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Madras


First Public Talk in Madras

I don't know why you are all here. I wonder why you have gathered. It's a rather important question to ask by each one of us here, with what intention, with what purpose, and at the end of the talk, what you have gathered for yourself. We are going to talk over together a great many things relating to our daily life, relating to all the events that are taking place on this unfortunate earth. And so this is not a lecture. A lecture generally means gathering information, collecting some data with a view to instruction. So, this is not a lecture as it is commonly understood, but this is a conversation between us. A conversation, if you will, between two friends who are concerned not only what is happening in the world externally, environmentally, but also what is happening to the human being.

We are going to talk about it, first: what is happening to our brain, to our conduct, why human beings who have lived on this earth, perhaps a million years or a more recent discovery, between 30,000 and 40,000 years ago, why after all this so-called evolution, passing through so many wars, one religion after another, one government after another, why we human beings throughout the world have so degenerated, without any stamina, without any integrity. And we are, as I said, we are going to talk over together, you are not merely – if I may point out most respectfully – you are not merely listening to a series of ideas or some form of conclusion, or some new principles and values, but together you and the speaker are going to examine closely, hesitantly, carefully, what is happening in the external world, and what is happening to us in our own daily life, the inner life.

So, please, we are having a conversation together about all this. If you hold on to your opinion, however slight, or dogmatic, or stubborn, or obstinate, or come to some definite conclusions, then it will not be possible to have a conversation, or communicate with each other. That must be clearly understood from the very beginning of these talks, that you and the speaker are going to examine, not from any religious point of view, or as a communist, socialist, Marxist, conservative, left and right, or belonging to any nation. We are going to examine. To examine one must have a free mind, not an opinionated mind, not a traditional mind, not belonging to any sect, to any order, to any religious group or to any institution. Then one cannot possibly examine closely what is happening in the world outside of us. There are the threats of war, the nuclear or the conventional war; the decline of all religions; there is no moral activity, but most of us are living superficially, intellectually, never examining, never questioning, doubting all that is going on in the world.

And to examine, to probe, to observe, requires a very clear mind and heart, a brain that is not held by any tradition, a brain that is already conditioned, a brain that has evolved through millennia. And if we are not aware of the activities of our own brain, our own sensory responses, examination and the observation of what is going on in the world, becomes almost impossible. So, please, even for this evening, let us talk together like two human beings, friendly, not imposing any ideas on each other, any dogmatic, argumentative conclusions, but as two friends who have known each other for some time, sitting under a lovely tree in a cool climate and looking at the world.

What is the world? What is it that is happening out there? Who has created it? Why has man become what he is, thoughtless, careless, indifferent, without any love, brutal, violent? Why have we become like this? You might blame: it's our inheritance, you might blame it on the environment, on the culture, on the society. But who has created this society? Each one of us, the past generation after generation, and the present generation is contributing to it. So we have created this world, and there is no escape from that fact. Each one of us has contributed to that chaos, to the mess that is going on, the disorder, the anarchy.

So, thought has divided the world into nationalities, and nationalities are one of the causes of war. Nationalities devised by thought in its search for security has divided the British, the French, the Indian, the Muslim, the Pakistan, the Russian and so on, and thought has created war through this division. And the preparations of war for killing other human beings, thought has been responsible for this. In its search to be safe, secure, to find somewhere or other a sense of safety, it begins with the family, community, then a large group and a wider group hoping thereby to find some kind of safety, protection, security, and so it begins with the small and ends up in nationalities. And all the governments are supporting this crazy system of dividing people into nationalities, into groups – as the Hindus and the Muslims, the Chinese and the Russians, the Americans of course, and the British, the French, and so on. Then thought has been responsible for the division of religions – the Christian, the Buddhist, the Hindu, the Muslim and so on. Thought has created the marvellous cathedrals, the great mosques and the lovely temples.

And thought has put in these temples, mosques and churches the things that are invented by thought – the rituals, the dogmas, all the ceremonial vesture, thought has been responsible. And thought has created the problems of division, the problems that arise through division, between the Jew, the Arab, between one group against another group. Thought has been responsible for the extraordinary development of technique, technology. Very few of us know what actually is going on in the technological world, the terrible things they are doing biologically, inventing great instruments of destruction of man – vast, unlimited movement of technology. And thought has organised mass killing in the name of peace, in the name of country, in the name of god. So there is great conflict going on for which thought is responsible.

We will presently investigate together what is thinking, what is the nature of thought. But first we must examine the activity and the result of thought, thinking. Thought has brought about great hygienic benefit, communication, rapid transport and all that. The brain is infinitely capable, and that capacity, that energy of thought has created this world of technology, with all the problems it involves, social, environmental. And thought also has created havoc in our daily life, in our relationship with each other, between man and woman. So we are saying that thought is responsible for all the misery it has brought about in the world. Please don't deny or accept what the speaker is saying. He is putting that forward for you to examine, to question, to doubt, not to accept nor agree, but to look, to examine, to care. Thought has also done great things for humanity.

So, we must together examine very carefully what is the source of thought, why thought has created such havoc in the world, whether thought can ever have as its companion love, or love is entirely different from the activities of thought. So, please, together without any sense of authority, without any sense of belonging to any group – either the Marxist, Capitalist or democratic, belonging to no religion, no sects, totally uncommitted. Then only is it possible to examine and to go beyond the present confusion and chaos. So, please, listen, not agree, but listen to find out. We have to be both the teacher and the disciple. The word 'disciple' comes – the meaning of that word disciple means he who learns. And also we must be the teachers. The very act of learning gives us the responsibility to teach. So, we are going together to learn, not hold on to our old traditions, to our old opinions and conclusions, then that prevents you from learning, not from the speaker but learning through observation, learning through the investigation of the nature of thought and the nature of the brain, not the physiological brain but the activities of a brain that is conditioned. So, first of all, we are going to look together, why the brain which has evolved through thousands of years, which has gone through every kind of experience, pleasurable, painful, and every kind of incident, accident – why that brain had become so limited, not limited in one direction, which is in the technological world. It is not limited there at all. It is moving with an extraordinary rapidity. And so in one direction, in the direction of technology, the brain has infinite power. That is obvious.

