomes the knowledge
with which | proceed to analyse the next layer. So in that process
each analysis becomes incomplete and leads to further conflict, and
so to inaction. And in analysis there is the analyser and the
analysed, whether the analyser is the professional, or yourself, the
layman; there is this duality, the analyser analysing something
which he thinksis different from himself. But the analyser, what is
he? He is the past, he is the accumulated knowledge of all the
things he has analysed. And with that knowledge - which isthe
past - he analyses the present.

So in that process there is conflict, there is the struggle to
conform, or to force that which he analyses. Also thereisthis
whole process of dreaming. | don't know whether you have gone
into all this yourself, or probably you have read other people's
books, which is most unfortunate; because then you merely repeat
what other people have said, however famous they are. But if you
don't read all those books - as the speaker does not - then you have

to investigate yourself, then it becomes much more fascinating,



much more original, much more direct and true.

In the process of analysisthereisthisworld of dreams. We
accept dreams as necessary, because the professionals say, "Y ou
must dream, otherwise you go mad”, and there is some truth in
that. We are enquiring into all this because we are trying to find out
whether it is possible to change radically, when there is so much
confusion, so much misery, such hatred and brutality in the world;
there is no compassion. One must, if oneisat all serious, enquire
into all this. We are enquiring not merely for intellectual
entertainment but actually trying to find out if it is possible to
change. And when we see the possibility of change, whatever we
are, however shallow, however superficial, repetitive, imitative, if
we see that thereis a possibility of radical change, then we have
the energy to do so. If we say it is not possible, then that energy is
dissipated.

So we are enquiring into this question, whether analysis does
produce aradical change at all, or whether it is merely an
intellectual entertainment, an avoidance of action. Aswe were
saying, analysis implies entering into the world of dreams. What
are dreams, how do they come into being? | don't know if you have
goneinto this; if you have, you will see that dreams are the
continuation of our daily life. What you are doing during the day,
al the mischief, the corruption, the hatred, the passing pleasures,
the ambition, the guilt and so on, all that is continued in the world
of dreams, only in symbols, in pictures and images. These pictures
and images have to be interpreted and all the fuss and unreality of
al that comes into being.

One never asks why should one dream at all. One has accepted



dreams as essential, as part of life. Now we are asking ourselves (if
you are with me) why we dream at al. Isit possible when you go
to sleep to have amind that is completely quiet? Because it is only
in that quiet state that it renews itself, emptiesitself of all its
content, so that it is made fresh, young, decisive, not confused.

If dreams are the continuation of our daily life, of our daily
turmoil, anxiety, the desire for security, attachment, then
inevitably, dreamsin their symbolic form must take place. That is
clear, isn't it? So one asks, "Why should one dream at al?' Can the
brain cells be quiet, not carry on all the business of the day?

One has to find that out experimentally, not accepting what the
speaker says - and for goodness sake don't ever do that, because we
are sharing together, investigating together. Y ou can test it out by
being totally aware during the day, watching your thoughts, your
motives, your speech, the way you walk and talk. When you are so
aware there are the intimations of the unconscious, of the deeper
layers, because then you are exposing, inviting the hidden motives,
the anxieties, the content of the unconscious to come into the open.
So when you go to sleep, you will find that your mind, including
the brain, is extraordinarily quiet. It isreally resting, because you
have finished what you have been doing during the day.

If you take stock of the day, as you go to bed and lie down -
don't you do this? - saying, "l should have done this, | should not
have done that", "It would have been better that way, | wish |
hadn't said this" - when you take stock of the things that have
happened during the day, then you are trying to bring about order
before you go to sleep. And if you don't make order before you go
to sleep, the brain tries to do it when you are asleep. Because the



brain functions perfectly only in order, not in disorder. It functions
most efficiently when there is complete order, whether that order is
neurotic or rational; because in neurosis, in imbalance, thereis
order, and the brain accepts that order.

So, if you take stock of everything that has been happening
during the day before you go to sleep, then you are trying to bring
about order, and therefore the brain does not have to bring order
while you are asleep: you have done it during the day. Y ou can
bring about that order every minute during the day, that isif you
are aware of everything that's happening, outwardly and inwardly.
Outwardly in the sense of being aware of the disorder about you,
the cruelty, the indifference, the callousness, the dirt, the squalor,
the quarrels, the politicians and their chicanery - all that is
happening. And your relationship with your husband, your wife,
with your girl or boyfriend, be aware of ill that during the day,
without correcting it, just be aware of it. The moment you try to
correct it, you are bringing disorder. But if you merely observe
actually what is, then what is, is order.

It is only when you try to change "what is" that thereis
disorder; because you want to change according to the knowledge
which you have acquired. That knowledge is the past and you are
trying to change "what is' - which is not the past - according to
what you have learnt. Therefore there is a contradiction, therefore
thereisadistortion, therefore thisis disorder.

So during the day, if you are aware of the ways of your
thoughts, your motives, the hypocrisy, the double-talk - doing one
thing, saying another, thinking another - the mask that you put on,
the varieties of deception that one has so readily to hand, if you are



aware of al that during the day, you don't have to take stock at all
when you go to sleep, you are bringing order each minute. So when
you do go to sleep you will find that your brain cells, which have
recorded and hold the past, become totally quiet, and your sleep
then becomes something entirely different. When we use the word
"mind", we include in that the brain, the whole nervous organism,
the affections, all the human structure; we mean all that, not
something separate. In that isincluded the intellect, the heart, the
whole nervous organism. When you go to sleep then, the process
has totally come to an end, and when you wake up you see things
exactly asthey are, not your interpretation of them or the desireto
change them.

So analysis, for the speaker, prevents action. And action is
absolutely essential in order to bring about this radical change. So
analysisis not the way. Don't accept, please, what the speaker is
saying, but observeit for yourself, learn about it, not from me, but
learn by watching all these implications of analysis: time, the
analyser and the analysed - the analyser is the analysed - and each
analysis must be complete, otherwise it distorts the next analysis.
S0 to see that the whole process of analyses, whether it is
introspective or intellectual analysis, istotally wrong! It is not the
way out - maybe it is necessary for those who are somewhat, or
greatly, unbalanced; and perhaps most of us are unbalanced.

We must find away of observing the whole content of
consciousness without the analyser. It isgreat fun if you go into
this, because you have then rgjected totally everything that man has
said. Because then you stand alone; when you find out for yourself,

it will be authentic, real, true, not dependent on any professor, any



psychologist, any analyst and so on.

So one must find away of observing without analysis. I'm going
to go into that - | hope you don't mind my doing all this, do you?
Thisis not group therapy! (Laughter) Thisis not an open
confession, it is not that the speaker is analysing you, or making
you change and become marvellous human beings! Y ou have to do
this yourself, and as most of us are secondhand or third-hand
human beings, it is going to be very difficult to put away totally all
that has been imposed on your minds by the professionals, whether
by religious or scientific professionals. We have to find out for
ourselves.

If analysisis not theway - and it is not, as far as the speaker is
concerned, as he has explained - then how is one to examine or to
observe the total content of consciousness? What is the content of
consciousness? Please don't repeat what somebody else has said.
What is your total content”? Have you ever looked at it, considered
it? If you have, isit not the various recorded incidents, happenings,
pleasurable and non-pleasurable, various beliefs, traditions, the
various individual recollections and memories, the racial and
family memories, the culture in which one has been brought up -
al that isthe content, isn't it? And the incidents that take place
every day, the memories, the various pains, the unhappiness, the
insults, all that is recorded. And that content is your consciousness
- you, as a Catholic, or Protestant, living in this western world with
the search for more and more and more, the world of great
pleasure, entertainment, wealth, incessant noise of the television,
the brutality - all that isyou, that's your content.

How isall that to be exposed? - and in the exposing of it, is



each incident, each happening, each tradition, each hurt, each pain
to be examined one by one? Or isit to be looked at totally? If itis
to be examined bit by bit, one by one, you are entering into the
world of analysis and there is no end to that, you will die analysing
- and giving a great deal of money to those who analyse, if that's
your pleasure.

Now we're going to find out how to look at these various
fragments, which are the content of consciousness, totally - not
analytically. We are going to find out how to observe without any
anaysisat al. That is, we have looked at everything - at the tree, at
the cloud, at the wife and the husband, at the girl and the boy - as
the observer and the observed. Please do give alittle attention to
this. Y ou have observed your anger, your greed or your jealousy,
whatever it is, as an observer looking at greed. The observer is
greed, but you have separated the observer because your mindis
conditioned to the analytical process; therefore you are always
looking at the tree, at the cloud, at everything in life as an observer
and the thing observed. Have you noticed it? Y ou look at your wife
through the image which you have of her; that imageisthe
observer, it isthe past, that image has been put together through
time. And the observer isthe time, is the past, is the accumulated
knowledge of the various incidents, accidents, happenings,
experiences and so on. That observer isthe past, and he looks at
the thing observed as though he were not of it, but separate fromiit.

Now can you look without the observer? Can you look at the
tree without the past as the observer? That is, when thereis the
observer, then there is space between the observer and the

observed - the tree. That spaceistime, because there is a distance.



That time isthe quality of the observer, who is the past, who is the
accumulated knowledge, who says, "That isthe tree", or "That is
the image of my wife."

Can you look, not only at the tree, but at your wife or your
husband, without the image? Y ou know, this requires tremendous
discipline. | am going to show you something: discipline generally
implies conformity, drill, imitation, conflict between what is and
what should be. And so in discipline thereis conflict: suppressing,
overcoming, the exercise of will and so on - all that isimpliedin
that word. But that word means to learn - not to conform, not to
suppress, but to learn. And the quality of the mind that learns has
its own order which is discipline. We are learning now to observe,
without the observer, without the past, without the image. When
you so observe, the actual "what is', isaliving thing, not athing
looked upon as dead, recognizable by the past event, by past
knowledge.

Look, Sirs, let's make it much simpler than this. Y ou say
something to me which hurts me, and the pain of that hurt is
recorded. The memory of that continues and when there is further
pain, it isrecorded again. So the hurt is being strengthened from
childhood on. Whereas, if | observe it completely, when you say
something which is painful to me, then it is not recorded as a hurt.
The moment you record it as a hurt, that recording is continued and
for the rest of your life you are being hurt, because you are adding
to that hurt. Whereas to observe the pain completely without
recording it, isto give your total attention at the moment of the
pain. Areyou doing all this?

L ook, when you go out, when you walk in these streets, there



are al kinds of noise, al kinds of shouting, vulgarity, brutality, this
noiseis pouring in. That is very destructive - the more sensitive
you are the more destructive it becomes, it hurts your organism.

Y ou resist that hurt and therefore you build awall. And when you
build awall you are isolating yourself. Therefore you are
strengthening the isolation, by which you will get more and more
hurt. Whereas if you are observing that noise, are attentive to that
noise, then you will see that your organism is never hurt.

If you understand this one radical principle, you will have
understood something immense: that where there is an observer
separating himself from the thing he observes, there must be
conflict. Do what you will, aslong as there is a division between
the observer and the observed, there must be conflict. Aslong as
there is division between the Muslim and the Hindu, between the
Catholic and the Protestant, between the Black and the White, there
must be conflict; you may tolerate each other, which isan
intellectual covering of intolerance.

Aslong asthereis division between you and your wife, there
must be conflict. This division exists fundamentally, basicaly, as
long as there is the observer separate from the thing observed. As
long as | say, "Anger is different from me, | must control anger, |
must change, | must control my thoughts", in that there is division,
therefore there is conflict. Conflict implies suppression,
conformity, imitation, all that isinvolved init. If you really seethe
beauty of this, that the observer isthe observed, that the two are
not separate, then you can observe the totality of consciousness
without analysis. Then you see the whole content of it instantly.

The observer is the thinker. We have given such tremendous



importance to the thinker, haven't we? We live by thought, we do
things by thought, we plan our life by thought, our action is
motivated by thought. And thought is worshipped throughout the
world as the most extraordinarily important thing, which is part of
the intellect.

And thought has separated itself as the thinker. The thinker
says, "These thoughts are no good", "These are better", he says,
"Thisideal is better than that ideal”, "This belief is better than that
belief". It isall the product of thought - thought which has made
itself separate, fragmented itself as the thinker, as the experiencer.
Thought has separated itself as the higher self and the lower self -
in Indiait is called the atman, the higher. Here you call it the soul,
or thisor that. But it is still thought in operation. That's clear, isn't
it? 1 mean, thisislogical, it isnot irrational.