The brain has put man on the moon, it has invented the terrible things to kill human beings, and also technology has given man great comfort, hygiene, communication, and so on. But the brain is limited because it cannot go in any other direction but that direction. That is, it is incapable at present of going inwardly. And if it can go in one direction with such extraordinary vigour, extraordinary energy that has been put into the technological world, if it can go in the other direction, that is not in the direction of amusement, entertainment, but in the world of the psyche, the psychological world, then it has an extraordinary infinite capacity, both outwardly, that is the technological world, and the inward, the psychological world. But we have not given that same consideration, the same enquiry, the same doubt, scepticism, questioning, demanding, challenging what we are. And so, if you will, we are going to enquire together into the whole psychological world, why after all these thousands of years, why we live in conflict with each other, why man has become so miserable, unhappy, anxious, uncertain, hypocritical, dishonest, corrupt, suffering a great deal. That is our inner world, the world of the psyche, the psychological realm into which very few have investigated deeply, profoundly. And the psychologists, the theoreticians, the analysts, psychotherapists, they have not solved our human problems. They have written vast volumes about it, but we are still what we are.

So, how do we investigate into something that is yourself, that is your consciousness? You are both the unconscious and the conscious, the whole realm of the inward activity which dictates the outer activity. If that inner activity is not in order, then we create a society as we have done, which is totally in disorder. You can... any fool can see this. You cannot create outward order unless there is inward order. We are not going to discuss what is order now. We will, as we go along. But one has to realise this fact, that the outward chaos, war, confusion, the brutality, the violence, the hatreds, is the result of our own life, our own disorder, the conflict in our own consciousness, the disorder of our daily life, the disorder in our relationship with each other, the perpetual row that goes on between human beings. And can all this misery, confusion, conflict, anxiety, and so on, can it ever end? This question is far more serious than the nuclear war, or the neutron war, whatever war that be, whether it is possible to change radically the content of our consciousness. The crisis is there, not in the world. Please understand all this. The crisis is not in the world, not the nuclear war, not the terrible divisions, the brutality that is going on. The crisis is in our consciousness, the crisis is what we are, what we have become. Unless we meet that crisis, that challenge, we are going to perpetuate wars, destruction, and there will be outward chaos. (Sound of crow) Even that crow agrees – those crows are having fun.

I wonder if we realise, when there is great disturbance outwardly, uncertainty, insecurity, we turn to tradition, turn back to tradition, like the Muslim world is doing. They go back to the Koran, and in the Christian world they go back to the Bible. Fortunately in the Hindu world there are so many books they can't go back to the books, but they go back to tradition, to tribalism. They have now got tribal gods at every corner because the world has become uncertain, dangerous. And you are all doing the same. You want to belong to some group, some sect, some local god. The other day we were told by a European who has investigated into the gods of India. He told us there are 330,000 gods in this country – I suppose it's better than having one. Then you can have fun with them all. Now how does one enquire into the psychological world, that is, into the world of consciousness? The content of that consciousness is what you are. That is not a dogmatic statement. That is not a conclusion, but that is a fact. What you are is the content of your consciousness: your beliefs, your opinions, your experiences, your illusions, superstitions, your gods, your fear, your pleasure and the loneliness, the sorrow, and the great grief, and the fear of death. That is what you are. That is, the content of your consciousness is what you are. You can divide that consciousness into various parts, invent a super-consciousness, super-super-super, but it is still the content of your consciousness. You can meditate, sit cross-legged, do all those things, but it is part of your consciousness. And the content of your consciousness is put together by thought. Please examine this. Don't – the speaker asks most respectfully, don't throw it out, don't say I agree, I don't agree with you, or agree with you. Just examine it, find out. Please don't stick to your old opinions, conclusions or what the books have said.

We are saying the content of your consciousness is put together by thought, by thinking, thinking that you are a Hindu or a Christian, Marxist, Maoist or whatever you want to think. Thought which is limited has brought about limitation in consciousness. It can expand consciousness by thinking that it can expand and experiment in expansion. But it is still the activity of thought. Right, sirs? Are we together in this? We are not saying dogmatically. We say please examine it, don't agree, but question it, whether your consciousness which is the activity of the brain, brain with all its sensory responses, brain which is the centre of thought, whether that thought has not brought about fear, whether that thought which is also movement in time, whether that thought is not responsible for the whole content of our consciousness.

And we are saying, thought is limited because it is the outcome of knowledge. It is the result, the end product of experience, knowledge stored in the brain as memory and the response of any challenge is thinking. And knowledge is always limited. There is no complete knowledge about anything. Right? The scientific knowledge is limited. Every kind of knowledge in any field, biological, sociological, technological and the world of religion with all their gods, and all gods in the world are invented by thought. Examine it please. Don't reject it. Don't say he is preaching – whatever he is preaching. He is not. Examine it. All the gods on earth man has invented them, thought has invented, and then thought worships that which it has invented and this you call religion. That word 'religion', when we talk about it, the root meaning of that word is quite difficult and it has not been established what the root is of that word. So, thought is limited and whatever its activity is always limited, and being limited, it must inevitably create problems, not only problems in the technological world but also the problems in human relationship, which is far more important to understand than the technological world because we human beings are perpetually in conflict with each other: agreeing, disagreeing, believing and not believing, one opinion, dogmatic opinion against another opinion, one idea, one ideal against another ideal. This perpetual war between human beings is created by thought. And having created the problems then thought tries to solve them and so increases the problems, which is what is actually happening.

If one sees that, not intellectually, not as an idea or a conclusion but as an actuality, as a fact, then one can ask a totally different question, which is, the only instrument that we have, which is thought – please understand the nature and the content of thought, thought is all sensory responses, all the imagination, all the sexual symbols, the sexual pictures and so on, the feeling of depression, elation, anxiety, all the result of limited thought, because thought is the outcome of limited knowledge. There is no complete knowledge about anything. So then, if thought is not the instrument to solve human problems, then what is the instrument? You understand my question? Are we together, understanding this, or am I just talking to myself, or are you listening to what is being said? It is up to you. Take it or leave it. This is really a very important question to ask, because thought is a worn out instrument, blunt instrument. It may be clever, it may solve certain problems, but the problems it has created in human beings and between human beings, the instrument that we have used to solve our problems in our daily life in relationship, that instrument is blunt, limited, worn out. Unless we find a new instrument, there can be no fundamental, radical change of the human psyche. So, we are together going to enquire into the nature of that instrument, the quality of it, the structure of it, the beauty of it. But before we can enquire, one must be absolutely clear that the instrument which we have now as thought, has reached its tether. It cannot possibly solve our human relationship. And in that human relationship there is conflict and out of that conflict we have created this society through our greed, through our brutality, through our violence.