Now | am going to show you theirrationality of it. All our
books, all our literature, everything is thought. And our
relationship is based on thought - just think of it! My wifeisthe
image which | have created by thinking. That thinking has been put
together by nagging, by all the things which go on between
husband and wife - pleasure, sex, theirritations, the exclusions, al
the separative instincts that go on. Our thought is the result of our
relationship. Now what is thought? Y ou are asked that question,
"What is thought?' Please don't repeat somebody else - find out for
yourself. Surely thought is the response of memory, isn't it? -
memory as knowledge, memory as experience which has been
accumul ated, stored up in the brain cells. So the brain cells
themselves are the cells of memory. But if you did not think at all,

you would be in a state of amnesia, you would not be able to get to



your house.

Thought is the response of the accumulated memory as
knowledge, as experience - whether it isyours, or the inherited, the
communal experience and so on. So thought is the response of the
past, which may project itself into the future, going through the
present, modifying it as the future. But it is still the past. So
thought is never free - how can it be? It can imagine what is
freedom, it can idealize what freedom should be, create a Utopia of
freedom. But thought itself, in itself, is of the past and therefore it
isnot free, it isalways old. Please, it is not a question of your
agreeing with the speaker, it is afact. Thought organises our life,
based on the past. That thought, based on the past, projects what
should be tomorrow and so thereis conflict.

From that arises a question, which is, for most of us, thought
has given a great deal of pleasure. Pleasureisaguiding principlein
our life. We are not saying that it iswrong or right, we are
examining it. Pleasure is the thing that we want most. Here in this
world and in the spiritual world, in heaven - if you have a heaven -
we want pleasure in any form - religious entertainment, going to
Mass, all the circus that goes on in the name of religion. And the
pleasure of any incident, whether it is of a sunset, or sexual, or any
sensory pleasure, is recorded and thought over. So thought as
pleasure plays atremendous part in our life. Something happened
yesterday which was a most lovely thing, amost happy event, it is
recorded; thought comes upon it, chews it and keeps on thinking
about it and wants it repeated tomorrow, whether it be sexual or
otherwise. So thought gives vitality to an incident that is over.

The very process of recording is knowledge, which is the past,



and thought is the past. So thought, as pleasure, is sustained. If you
have noticed, pleasure is aways in the past; or the imagined
pleasure of tomorrow is still the recollection projected into the
future, from the past.

Y ou can also observe that where there is pleasure and the
pursuit of pleasure, thereis also the nourishing of fear. Haven't you
noticed it? Fear of thething | have done yesterday, fear of the
physical pain which | had aweek ago; thinking about it sustains the
fear. Thereis no ending of that pain when it's over. It isfinished,
but | carry it over by thinking about it.

So thought sustains and gives nourishment to pleasure as well
asto fear. Thought is responsible for this. Thereisfear of the
present, of the future, fear of death, fear of the unknown, fear of
not fulfilling, fear of not being loved, wanting to be loved - there
are so many fears, all created by the machinery of thought. So there
isthe rationality of thought and the irrationality of thought.

There must be the exercise of thought in doing things.
Technologically, in the office, when you cook, when you wash
dishes - knowledge must function perfectly. Thereisthe
rationality, the logic of thought in action, in doing. But also
thought becomes totally irrational when it sustains pleasure or fear.
And yet thought says, "I cannot let go of my pleasure; yet thought
knows, if it isat all sensitive or aware, that there is pain coming
with it.

So to be aware of al the machinery of thought, of the
complicated, subtle movement of thought! Thisisreally not at all
difficult once you say, "I must find out away of living that is

totally different, away of lifein which thereis no conflict." If that



isyour real, your insistent, passionate demand - asis your demand
for pleasure - to live alife, inwardly and outwardly in which there
is no conflict whatsoever - then you will see the possibility of it.
Because, as we have explained, conflict exists only when thereis
division between "me" and "not me". Then if you see that, not
verbally or intellectually - because that is not seeing - but when
you actually realize that there is no division between the observer
and the observed, between the thinker and the thought, then you
see, then you observe actually "what is'. And when you see
actually "what is', you are already beyond it. Y ou don't stay with
"what is', you stay with "what is' only when the observer is
different from the "what is". Are you getting this? So when thereis
this compl ete cessation of division between the observer and the
observed, then "what is" isno longer what is. The mind has gone
beyond it.

Questioner: How can | change this identification of the observer
with the observed? | can't just agree with you and say " Yes, it's
true", but have to do something about it.

Krishnamurti: Quite right. Sir, thereis no identification at all.
When you identify yourself with the observed, it is still the pattern
of thought, isn't it?

Questioner: Precisely, but how do | get out of that?

Krishnamurti: Y ou don't get out of it, I'll show it to you, Sir. Do
you see the truth that the observer is the observed? - the fact of it,
the logic of it. Do you see that? Or don't you?

Questioner: It is still only a comment which arises; the truth
does not exist.

Krishnamurti: The fact does not exist?



Questioner: No, acomment of agreement arises.

Krishnamurti: But you see that fact, don't you? Don't agree or
disagree, thisisavery serious thing; | wish | could talk about
meditation, but not now, for thisisimplied in it. Sir, see the
importance of this. Thetruth isthat "I am anger" - not "I" am
different from anger. That isthe truth, that isafact, isn'tit? | am
anger; not "I" separate from anger. When | am jealous, | am
jealousy; not "I" am different from jealousy. | make myself
separate from jealousy because | want to do something about it,
sustain it or get rid of it or rationalize it, whatever it is. But the fact
IS, the"me" isjealous, isn't it?

Now how am | to act when | am jealous, when "me" is
jealousy? Before, | thought "1" could act when | separated myself
from jealousy, | thought I could do something about it, suppressit,
rationalize it, or run away from it - do various things. | thought |
was doing something. Here, | feel | am not doing anything. That is,
when | say "I am jealousy”, | feel | can't move. Isn't that right, Sir?

L ook at the two varieties of activity, at the action which takes
place when you are different from jealousy, which is the non-
ending of jealousy. Y ou may run away from it, you may suppress
it, you may transcend it, you may escape, but it will come back, it
will be there always, because there is the division between you and
jealousy. Now thereisatotally different kind of action when there
Isno division, because in that the observer is the observed, he
cannot do anything about it. Before, he was able to do something
about it, now he feels he is powerless, heisfrustrated, he can't do
anything. If the observer isthe observed, then thereisno saying, "I

can or can't do anything about it" - heiswhat heis. Heisjeaousy.



Now, when heisjeaousy, what takes place? Go on, Sir!

Questioner: He understands...

Krishnamurti: Do look at it, take time. When | think | am
different from my jealousy, then | feel | can do something about it
and in the doing of it there is conflict. Here on the other hand,
when | realize the truth of it, that | am jealousy, that "I", the
observer, am the observed, then what takes place?

Questioner: Thereis no conflict.

Krishnamurti: The element of conflict ceases. There conflict
exists, here conflict does not exist. So conflict isjealousy. Have
you got it? There has been complete action, an action in which
there has been no effort at al, therefore it is complete, total, it will
never come back.

Questioner: Y ou said analysisis the deadly tool to thought or
consciousness. | perfectly agree with you and you were about to
say that you would develop the argument that there are fragments
in the brain or in thought or in consciousness which will be anti-
analysis. | should be grateful, Sir, if you would continue to develop
that part of the argument.

Krishnamurti: Of what, Sir?

Questioner: Y ou mentioned the fragments will not constitute
any conflict or struggle, they will be anti-analytical.

Krishnamurti: | just explained, Sir, there must be fragmentation
when there is the observer and the observed, astwo different
things. Sir, look, thisis not an argument, there is nothing to
develop. | have goneinto it fairly thoroughly, we can spend of
course lots more time, because the more deeply you go into it the

more there is. We have broken up our life into many fragments,



haven't we? - the scientist, the businessman, the artist, the
housewife and so on. What is the basis, what is the root of this
fragmentation? The root of this fragmentation is the observer being
separate from the observed. He breaks up life: | am a Hindu and
you are a Catholic, | am a Communist, you are a bourgeois. So
thereisthis division going on all the time. And | say, "Why is there
this division, what causes thisdivision?' - not only in the external,
economic, socia structure, but much more deeply. Thisdivisionis
brought about by the "me" and the "not me" - the me that wants to
be superior, famous, greater - whereas "you" are different.

So the "me" isthe observer, the "me" isthe past, which divides
the present as the past and the future. So aslong as thereisthe
observer, the experiencer, the thinker, there must be division.
Where the observer is the observed, conflict ceases and therefore
jealousy ceases. Because jealousy is conflict, isn't it?

Questioner: Isjealousy human nature?

Krishnamurti: |s violence human nature? |'s greed human
nature?

Questioner: | wanted to ask you another question, if | may. Am
| right or wrong, according to what you've been telling us, to say,
as aman thinketh in his heart, so is he? So we must watch our
thoughts and profit from experience.

Krishnamurti: That's just it. Asyou think, what you think, you
are. You think you are greater than somebody else, that you are
inferior to somebody else, that you are perfect, that you are
beautiful or not beautiful, that you are angry - what you think you
are. That's simple enough, isn't it? One has to find out whether it is

possible to live alife where thought has its rational function, and



see where thought becomesirrational. We'll go into that tomorrow.

Questioner: To continue with jealousy: when the jealousy is
"me", and "me" isthe jealousy, the conflict ends, because | know
it'sthe jealousy and it disappears. But when | listen to the noisesin
the street and the "me" is the noise, and the noises are "me", how
can conflict end when that noise will go on for ever.

Krishnamurti: It's fairly ssmple, Madam. | walk down the street
and that noise isterrible. And when | say that noiseis"me", the
noise does not end, it goes on. Isn't that the question? But | don't
say the noiseis me, | don't say the cloud isme, or the treeis me,
why should | say the noise is me? We pointed out just now, that if
you observe, if you say, "I listen to that noise", listen completely,
not with resistance, then that noise may go on for ever, it does not
affect you. The moment you resist, you are separate from the noise
- not identify yourself with the noise - | don't know if you see the
difference. The noise goes on, | can cut myself off from it by
resisting it, putting awall between myself and that noise. Then
what takes place, when | resist something? Thereis conflict, isn't
there? Now can | listen to that noise without any resistance
whatsoever?

Questioner: Yes, if you know that the noise might stop in an
hour!

Krishnamurti: No that is still part of your resistance.

Questioner: That meansthat | can listen to the noise in the street
for the rest of my life with the possibility | might become dedf.

Krishnamurti: No, listen, Madam, | am saying something
entirely different. We are saying, aslong as there is resistance,

there must be conflict. Whether | resist my wife, or my husband,



whether | resist the noise of a dog barking, or the noise in the
street, there must be conflict. Now, how is oneto listen to the noise
without conflict - not whether it will go on indefinitely, or hoping
it will come to an end - but how to listen to the noise without any
conflict? That iswhat we are talking about. Y ou can listen to the
noise when the mind is completely free of any form of resistance -
not only to that noise, but to everything in life - to your husband, to
your wife, to your children, to the politician. Therefore what takes
place? Y our listening becomes much more acute, you become
much more sensitive, and therefore noise is only apart, it isn't the
whole world. The very act of listening is more important than the

noise, so listening becomes the important thing and not the noise.



THE AWAKENING OF INTELLIGENCE PART I
CHAPTER 22ND PUBLIC TALK IN NEW YORK
24TH APRIL 1971 'RELATIONSHIP

Krishnamurti: | would like to talk about relationship, about what
love is, about human existence in which isinvolved our daily
living, the problems one has, the conflicts, the pleasures and the
fears, and that most extraordinary thing one calls death.

| think one has to understand, not as atheory, not as a
speculative, entertaining concept, but rather as an actual fact - that
we are the world and the world is us. The world is each one of us;
to feel that, to be really committed to it and to nothing else, brings
about afeeling of great responsibility and an action that must not
be fragmentary, but whole.

| think we are apt to forget that our society, the culture in which
we live, which has conditioned us, is the result of human
endeavour, conflict, human misery and suffering. Each one of usis
that culture; the community is each one of us - we are not separate
fromit. To fed this, not as an intellectual idea or a concept, but to
actually fedl thereality of this, one has to go into the question of
what is relationship; because our life, our existence, is based on
relationship. Lifeis amovement in relationship. If we do not
understand what isimplied in relationship, we inevitably not only
isolate ourselves, but create a society in which human beings are
divided, not only nationally, religiously, but also in themselves and
therefore they project what they are into the outer world.

| do not know if you have gone into this question deeply for

yourself, to find out if one can live with another in total harmony,



in complete accord, so that there is no barrier, no division, but a
feeling of complete unity. Because relationship means to be related
- not in action, not in some project, not in an ideology - but to be
totally united in the sense that the division, the fragmentation
between individuals, between two human beings, does not exist at
al at any level.