Unless one is absolutely, irrevocably clear that thought is not the instrument to solve our human problems – we have tried every method of solving our human problems: surrendering ourselves to some ideals, to some guru, to some concept, to some conclusion – we have done all those things, we have followed all kinds of leaders: political, religious, various quacks who are gurus. We have done everything, and we are still what we are, slightly modified, a little more observant, a little more kindly, but basically, after this millennia upon millennia, we are what we have been from the beginning of time. And the instrument that we have had, which is thought, that instrument can no longer solve our problems. If this is very clear, and that requires great observation, questioning, doubting, asking, never accepting authority: the authority of the books, the hierarchical structure of our society, the authority of institutions, the authority of those who say, I know, you don't know, I will tell you. So a mind which is enquiring into the nature of a new quality and structure of a new instrument must be entirely free from authority; not the authority of the policeman, not the authority of the governments, however rotten they are, however corrupt, thoughtless. So, a mind that is enquiring into something that requires great sensitivity, freedom, that demands a brain that is stable, not wobbly, sloppy.

I don't know if you have not noticed how are our minds are sloppy. We go from one guru to another, especially in this country. We tolerate anything: the dirt, the squalor, the filth, the corruption, the tradition that is dead, and all the temple buildings which are absolutely meaningless, spreading all over the world. I believe they are building temples in America. What a lovely idea. And Europe. One nonsense going to the other kind of nonsense. You watch all this and you absorb all this. And a mind, a brain that enquires must be extraordinarily free, and have great sensitivity. I don't know if you have not noticed how limited our senses are – senses – which is, the observing optically, visually, hearing, to hear another so completely that you understand immediately what is being said, to have sympathy, empathy, the feeling of cooperation, feeling of affection, feeling of love. We haven't got it here. But you love god. You love going to a temple, putting on ashes, belonging to some tribe, tribal god, because you are frightened, and where there is fear there is no freedom of enquiry.

So, please, we are going into this very, very seriously, if you will. This is not an entertainment, this is not something you come for one day and forget the rest of the year. We are concerned, we are talking about our daily life, our conflicts, our loneliness, our despairs, and none of those can be solved by thought. Then what is the instrument that will solve our problems? Don't wait for the speaker to tell you. Then the speaker becomes your guru, your leader, and the speaker doesn't want to be your guru, your authority. But together, as two human beings, concerned, caring, concerned with humanity, because after all you are the rest of humanity, because your consciousness with its content is the rest of humanity. The rest of humanity has also the same consciousness as yours. They suffer. Every human being in the world suffers, is anxious, uncertain, confused, in tears, lonely, like you. Your consciousness is not yours, it is the rest of mankind. So you are mankind. It is not a mere intellectual, logical, analytical conclusion. It is a fact to be felt, realised, lived, that you are not a separate human being, you are not an individual. That is a hard pill to swallow because we all think we are separate individuals with our own little brains. That is our conditioning to think that each one of us is separate, we are not. We are the result of thousands of years of humanity – their suffering, their loneliness, their despair, their excitement, their joy, their sex. What you think, others think. The great scientists think, so does the uneducated villager, poor, hungry, labouring from morning till night, he also thinks. So thinking is not your individual thinking. It is only thinking. You may think in one way, another may think another way, but it is still thinking.

So the thinking, consciousness, is shared by all human beings. And when one really realises that, the fundamental truth of it, then our whole activity changes. Then you are concerned with the whole humanity, which means your son, your neighbour, your wife, your husband, your man who is miles away.

So sirs, we better stop this evening and continue tomorrow evening in our enquiry, and ask whether there is a different kind of instrument, a different kind of activity which is not the activity of thought. Don't invent. Let us find out. Don't come to any conclusion but enquire, question, doubt. To have a subtle mind, quick mind, a brain that is active, not bogged down by tradition, by conclusions, by ideals, so that you and the speaker can talk about it, enquire, go into it very, very deeply.
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Second Public Talk in Madras

May we continue with what we were talking about yesterday evening. We were saying that this is not a lecture, with a view to conveying information. We are together having a conversation, you as a separate human being, if you are separate at all, with the speaker. We are walking down a lane, wooded, plenty of shadows and birds singing and we sit down together and talk about the whole problem of existence, which is very complex. And as we are friends for a long time we have many days to talk over these things. And we are neither convincing each other about any subject. We are not trying to persuade each other, we are not trying to overcome the other through arguments or sticking dogmatically to one's own opinion, prejudices, but rather together – and I hope you are doing the same with me – together we are going to look at the world as it is and the world that is within us.

Many volumes have been written about the world outside of us: the environment, society, politics, economics, and so on but very few – as far as I know, and one may be mistaken – very few have gone to the very length of discovering what we actually are, why human beings are behaving as they are doing – killing each other, constantly in trouble with each other, following some authority or other – some book, some person, some ideal – and having no right relationship with their friends, with their wives, with their husbands and with their children. Why human beings have become after so many millennia so vulgar, so brutal, utterly lacking care, consideration, attention to others, and denying the whole process of what is considered love, if we at all have that quality.

And outwardly there are wars, which man has lived with wars for thousands and thousands of years. We are trying to stop nuclear war but we have never stopped wars. There has been no demonstration right in the world to stop wars, but they demonstrate against a particular war. And these wars have been going on; people being exploited, oppressed – and the oppressor becoming the oppressor. This is the cycle of human existence with sorrow, loneliness, a great sense of depression, the mounting anxiety, the utter lack of insecurity, and there is no relationship with society or with one's own intimate persons – a relationship in which there is no row, conflict, quarrels, oppression and so on. This is the world we live in – which I am sure we all know; or we are unaware of it, or we don't want to know. Most of us are unaware of what is actually happening. And the scientists, the biologists, the philosophers have their own separate existence apart from the rest of us. And throughout these millennia our brains are conditioned; conditioned by knowledge.

Please as we said yesterday, please don't reject or accept anything that the speaker says. Question it, doubt it, be sceptical and above all don't be influenced by the speaker because we are so easily influenced, we are so gullible. And if we are to have a conversation together and to talk seriously about these matters, one must have a mind or a brain that is free to examine, free from bias, from any conclusion, from any opinion, obstinate, any conclusion that is definite. One must have a brain that is constantly enquiring, questioning, doubting. It is only then perhaps that we can have a relationship with each other and so communicate with each other easily. Words are meant to communicate. You may translate the meaning of the words differently but if you are speaking, as we are, in English, words have a definite meaning.