Unless one finds this relationship, it seems to me that when we
try to bring order in the world, theoretically or technologically, we
are bound to create not only deep divisions between man and man,
but also we shall be unable to prevent corruption. Corruption
beginsin the lack of relationship; | think that is the root of
corruption. Relationship as we know it now is the continuation of
division between individuals. The root meaning of that word
individual means "indivisible". A human being who isin himself
not divided, not fragmented, isreally an individual. But most of us
are not individuals; we think we are, and therefore there is the
opposition of the individual to the community. One has to
understand not only the meaning of that word individuality in the
dictionary sense, but in that deep sense in which thereis no
fragmentation at all. That means perfect harmony between the
mind, the heart and the physical organism. Only then an
individuality exists.

If we examine our present relationship with each other closely,
beit intimate or superficial, deep or passing, we seeis fragmented.
Wife or husband, boy or girl, each livesin his own ambition, in
personal and egotistic pursuits, in his own cocoon. All these
contribute to the factor of bringing about an image in himself and
therefore his relationship with another is through that image,



therefore there is no actual relationship.

| do not know if you are aware of the structure and the nature of
this image that one has built around oneself and in oneself. Each
person is doing this al the time, and how can there be a
relationship with another, if there is that personal drive, envy,
competition, greed and all the rest of those things which are
sustained and exaggerated in modern society? How can there be
relationship with another, if each one of usis pursuing hisown
personal achievement, his own personal success?

| do not know if oneisat all aware of this. We are so condi-
tioned that we accept it as the norm, as the pattern of life, that each
one must pursue his own particular idiosyncrasy or tendency, and
yet try to establish arelationship with another in spite of this. Isn't
that what we are all doing? Y ou may be married and you go to the
office or to the factory; whatever you are doing during the whole of
the day, you pursue that. And your wifeisin her house, with her
own troubles, with her own vanities, with all that happens. Where
IS the relationship between those two human beings? Isit in bed, in
sex? Isarelationship so superficial, so limited, so circumscribed,
not in itself corruption?

One may ask: how then are you to live, if you do not go to the
office, pursue your own particular ambition, your own desireto
achieve and to attain? If one does not do any of this, what is oneto
do? | think that is a wrong gquestion altogether, don't you? Because
we are concerned, are we not, in bringing about aradical changein
the whole structure of the mind. The crisisis not in the outer world,
but in consciousness itself. And until we understand this crisis, not

superficially, not according to some philosopher, but actually



deeply understand it for ourselves by looking into it and examining
it, we shall not be able to bring about a change. We are concerned
with psychological revolution and this revolution can only take
place when there is the right kind of relationship between human
beings.

How is such arelationship to be brought about? The problemis
clear, isn't it? Please, share this problem with me, will you? It's
your problem, not my problem; it'syour life, not my life, it's your
sorrow, your trouble, your anxiety, your guilt. This battle is one's
life. If you listen merely to a description, then you will find that
you are only, swimming on the surface and not resolving any
problem at all. It is actually your problem, and the speaker is
merely describing it - knowing that the description is not the
described. Let us share this problem together, which is: how can
human beings, you and |, find aright relationship in all this
turmoil, hatred, destruction, pollution, and among these terrible
things which are going on in the world?

To find that out, it seems to me, one must examine what is
taking place, see what actually "is'. Not what we should like to
think it should be, or try to change our relationship to afuture
concept, but actually observe what it is now. In observing the fact,
the truth, the actuality of it, thereis apossibility of changing it. As
we said the other day, when there is a possibility then there is great
energy. What dissipates energy istheideathat it is not possible to
change.

So we must look at our relationship asit is actually now, every
day; and in observing what it is, we shall discover how to bring
about a change in that actuality. So we are describing what actually



IS, which is: each one livesin his own world, in hisworld of
ambition, greed, fear, the desire to succeed and all the rest of it -
you know what is going on. If | am married, | have responsibilities,
children, and all therest of it. | go to the office, or some place of
work, and we meet each other, husband and wife, boy and a girl, in
bed. And that's what we call love, leading separate lives, isolated,
building awall of resistance round ourselves, pursuing a self-
centred activity; each one is seeking security psychologically, each
one is depending on the other for comfort, for pleasure, for
companionship; because each oneis so deeply lonely, each
demands to be loved, to be cherished, each oneistrying to
dominate the other.

Y ou can seethisfor yoursdlf, if you observe yourself. s there
any kind of relationship at all? There is no relationship between
two human beings, though they may have children, a house,
actually they are not related. If they have a common project, that
project sustains them, holds them together, but that's not
relationship.

Realizing al this, one seesthat if thereis no relationship
between two human beings, then corruption begins - not in the
outward structure of society, in the outer phenomenon of pollution,
but inner pollution, corruption, destruction begins, when human
beings have actually no relationship at all, as you haven't. Y ou may
hold the hand of another, kiss each other, sleep together, but
actually, when you observe very closely, isthere any relationship
at all? To be related means not to be dependent on each other, not
to escape from your loneliness through another, not to try to find

comfort, companionship, through another. When you seek comfort



through another, are dependent and all the rest of it, can there be
any kind of relationship? Or are you then using each other? We are
not being cynical, but actually observing what is: that is not
cynicism. So to find out what it actually meansto be related to
another, one must understand this question of loneliness, because
most of us are terribly lonely; the older we grow the more lonely
we become, especially in this country. Have you noticed the old
people, what they are like? Have you noticed their escapes, their
amusements? They have worked all their lives and they want to
escape into some kind of entertainment.

Seeing this, can we find away of living in which we don't use
another? - psychologically, emotionally, not depend on another,
not use another as a means of escape from our own tortures, from
our own despairs, from our own loneliness.

To understand thisis to understand what it means to be lonely.
Have you ever been lonely? Do you know what it means? - that
you have no relationship with another, are completely isolated.

Y ou may be with your family, in acrowd, in the office, wherever
you are, when this complete sense of utter loneliness with its
despair suddenly comes upon you. Till you solve that completely,
your relationship becomes a means of escape and therefore it leads
to corruption, to misery. How is one to understand this loneliness,
this sense of complete isolation? To understand it, one has to look
at one'sown life. Isnot your every action a self-centred activity?