And together as we said yesterday, look at the activities of thought because we live by thought, all our actions are based on thought, all our contemplated efforts are based on thought – our meditations, our worships, our prayer. And thought has brought about the division of nationalities which breed wars, the division in religions as the Jew, the Arab, the Muslim, the Christian, the Hindu and the Buddhist, and so on. Thought has divided the world, not only geographically but also psychologically inwardly – man is fragmented. Man is fragmented – when I use 'man', please ladies, you are included – man is fragmented, broken up, not only at the psychological, mechanical level of his existence but also in his occupation. If you are a professor, you have your own small circle and live in that. If you are a businessman, if you have multinational business, you may travel but you are still business, money making. Or if you are a politician, you live within that area. And if you are a religious person, in the accepted sense of that word, doing various forms of puja, rituals, meditations, worshipping some idol and so on. We live a fragmented life. Each fragment has its own energy, has its own capacity, has its own discipline, and each part plays an extraordinary role in contradicting the other part. You must know all this. And this division, both outwardly, geographically, religiously, nationally, and the division that is between oneself and another, is such a waste of energy in their conflict: wasting our energy, quarrelling, dividing, each one pursuing his own thing, each one aspiring, demanding for his own personal security and so on. This contradictory energy, for all action takes energy, all thinking takes energy. This energy which is so constantly being broken up is a wastage of energy. When one energy contradicts another, one action contradicts another action – saying one thing and doing another, which is obviously a hypocritical acceptance of life, all such activities must invariably condition the mind... the brain. We are conditioned as a Hindu, with all the superstitions, beliefs – you know all that – what a Hindu is, what a Roman Catholic is, what a Protestant is, what a Christian is, or the Buddhist and so on, or the Islamic world. We are conditioned and there is no question about it, there is no argument that we are not conditioned – we are, both religiously, politically, geographically. And as we were talking about yesterday, until there is freedom from conditioning, the activities of thought which is creating great problems and those problems thought cannot possibly solve, as we pointed out yesterday. And a new instrument is necessary to solve our human problems and we are going to talk as we go along about it. But as we said, it is not for the speaker to tell you what that new quality of that instrument is; each one has to find for himself. That is why both of us must think together, if we can. That demands that both of us feel, enquire, search out, question, doubt all the things that man has put together, all the things that we have created, the barriers between each other.

So we, as human beings, living on this beautiful earth which is slowly being destroyed, living on this earth which is our earth, not the Indian earth or the British earth or the American earth, it is our earth, to live intelligently, happily. But apparently that is not possible because we are conditioned. This conditioning is like the computer – we are programmed. We are programmed to be Hindus, to be Muslims, to be Christians, Catholics, Protestants. For 2000 years the Christian world has been programmed and the brain has been conditioned through that programme, like the computer. And so our brains are deeply conditioned and we are asking if it is at all possible to be free of that conditioning. Unless we are totally, completely, free from that limitation, mere enquiry or asking what is the new instrument which is not thought has no meaning. First one must begin very near to go very far. But most of us don't want to begin very near because we are all idealistic. We want to go so far without taking the first step, and perhaps the first step may be the last step.

Are we understanding each other? Are we communicating each other, or am I talking to myself? If I am talking to myself, I can do this in my own room. But if we are talking, having a conversation together, that conversation has significance when both of us meet at the same level, with the same intensity at the same time. That is love, that is real deep friendship. So please, this is not a lecture in the ordinary sense of the word. We are together trying to enquire and resolve our human problems. That requires a great deal of enquiry because human problems are very, very complex. One must have the quality of patience which is not of time. You understand? We are all impatient to get on: tell me quickly something or other. But if you have patience, that is, not trying to achieve something, not to arrive at some end, some goal, but step by step enquire into it.

As we said, we are programmed. Our human brain is a mechanical process. Our thought is a materialistic process, and that thought has been conditioned to think as a Buddhist, as a Hindu, Christian and so on. So our brain is conditioned. And whether it is possible to be free from that conditioning. Do you understand my question? There are those who say it is not possible; and they are not stupid people but very intelligent people. They say it is not possible because how can a brain which has been conditioned for so many centuries upon centuries, how can that conditioning be wiped away completely so that the human brain is extraordinarily pristine, original, capable of infinite capacity. Many people assert this, and are merely satisfied in modifying it, modifying the condition.

Isn't this a bit too loud?

But we are saying that this conditioning can be examined, can be observed and there can be total freedom from that conditioning. And to discover for ourselves whether it is not possible or not, we have to enquire into our relationship. Relationship is the mirror in which we see ourselves as we are. All life is a movement in relationship. There is no living thing on earth that is not related to something or other. Even the hermit that abandons the world and goes into some lonely spot is related to the past, is related to those who are around him. There is no escape from relationship. And in that relationship, which is the mirror in which we can see ourselves, in that relationship we can discover what we are: our reactions, our prejudices, our fears, depressions, anxieties, loneliness, sorrow, pain, grief. And we can also discover whether we love, or there is no such thing as love. So we are together, if you will, if you are serious enough to examine this question of relationship, because that is the basis of life. That is the only thing we have with each other. And if we cannot find the right relationship, if we live our own particular narrow life apart from my wife, husband, and so on, that isolated existence brings about its own destruction. So relationship is the most extraordinarily important thing in life. If we do not understand that relationship, we cannot possibly create a new society. You may have physical revolutions – Communist, Mao, or other forms of physical revolution, as has been observed in Russia, where there has been great revolution, the same old cycle is being repeated there are always the elite on top. You know the whole business. So relationship is important.

So we are going to enquire very closely into what is relationship? Why human beings throughout the long existence of their lives have never had a relationship in which there is neither oppression, possessiveness, attachment, contradiction and so on. Why there is always this division – man, woman, we and they. We are going to examine it together. This examination can be intellectual or merely verbal, which is intellectual concept of what relationship is, trying to understand intellectually what that relationship is, but such intellectual comprehension has no value at all. It is just an idea, it is just a concept, but if we can look at our relationship as a whole, then perhaps we can see the depth and the beauty and the quality of relationship. Right sirs? Can we go on?

So we are asking what – actually – the present relationship with each other, not theoretical, not romantic, not idealistic which are all unreal, but the actual, daily relationship of man, woman or with each other. Are we related at all? There is the biological urge as sex – may I use that word without all of you getting excited about it, especially in this country that word is rather doubtful, we never talk about it. It is hidden, but we are going to talk about it. So please forgive if I do. Our relationship is sexual, pleasurable. Our relationship is either possessiveness, attachment, various forms of intrusions upon each other. And if we examine one quality in that relationship, which is attachment, what is attachment, why do we have such tremendous need for attachment? We are either attached to a person, to a belief, to some form of conclusion.

Is that turned down too low? Can you all hear us sir? Yes?

What are the implications of attachment? If one is attached to a person, to one's wife, to one's family, what are they – complication, the extraordinary nature of attachment. Why is one attached?

When you are attached, to anything, there is always fear in it, of losing. There is always a sense of uncertainty. Please observe it for yourself. There is always a sense of separation: I am attached to my wife – I am not married, but suppose I am – I am married to my wife, married, I am attached to her because she gives me pleasure, sexually, gives me pleasure as a companion, she gives me pleasure as a cook – you know all the rest of it, I don't have to tell you all this. You know all this without my telling you all this. So I am attached to her, which means I am jealous, frightened, and the consequences of attachment is the continuation of fear, of losing, jealousy, anxiety. Where there is jealousy there is hatred. And is attachment love? That is one point, in our relationship.

In our relationship each one has, through the years, put together an image about each other. Those images she and he have created about each other is the actual relationship. Right? They may sleep together, but the fact that you and she have an image about each other, and in that relationship of images, how can there be any actual, factual relationship with another? Right? We have, all of us from childhood, we have built images about ourselves and about others. And we are asking a very, very serious question: in our relationship can one live without a single image? Surely you all have an image about the speaker, haven't you? Obviously you have. Why? You don't know the speaker; actually you don't know him. He sits on the platform, talks – but you have no relationship with him because you have an image about, you have created an image about him, and you have your own personal images about yourself. You have got so many images; about the politicians, about the business man, about the guru, about this and that. You understand my question? Can one live profoundly without a single image? Image may be conclusion about one's wife, an image may be the picture, of sexual pictures, the image may be some form of better relationship, and so on. Why do human beings have images at all? Please, sir, ask this question of yourself: why do you have an image about the speaker? If you can answer that very honestly, go into it, perhaps you may solve the image which you have built about your wife, or your husband, or your children. When you have an image about another, that image gives you a sense of security. Right? Right sir? Please examine what the speaker is saying, because this is very important. Because love is not thought. Love is not desire, love is not pleasure, love is not the movement of images, and as long as you have an image about another there is no love. And one asks, is it possible to live a life without a single image? Then you have a relationship with each other. As it is now, they are like two parallel lines – our relationship – two parallel lines never meeting, except sexually. The man goes off to the office and the modern lady also goes off to an office. The man is ambitious, greedy, envious, trying to achieve a position in the business world, in the religious world, in the professorial world, and the woman goes off too, to earn a livelihood. And they meet in the house to breed children. And then the whole problem of responsibility, problem of education, or total indifference. It doesn't matter what your children are, what happens to them. You want them to be like you: safely married, a house, a job. Right? And the education conditions the poor student, the poor child, as you the parents are conditioned, and this process has been going on for millennia upon millennia. This is our daily life and it is really a sorrowful life.

So one asks why human beings live by images – all your gods are images: the Christian god, the Muslim god and your god, they are created by thought because thought is uncertain, fearful. There is no security in the things that thought has put together, and the thing it has created as an image, that you worship. Such an illusory trick thought plays upon each other.

So is it possible to be free from our conditioning in our relationship? That is, to observe in the mirror of relationship attentively, closely, persistently, what our reactions are; whether they are mechanical, habitual, tradition. And in that mirror you discover actually what you are. So relationship is extraordinarily important.

How do you observe what you are in the mirror of relationship? So we have to enquire into what is to observe? Suppose you are married and you have a wife, and in that relationship that relationship is the mirror in which you see what you are; actually what you are, not theoretically – that you have some special consciousness, that there is something in you which is divine and all that kind of nonsense – actually what you are. Then how do you observe? You understand? How do you observe yourself, what you are, in the mirror of relationship? What does it mean to observe? This is really another important thing one has to find out. What does it mean to look? When you look at a tree, which is the most beautiful thing on the earth, one of the most lovely things on the earth, when you look at a tree, how do you look at it? Do you ever look at it? Do you ever look at the new moon, the slip of the new moon, so delicate, so fresh, so young. Have you ever looked at it? Can you look at it without using the word 'moon'? Are you following all this? Are you interested in all this? Would you kindly tell me. You are really interested in all this?

I'll go on, like a river that goes on – you are sitting on the banks of the river, looking at the river, but you don't become the river ever, because you never take part of the river, you never join the beauty of a movement that has no beginning and no end.

So please consider what it is to observe. When you observe a tree, or the moon, something outside you, we always use the word – the tree, the moon – and can you look at that moon, that tree, that flower with all the colours of it, can you look at it without naming it, without using a word to identify? You are following all this? Can you look without the word, without the content of that word, without identifying the word with the tree or with anything? Now, can you look at your wife, at your husband, at your children without the word – my wife – without the image? Have you ever tried it? No. When you observe without the word, without the name, without the form you have created about her or him, in that observation there is no centre from which you observe. Are you following all this? Are you following all this?

Questioner: We can't hear this side.

Krishnamurti: Comment?

Questioner: We can't hear.

Krishnamurti: I don't think you are – that doesn't matter. You never even tried – to look at your pet politician without the word, without the form, without all the associations you have about him – to look at him. Can you look at the speaker, observe without your image, without the name? Then find out what happens.

The word is thought. Thought is born out of memory. So you have the memory, the word, the thought, the image interfering between you and the other. Right? So there is no thought – thought in the sense the word, the content of the word, the significance of the word, to look, to observe. Then in that observation there is no centre as me looking at you. Right? Then only there is a right relationship with another. Then in that, there is a quality of love, a quality of a certain beauty, a certain sensitivity, but if you have constantly an image about another there is no communication, there is no love, there is no depth of that word. So to look at another without the image, and the image is our conditioning. That is, we are conditioned, we are programmed. The Christian world has been programmed for two thousand years, the Muslim world for fourteen hundred years and perhaps the Hindu world five to three thousand years. And during those periods of time, which is called evolution, our brains have been conditioned by immense knowledge, great experience. Time and space has brought about the extraordinary quality of the brain. The speaker is not a brain specialist. The speaker does not want to be a specialist of any kind, even a religious specialist. But if you can observe your own activity of thought, that is, thought to observe itself, not you observe thought. You see the difference? Because you are put together by thought: your form, your name, your qualities, your fears, your anxieties, your nationality, your peculiar tendencies and so on, so on, are put together by thought. That is your consciousness, as we were saying yesterday. Psychologists, we were told this afternoon, they don't believe in consciousness. They only see matter and the reaction to matter, sensation and adjustment; adjustment to the present existence, whether slightly neurotic, and that is the result of various causes, and remove those causes, then you adjust yourself to the present society, to the present misery. And we are saying our conditioning is so deep, and to understand it one must understand the nature of effort.