Y ou may occasionally be charitable, generous, do something
without any motive - those are rare occasions. This despair can
never be dissolved through escape, but by observing it.

So we have come back to this question, which is: how to



observe? How to observe ourselves, so that in that observation
there is no conflict at all”? Because conflict is corruption, is waste
of energy, it isthe battle of our life, from the moment we are born
till we die. Isit possible to live without a single moment of
conflict? To do that, to find that out for ourselves, one has to learn
how to observe our whole movement. There is observation which
becomes harmonious, which is true, when the observer is not, but
only observation. We went into that the other day.

When there is no relationship can there be love? We talk about
it, and love, aswe know it, is related to sex and pleasure, isn't it?
Some of you say "No". When you say "No", then you must be
without ambition, then there must be no competition, no division -
as you and me, we and they. There must be no division of
nationality, or the division brought about by belief, by knowledge.
Then, only, can you say you love. But for most people loveis
related to sex and pleasure and all the travail that comes with it:
jealousy, envy, antagonism, you know what happens between man
and woman. When that relationship is not true, real, deep,
completely harmonious, then how can you have peace in the
world? How can there be an end to war?

So relationship is one of the most, or rather the most important
thing in life. That means that one has to understand what loveiis.
Surely, one comes upon it, strangely, without asking for it. When
you find out for yourself what love is not, then you know what love
IS - not theoretically, not verbally - but when you realize actually
what it is not, which is: not to have a mind that is competitive,
ambitious, amind that is striving, comparing, imitating; such a

mind cannot possibly love.



So can you, living in thisworld, live completely without
ambition, completely without ever comparing yourself with
another? Because the moment you compare, then there is conflict,
thereis envy, thereis the desire to achieve, to go beyond the other.

Can amind and a heart that remembers the hurts, the insults, the
things that have made it insensitive and dull - can such a mind and
heart know what love is? Islove pleasure? And yet that is what we
are pursuing, consciously or unconsciously. Our gods are the result
of our pleasure. Our beliefs, our social structure, the morality of
society - which isessentially immoral - isthe result of our pursuit
of pleasure. And when you say, "l love somebody", isit love? That
means: no separation, no domination, no self-centred activity. To
find out what it is, one must deny all this - deny it in the sense of
seeing the falseness of it. When you once see something as false -
which you have accepted as true, as natural, as human - then you
can never go back to it; when you see a dangerous snake, or a
dangerous animal, you never play with it, you never come near it.
Similarly, when you actually see that love is none of these things,
feel it, observeit, chew it, live with it, are totally committed to it,
then you will know what love is, what compassion is - which
means passion for everyone. We have no passion; we have lust, we
have pleasure. The root meaning of the word passion is sorrow. We
have all had sorrow of some kind or another, losing somebody, the
sorrow of self-pity, the sorrow of the human race, both collective
and personal. We know what sorrow is, the death of someone
whom you consider you have loved. When we remain with that
sorrow totally, without trying to rationalize it, without trying to

escape from it in any form through words or through action, when



you remain with it completely, without any movement of thought,
then you will find, out of that sorrow comes passion. That passion
has the quality of love, and love has no sorrow.

One has to understand this whole question of existence, the
conflicts, the battles: you know the life that one leads, so empty, so
meaningless. Theintellectualstry to give it ameaning and we also
want to find significance to life, because life has no meaning as it
islived. Has it? The constant struggle, the endless work, the
misery, the suffering, the travail that one goes through in life, all
that has actually no meaning - we go through it as a habit. But to
find out what the significance is, one must also understand the
significance of death; because living and dying go together, they
are not two separate things.

So one must enquire what it means to die, because that is part of
our living. Not something in the distant future, to be avoided, only
to be faced when one is desperately ill, in old age or in an accident,
or on abattlefield. Asit is part of our daily lifeto live without a
single breath of conflict, so it is part of our lifeto find out what it
means to love. That is also part of our existence, and one must
understand it.

How do we understand what death is? When you are dying, at
the last moment, can you understand the way you have lived? - the
strains, the emotional struggles, the ambitions, the drive; you are
probably unconscious and that makes you incapable of clear
perception. Then there is the deterioration of the mind in old age
and all therest of it. So one has to understand what death is now,
not tomorrow. As you observe, thought does not want to think

about it. It thinks about all the thingsit will do tomorrow - how to



make new inventions, better bathrooms, all the things that thought
can think about. But it does not want to think about death, because
it does not know what it means. |I's the meaning of death to be
found through the process of thought? Please do share this. When
we share it, then we will begin to see the beauty of all this, but if
you Sit there and let the speaker go on, merely listening to his
words, then we don't share together. Sharing together implies a
certain quality of care, attention, affection, love. Deathisa
tremendous problem. The young people may say: why do you
bother about it? But it is part of their life, asit is part of their lifeto
understand celibacy. Don't just say, "Why do you talk about
celibacy, that's for the old fogeys, that's for the stupid monks."
What it means to be celibate has also been a problem for human
beings, that also is part of life.

Can the mind be completely chaste? Not being able to find out
how to live a chaste life, one takes vows of celibacy and goes
through tortures. That is not celibacy. Celibacy is something
entirely different. It isto have amind that is free from al images,
from all knowledge; which means understanding the whole process
of pleasure and fear.

Similarly, one has to understand thus thing called death. How
do you proceed to understand something of which you are terribly
frightened? Aren't we frightened of death”? Or we say, "Thank God
I'm going to die, I've had enough of thislife with all the misery of
it, the confusion, the shoddiness, the brutality, the mechanical
things by which one is caught, thank God all thiswill end!" That is
not an answer; nor isit to rationalize death, or to believe in some

reincarnation, as the whole Asiatic world does. To find out what



reincarnation means, which is to be born in a future existence, you
must find out what you are now. If you believe in reincarnation,
what are you now? - alot of words, alot of experience, of
knowledge; you are conditioned by various cultures, you are all the
identifications of your life, your furniture, your house, your bank
account, your experiences of pleasure and pain. That's what you
are, aren't you? The remembrance of the failures, the hopes, the
despairs, all that you are now, and that is going to be born in the
next life - alovely idea, isn't it!

Or you think there is a permanent soul, a permanent entity. Is
there anything permanent in you? The moment you say thereisa
permanent soul, a permanent entity, that entity is the result of your
thinking, or the result of your hopes, because there is so much
insecurity, everything istransient, in aflux, in amovement. So
when you say there is something permanent, that permanency is
the result of your thinking. And thought is of the past, thought is
never free - it can invent anything it likes!