May we go on? You are not tired? Are you sure you are not tired? You should be, because if you are actively co-operating in this, your brain must be active, questioning, asking, looking, experimenting as you are going on, now, not tomorrow. But all that needs attention, care, watching, and so you must be tired. But I will go on.

Why human beings throughout the world live in perpetual conflict? Please ask that question of yourself. You are in conflict. Your meditation is conflict, your worship is conflict. You have got various gods who are in conflict with each other and with you. Why human beings throughout the world live in constant struggle, pain, conflict. What is conflict? What is the cause of conflict? Where there is a cause, that cause has an end. You understand this? If I have a cause of pain, the doctor examines, if I have cancer he examines the cause and the symptom which is the pain – then that cause may be removed or may be terminal. So where there is a cause or a causation, there must be an ending of that causation. Right? So if you can find out, not be instructed – the speaker is not instructing you – but if you can find out for yourself what is the cause of conflict by which man has lived from time immemorial. What is the cause of it? Don't wait for the speaker to tell you. Go into yourself as we are doing now, find out what is the cause of this conflict outside and inside.

Is there one cause or many causes? If there are many causes, we can examine the many and slowly resolve each cause; or there may be only one cause. So, are there many causes for conflict? Or is there only one cause? One of the causes may be the constant attempt to become something – the becoming. Please, this is very important to understand. The becoming – I am this, I must be that – right? – I am greedy and I hope I will not be greedy. That is, to become something different from what I am. I am not beautiful, but I will become beautiful, I am violent but I will become non-violent. Right? So the becoming is a process of evolution. Right? You understand all this? Don't look so vague sir. All becoming, whether the clerk becoming the manager, and the manager becoming the chairman is a process of time which is evolution, from the low to the high. You plant a sapling which becomes a great tree, which is the evolution of that plant, of that tree. And, please listen if you are interested, is evolution one of the causes of conflict? You understand my question? That is, I am violent – all human beings apparently, most unfortunately are violent – and I am violent and I will become non-violent. The becoming from 'what is' is the process of evolution – right? – which requires time, space. Right? You are following all this? And we are asking, is evolution, this movement from 'what is' to 'what should be', which is a movement of evolution, is that one of the causes of conflict? Right? Is time one of the factors of conflict?

Is duality one of the causes of conflict? That is, there is duality – light and dark, man/woman, you know – duality, you know all that, outward, physical world, in that physical world there is duality – between good cloth and bad cloth, between a nice dress, which is tasteful, good material and bad material, between a good car and a bad car. Obviously, physically, there is difference. There is duality, different. And we are asking, inwardly, psychologically, is there a duality at all? I am violent. When I try to become non-violent there is duality. Right? You follow this? And we are asking does conflict exist as long as duality, and why have we psychologically, inwardly duality? I am violent and I have thought I must not be violent, and so I invent an idea called non-violence, which in this country is fashionable. And this fashion of non-violence is spreading all over the world, which has no meaning of course. Because violence is the fact, is real. Non-violence is fiction. Right? So, there is only 'what is', not 'what should be', so that if one realises that 'what is' is reality and not 'what should be', then you can dispense with 'what should be'. Then there is no duality. You understand this? The moment there is the idea 'I must not' or 'I should', or 'I will', away from 'what is', then there must be conflict. Right? Does one perceive this intellectually or actually, that there is no psychologically, inwardly, the opposite, only 'what is'? When there is only 'what is' you deal with 'what is', not with 'what should be'. Right? I am violent and this idea of non-violence is fictitious, is hypocritical. It has no value because in becoming non-violent I am sowing the seeds of violence all the time. So there is only violence, not...

What is violence? What is the nature and the structure of violence, not only to get angry, to hit somebody, to kill somebody, not only the killing of human beings but killing animals, killing nature. Fifty million whales have been killed by man. Do you understand all this? Violence is also imitation, conformity, trying to be something which you are not. So can one look at that violence with all the content of that word, not just physical anger or physical expression of that anger but to look at the whole content of that word and hold it, not move away from it, just hold that feeling, look at it, and not move away from it, neither suppress it nor escape from it, nor transcend it but just look at it as you would look at a precious jewel. And when you look at it, are you looking at it as something separate from you? Or what you observe is what you are. You understand my question? Please, this is important to understand. If some of you are tired don't listen, just go to sleep, but this is important to understand. We are violent. That violence we have said is different from 'me'. Therefore I try to change it to become something else. Right? That violence is 'me'. I am not different from violence. Greed is part of me, I am not different from violence, from greed, or envy, hate, or jealousy. Suffering is me but we have separated anger, jealousy, loneliness, sorrow as something separate from me. So I can control it, shape it – you follow? – run away from it, but if that is me, I can do nothing about it but just observe it. I wonder if you understand?

So the observer is the observed; the thinker is the thought, the experiencer is the experience. The two are not separate. So where there is division there must be conflict. If I am separate from my wife – of course physically I am separate – if I am separate psychologically from my wife there is bound to be conflict. So time, evolution, the sense of the opposite are the factors of violence. These are the many, and other factors; all those factors are me. So me, in essence is the cause of conflict. I wonder if you understand this? If one asks, how am I to be free of me, which is a wrong question – but to observe the whole movement of conflict, not translate it, not try to understand it, just to observe like you observe a marvellous movement of the skies, the ocean, then it tells you all its content without your analysing.

So a brain that is in conflict mechanically, psychologically, must inevitably bring about disorder in itself and so outwardly. Conditioning – which we will go into again next weekend – whether it is possible for human beings to be totally, completely be free of it? When there is that freedom, there is order, there is love, compassion, and that compassion is intelligence.

Right, sirs.
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There are a lot of questions here, which I haven't seen. It's good to ask questions, and from whom do you expect the answer? Is the answer more important than the question? If the question... and to put the question rightly also requires an art. When you have put the question, are you putting it to somebody, or to yourself? And if the question is important, does the answer lie in the question or away from the question? I hope we are communicating with each other. Does the answer lie or contain or hold in the question itself and not away from it? So in answering some of these questions we are going to examine the question, not try to find the answer to it, because in the examination of that question the answer itself lies or revealed in the examination of that question. I hope this is clear, that you and I are going to examine the question. See the nature of the question, the significance of that question, and in the understanding of that question the answer is revealed in the question. Are we together in this – I hope.

In the first talk you said that thought is responsible for all our problems, and you also said that thought has failed to resolve those problems, and you raised the question: if there is any other instrument resolve our conflicts. Please explain.

Do we all agree, or see the truth that thought throughout the world has brought about a great technological advancement, whose future is incalculable, and that thought has created the wars, the destruction of human beings, thought has created all the religious edifices, and the content of those edifices, thought has created all this. Are we all together on this point? Are we? Would you agree to that? Or you believe that thought is not responsible for the content of your temples, the churches and the mosques. What's your reaction to it? Please, if you will kindly talk it over with the speaker. You understand what I have said? That thought, which is the act of thinking, is responsible for all the wars in the world, for the national divisions of the world, that thought has created the gods which we worship, all the rituals, the whole hierarchical outlook of religious structure. Would you agree to all that? Not just intellectually agree – that has no meaning. Do we see this? What's the difficulty? Would you kindly talk it over with me? Or do you think the gods, the various saviours, are not the result of actual thinking? No?

Questioner: The significance which thought creates is not thought. The significance is not the thought.

Krishnamurti: The gentleman says significance of thought is not thought. When we use the word 'significance' which means the meaning – right, sir? – the meaning which thought conveys. Thought cannot be separated from its significance, can it? Or significance, the meaning, is contained in the thought. I think that – suppose – I think that India is the most spiritual country, and I think about it, surely it is thought that has given the significance that India is the most extraordinarily religious country. Right? What's the difficulty, sirs?

So, I am sure you don't agree with this because for a very obvious reason, that the things that we worship in the temples and so on are some miraculous happening, are something that is brought about through some kind of divine action. That's why we rather hesitate to accept or see the fact that thought has been responsible for all this. Right?

Questioner: Sir, we don't know of any other response. We do not know of any other response.

Krishnamurti: We are going to find out, but that requires a great deal of enquiry and freedom, otherwise you cannot find out. One has to put aside all that which is false. Right? How can one find anything new if we are attached to old traditions which are dead, to some belief that we hold dear, to some ideal we think is necessary – if we hold on to all those there is no freedom for enquiry. Right? Sir, a good scientist in his research, first he acquires, he has the knowledge of other people who have researched, has accumulated, and then he must set aside all that to find something new, otherwise he is not a top scientist, he is merely a machine repeating. Right? Would you agree to that?

Questioner: What is it that generates thought?

Krishnamurti: What generates thought. What do you think generates thought?

Questioner: Experience.

Krishnamurti: What is the beginning of thought?

Questioner: Thought is the result of something happening.

Krishnamurti: Thought is the result of something happening. The happening is, suppose I have a motor accident and I have broken my leg, and that is an experience which is stored in the brain – right, sir? – an experience stored in the brain, and that experience is knowledge of that accident, and from that accumulated knowledge of that accident, memory, and from that memory there is thought, that I had an accident which was very painful. It is the whole movement of experience, knowledge, memory and thought. That's the origin of thinking. Not the accident and then thought, the whole accident took place because I was driving badly, or somebody ran into me. What's the difficulty in this?

Questioner: But sir, you said that a good scientist... (inaudible) Would you say that that learning of what the previous scientists have discovered was necessary before he has to... (inaudible)

Krishnamurti: I'm afraid I haven't... (laughs) Has somebody heard? Would you kindly repeat it?

Questioner: She says, you said the discovery of the findings of the previous scientists had to be set aside for a scientist to discover something new.

Krishnamurti: Obviously.

Questioner: Or has he to put away as the previous scientists' knowledge and experience... (inaudible) ...to find something new.

Krishnamurti: Of course, sir. If I am a physicist I study from college, from school, college, university, and have accumulated a great deal of knowledge about physics, matter, the enquiry into matter, and if I want to discover something new I must put aside all that which I have known. Sir, have you ever considered how the jet – you know, the jet aeroplane – came into being? It didn't just happen. The previous engineers who constructed the piston engine had gathered a lot of information, and had put that aside, said this isn't good enough, and they were looking, waiting, searching, and suddenly somebody discovered the jet. But we don't want to do that. One wonders whether one likes to live in this conditioned brain with all its problems – you follow? – and accept it and carry on.

So, the speaker said at the first talk that all the activities of thought, both important and unimportant, dangerous and search for safety, security, are all the movements of thought. It's so obvious. I don't know why we hesitate about this matter. Right, sirs? Can we go on from there? No. It is very difficult for us to accept a fact or a truth when we are attached to our own particular concepts. If you would kindly, for this morning at least, put aside all one's conclusions, beliefs and ideals, and look at something different. After all, when you have a refrigerator in your house, if you are rich enough or well-to-do, you have moved away from the old, haven't you? But in the same way would you kindly move away from the old and see what happens. You may not like it, it may disturb you life, but you can go back to it.

Questioner: (Inaudible) ...there is fear.

Krishnamurti: Of course, of course there is fear. That's why you are all hesitant. It's so obvious. If you are guaranteed that whatever the new instrument is, and you haven't to do anything, you would grab at it very quickly. But unfortunately we are so frightened of anything new – right? – because it is very disturbing. You have to scrap all the piston engines, you have to invest a great deal of money in something new. And that's what's called material progress – which you are doing. You are not frightened of having a new refrigerator or a new washing machine or a new car, but one is really frightened to let the old go. Which indicates that one's brain is functioning mechanically. Right, sir? I have known this, I am going to stick to it, and prove, guarantee me something, if there is the new, that I will also be safe. When you invest money – perhaps some of you do – when you invest money in a stock there is always fear that it might not succeed, but you invest it – right? – because there is the reward behind it. Here there is no reward. That's what your trouble is. Here there is no reward because it requires clear thinking, clear, objective, non-personal observation. Right, sirs?

Questioner: Sir, I have the realization that religion is a form of catharsis for those who are psychologically insecure. How would you explain the origin of our first thought?

Krishnamurti: Origin of first thought. Do you want my explanation?

Questioner: Very much, sir.

Krishnamurti: What for? I'll explain, but what for?