So if you believe in afuture birth, then you must know that the
future is conditioned by the way you live now, what you do now,
what you think, what your acts are, your ethics. So what you are
now, what you do now, matters tremendously. But those people
who believe in afuture birth don't give a pin about what happens
now, it'sjust a matter of belief.

So, how do you find out what death means, when you are living
with vitality, with energy, full of health? Not when you are
unbalanced, or ill, not at the last moment, but now, knowing the
organism must inevitably wear out, like every machinery.

Unfortunately we use our machinery so disrespectfully, don't we?



Knowing the physical organism comesto an end, have you ever
thought about what it meansto die? Y ou can't think about it. Have
you ever experimented to find out what it meansto die
psychologically, inwardly? - not how to find immortality, because
eternity, that which istimeless, is now, not in some distant future.
To enquire into that, one must understand the whole problem of
time; not only chronological time, by the watch, but the time that
thought has invented as a gradual process of change.

How does one find out about this strange thing that we all have
to meet one day or another? Can you die psychologically today, die
to everything that you have known? For instance: to die to your
pleasure, to your attachment, your dependence, to end it without
arguing, without rationalizing, without trying to find ways and
means of avoiding it. Do you know what it means to die, not
physically, but psychologically, inwardly? Which means to put an
end to that which has continuity; to put an end to your ambition,
because that's what's going to happen when you die, isn't it? Y ou
can't carry it over and sit next to God! (Laughter) When you
actually die, you have to end so many things without any
argument. Y ou can't say to death, "Let me finish my job, let me
finish my book, all the things | have not done, let me heal the hurts
which | have given others' - you have no time.

So can you find out how to live alife now, today, in which there
is always an ending to everything that you began? Not in your
office of course, but inwardly to end all the knowledge that you
have gathered - knowledge being your experiences, your
memories, your hurts, the comparative way of living, comparing

yourself always with somebody else. To end all that every day, so



that the next day your mind is fresh and young. Such amind can
never be hurt, and that is innocence.

One hasto find out for oneself what it means to die; then there
isno fear, therefore every day isanew day - and | really mean this,
one can do this - so that your mind and your eyes see life as
something totally new. That is eternity. That is the quality of the
mind that has come upon this timeless state, because it has known
what it meansto die every day to everything it has collected during
the day. Surely, in that thereislove. Love is something totally new
every day, but pleasure is not, pleasure has continuity. Loveis
aways new and therefore it isits own eternity.

Do you want to ask any questions?

Questioner: Supposing, Sir, that through complete, objective,
self-observation | find that | am greedy, sensual, selfish and all
that. Then how can | know whether this kind of living is good or
bad, unless | have aready some preconceptions of the good? If |
have these preconceptions, they can only derive from self-
observation.

Krishnamurti: Quite, Sir.

Questioner: | also find another difficulty. Y ou seem to believe
in sharing, but at the same time you say that two lovers, or husband
and wife, cannot base their love, shouldn't base their love, on
comforting each other. | don't see anything wrong in comforting
each other - that is sharing.

Krishnamurti: The gentleman says, "One must have a concept
of the good, otherwise, why should one give up all this ambition,
greed, envy and all therest of it?' Y ou can have aformulaor a

concept of what is better, but can you have a concept of what is



good?

Questioner: Yes, | think so.

Krishnamurti: Can thought produce what is good?

Questioner: No, | meant the conception of such good.
Krishnamurti: Y es Sir. The conception of good is the product of
thought; otherwise how can you conceive what is good?

Questioner: The conceptions can only be derived from our self-
observation.

Krishnamurti: I'm just pointing that out, Sir. Why should you
have a concept of the good at all?

Questioner: Otherwise how do | know whether my lifeis good
or bad?

Krishnamurti: Just listen to the question. Don't we know what
conflict is? Do | have to have a concept of non-conflict before | am
aware of conflict? | know what conflict is - the struggle, the pain.
Don't | know that, without knowing a state when there is no
conflict? When | formulate what is good, | will formulate it
according to my conditioning, according to my way of thinking,
feeling, my particular idiosyncrasy and all the rest of my cultural
conditioning. Is the good to be projected by thought? - and will
thought then tell me what is good and bad in my life? Or has
goodness nothing whatsoever to do with thought, or with a
formula? Where does goodness flower? - do tell me. In a concept?
In someidea, in some ideal that liesin the future? A concept means
afuture, atomorrow. It may be very far away, or very close, but it
isstill in time. And when you have a concept, projected by thought
- thought being the response of memory, the response of

accumul ated knowledge depending on the culture in which you



have lived - do you find that goodness in the future, created by
thought? Or do you find it when you begin to understand conflict,
pain and sorrow?

S0 in the understanding of "what is" - not by comparing "what
IS' with "what should be" - in that understanding flowers goodness.
Surely, goodness has nothing whatsoever to do with thought - has
it? Has love got anything to do with thought? Can you cultivate
love by formulating it and saying "My ideal of loveisthat"? Do
you know what happens when you cultivate love? Y ou are not
loving. Y ou think you will have love at some future date; in the
meantime you are violent. So is goodness the product of thought?
|s love the product of experience, of knowledge? What was the
second question, Sir?

Questioner: The second question was about sharing.
Krishnamurti: What do you share? What are we sharing now? We
talked about death, we talked about love, about the necessity of
total revolution, about complete psychological change, not to live
in the old pattern of formulas, of struggle, pain, imitation,
conformity and all the rest of those things man has lived for
through millennia and has produced this marvellous, messy world!
We have talked about death. How do we share that together? -
share the understanding of it, not the verbal statement, not the
description, not the explanations of it? What does sharing mean? -
to share the understanding, to share the truth which comes with the
understanding. And what does understanding mean? Y ou tell me
something which i serious, which isvital, which isrelevant,
important, and | listen to it completely, becauseit isvital tome. To
listen vitally, my mind must be quiet, mustn't it? If | am chattering,



if | am looking somewhere else, if | am comparing what you are
saying with what | know, my mind is not quiet. It is only when my
mind is quiet and listens completely, that there is understanding of
the truth of the thing. That we share together, otherwise we can't
share; we can't share the words - we can only share the truth of
something. You and | can only see the truth of something when the
mind is totally committed to the observation.

To see the beauty of a sunset, the lovely hills, the shadows and
the moonlight - how do you share it with afriend? By telling him,
"Do look at that marvellous hill"?Y ou may say it, but is that
sharing? When you actually share something with another, it
means you must both have the same intensity, at the same time, at
the same level. Otherwise you can't share, can you? Y ou must both
have a common interest, at the same level, with the same passion -
otherwise how can you share something? Y ou can share a piece of
bread - but that's not what we are talking about.

To see together - which is sharing together - we must both of us
see; not agree or disagree, but see together what actualy is; not
interpret it according to my conditioning or your conditioning, but
see together what it is. And to see together one must be free to
observe, one must be free to listen. That means to have no
prejudice. Then only, with that quality of love, isthere sharing.
Questioner: How can one quieten, or free the mind, from
interruptions by the past?

Krishnamurti: Y ou cannot quieten the mind: full stop! Those are
tricks. Y ou can take a pill and make the mind quiet - you
absolutely cannot make the mind quiet, because you are the mind.

You can't say, "l will make my mind quiet". Therefore one hasto



understand what meditation is - actually, not what other people say
it is. One has to find out whether the mind can ever be quiet; not:
how to make the mind quiet. So one has to go into this whole
guestion of knowledge, and whether the mind, the brain cells,
which are loaded with all the past memories, can be absolutely
quiet and come into function when necessary; and when it is not
necessary, be completely and wholly quiet.

Questioner: Sir, when you speak of relationships, you speak
aways of aman and awoman or agirl and a bay. Will the same
things you say about relationships also apply to a man and a man,
or awoman and a woman?

Krishnamurti : Homosexuality?

Questioner: If you wish to give it that name, Sir, yes.

Krishnamurti: Y ou see, when we are talking of love, whether it
is of man and man, woman and woman, or man and woman, we are
not talking of a particular kind of relationship, we are talking about
the whole movement, the whole sense of relationship, not a
relationship with one, or two. Don't you know what it meansto be
related to the world? - when you feel you are the world. Not asan
idea - that's appalling - but actually to feel that you are responsible,
that you are committed to this responsibility. That isthe only
commitment; not to be committed through bombs, or committed to
aparticular activity, but to feel that you are the world and the
world is you. Unless you change completely, radically, and bring
about atotal mutation in yourself do what you will outwardly,
there will be no peace for man. If you feel that in your blood, then
your questions will be related entirely to the present and to

bringing about a change in the present, not to some speculative



ideals. Questioner: The last time we were together, you were
telling us that if someone has a painful experience and it is not
fully faced, or isavoided, it goes into the unconscious as a
fragment. How are we to free ourselves from these fragments of
painful and fearful experiences, so that the past won't have agrip
on us?

Krishnamurti: Yes, Sir, that is conditioning. How does one free
oneself from this conditioning? How do | free myself from my
conditioning of the culture in which | was born? First, | must be
aware that | am conditioned - not somebody telling methat | am
conditioned. Y ou understand the difference? If somebody tellsme |
am hungry, that's something different from actually being hungry.
So | must be aware of my conditioning, which means, | must be
aware of it not only superficialy, but at the deeper levels. That is, |
must be aware totally. To be so aware, means that | am not trying
to go beyond the conditioning, not trying to be free of the
conditioning. | must seeit asit actually is, not bring in another
element, such as. wanting to be free of it, because that is an escape
from actuality. | must be aware. What does that mean? To be aware
of my conditioning totally, not partially, means my mind must be
highly sensitive, mustn't it? Otherwise | can't be aware. To be
sensitive means to observe everything very, very closely - the
colours, the quality of people, al the things around me. | must also
be aware of what actually is without any choice. Can you do that? -
not trying to interpret it, not trying to change it, not trying to go
beyond it or trying to be free of it - just to be totally aware of it.

When you observe atree, between you and the tree there istime

and space, isn't there? And there is also the botanical knowledge



about it, the distance between you and the tree - which istime - and
the separation which comes through knowledge of the tree. To look
at that tree without knowledge, without the time-quality, does not
mean identifying yourself with the tree, but to observe the tree so
attentively, that the boundaries of time don't come into it at al; the
boundaries of time come in only when you have knowledge about
the tree. Can you look at your wife, or your friend, or whatever it is
without the image? The image is the past, which has been put
together by thought, as nagging, bullying, dominating, as pleasure,
companionship and all that. It is the image that separates; it isthe
image that creates distance and time. Look at that tree, or the
flower, the cloud, or the wife or the husband, without the image!

If you can do that, then you can observe your conditioning
totally; then you can look at it with amind that is not spotted by
the past, and therefore the mind itself is free of conditioning.

To look at myself - aswe generally do - | look as an observer
looking at the observed: myself as the observed and the observer
looking at it. The observer isthe knowledge, isthe past, istime, the
accumul ated experiences - he separates himself from the thing
observed.

Now, to look without the observer! Y ou do thiswhen you are
completely attentive. Do you know what it means to be attentive?
Don't go to school to learn to be attentive! To be attentive means to
listen without any interpretation, without any judgement - just to
listen. When you are so listening there is no boundary, there is no
"you" listening. Thereisonly astate of listening. So when you
observe your conditioning, the conditioning exists only in the

observer, not in the observed. When you look without the observer,



without the "me" - hisfears, his anxieties and all the rest of it - then

you will see, you enter into atotally different dimension.



THE AWAKENING OF INTELLIGENCE PART I
CHAPTER 33RD PUBLIC TALK IN NEW YORK
25TH APRIL 1971 'RELIGIOUS EXPERIENCE.
MEDITATION'

Krishnamurti: We said that we would talk over together avery
complex problem, which is: isthere areligious experience, and
what are the implications of meditation? If one observes, it appears
that throughout the world man has always been seeking something
beyond his own death, beyond his own problems, something that
will be enduring, true and timeless. He has called it God, he has
given it many names; and most of us believe in something of that
kind, without ever actually experiencing it.

Various religions have promised that if you believein certain
forms of rituals, dogmas, saviours, you might, if you lead a certain
kind of life, come upon this strange thing, whatever name one likes
to give to it. And those who have directly experienced it, have done
it according to their conditioning, to their belief to their
environmental and cultural influences.

Apparently religion haslost its meaning, because there have
been religious wars; religion does not answer all our problems,
religions have separated peoples. They have brought about some
kind of civilising influence, but they have not changed man
radically. 