Questioner: (Inaudible)

Questioner: For thought to observe itself.

Krishnamurti: Have you ever done that?

Questioner: I'd like to try it. (Laughter)

Krishnamurti: You are all so crazy. (Laughs) You won't do anything original for yourself. You see, that means we are so authority-bound, so traditional, so mechanical, and you don't see the mechanical process of thought. All right sir, let's go back to it.

The questioner says, thought has created the problems, like war, like various forms of division between people, and thought then, having created the problem, then thought tries to find the answer to the problem. Right, sir? Would you agree to that? Would you agree to that? I have created a problem between myself and my wife, we have constant rows, disputes, quarrels. They arise because I want something and she wants something else, or she tells me what to do which I don't want to do. You understand? This constant division. Now, has thought created the problem between me and my wife? I am not married, fortunately. And I am asking you, has thought created the problem, this quarrel between me and my wife? Would you kindly answer this.

Questioner: Yes, sir.

Krishnamurti: Obvious, isn't it? No? By golly! You are the most extraordinary people all right. (Laughter) You refuse to see something obvious and acknowledge it. Thought has created the problem, quarrelling with my wife, and then thought says, I am going to try and resolve the problems. Right? First created the problem then it tries to solve the problem. You have it in this country politically, haven't you? It is all such a mess here. No? (Laughs) Even that you won't acknowledge. (Laughter) All right, sir, it's up to you.

Questioner: Is not a question of collective thought?

Krishnamurti: Yes, sir, it is collective thought. Do you understand when you said, sir, if I may respectfully ask, do you understand when you said, what the implication of that is?

Questioner: (Inaudible)

Krishnamurti: If thought is collective then your thinking is collective and therefore you are part of the collective. Right? So you are not an individual. (Laughs) You are all... Look sir, thought has created the problem. I am a Jew, you are an Arab. Right? Could you look at that, what is happening in the Middle East? I am a Jew, you are an Arab. I am a Jew because for the last three to four thousand years I have been programmed. Right? I have been told from childhood, and do various activities of childhood, that I am a Jew. Right? That is repeated to me day after day, day after day. So my brain is conditioned to the acceptance that I am a Jew. Right? And the other fellow across the border, which may be very near, he has been also told that he is an Arab, a Palestinian Arab. He's repeated that for the last fourteen hundred years, and he repeats that. Right? Right, sirs? Now, has not thought created the Jew and the Arab? Has not thought created that you are a Hindu? You accept that? If you accept that, then thought is responsible for the division between the Arab and the Jew, between the Hindu and the Muslim. Right? And thought then, because of this division, brings about conflict. Right? Pakistan and Hindu... India. Right, sirs? Which is, that division has brought about war. So thought is responsible for war. Right? And then thought says, I must solve this problem; we must seek peace. But I still remain a Jew and you still remain an Arab. No?

Questioner: (Inaudible)

Krishnamurti: I don't understand.

Questioner: A noble thought can... (inaudible)

Krishnamurti: I see. So there is a noble thought and ignoble thought. Right? But it is still thought. Right, sir? It is still thought. You may think what I say may be ignoble and you may be noble, but the division, the division between what is noble and what is ignoble is created by thought. No?

Questioner: (Inaudible) ...an experience. Cannot thought arise spontaneously?

Krishnamurti: The gentleman asks, cannot thought and experience arise spontaneously. No, he didn't say that – I didn't hear properly.

Questioner: Besides thought arises out of memory and experience, cannot thought arise spontaneously?

Krishnamurti: Yes, I see. Thought arises from experience, knowledge, memory – right, sir? – and you are asking cannot thought arise spontaneously without knowledge.

Questioner: (Inaudible)

Krishnamurti: Yes, that's right, sir, that's right. Can thought arise spontaneously without knowledge, without experience and memory? That's the question, sir. Now what do you mean by spontaneity?

Questioner: Spontaneity means without having its base in the past memory...

Krishnamurti: Yes, sir, I am asking, if you will forgive me, I am asking what do you mean by the word 'spontaneous'?

Questioner: Spontaneity means having its own... (inaudible)

Krishnamurti: Sir – to be spontaneous.

Questioner: Instantly having... (inaudible)

Krishnamurti: No, sir, the word, the meaning of the word means something you do spontaneously, you do it without thought – right? – which means you do something from freedom. Right? Are you free to do something, freely? If I may ask you a question, sir.

Questioner: (Inaudible)

Krishnamurti: You can't try freedom. Either you are free or not free. You can't say, 'I will try to become free'. You see you are all... If you are really interested in all this would you kindly listen first? (Laughs) The speaker has said over and over again that thought is the result of experience, knowledge, memory stored in the brain, and from that memory thought arises. If I have no knowledge, no experience, no memory, what am I? I am in a state of amnesia. Right? You know that word 'amnesia' means blank. Right, sir? Unless one has an accident or some kind of disease in the brain there is no – human beings are not all... have not all amnesia – that would terrible, wouldn't it. (Laughs) So please listen, find out, sir, for yourself whether thought is not responsible for all our miseries, and also thought is responsible for this extraordinary free flowing technology. Right? Would you agree to that?

Questioner: Sir, to find out this shouldn't one think?

Krishnamurti: Yes. Think – all right, let's think. Let's think. Now wait a minute, let's think. Right? Will you think with me? Or...

Questioner: Using thought as an instrument. It is said that thought is not the instrument to solve our problems.

Krishnamurti: I have said it, the speaker has said it. You may not believe it.

Questioner: Yes, I may not believe it, but then to find out the alternative instrument shouldn't I think what alternative instrument...

Krishnamurti: I am going to point out, lady, I am going to do it presently. But first if you don't mind my telling most respectfully that we must think first. Right? Right? Do we think? Or repeat, repeat, repeat. Is repetition thinking? Right? I have been trained as an engineer and I repeat. Right? So are we aware that our brains are mechanical now? You see now there comes our difficulty. Right? Would you agree to that? That our brains now, the educated brains and the uneducated brains have become mechanical. Would you agree to that? Are we aware that your brain, your actions are mechanical? If you admit our brains are mechanical then your life is mechanical. No? Right? You are unwilling to admit that. Yes, that's just it. (Laughs)

Questioner: Sir, when you come to the conclusion that thought is responsible for all of our misery...

Krishnamurti: It's not a conclusion, it is a fact.

Questioner: Whether it is a fact... (inaudible) ...the knowledge is limited, so it is also a kind of knowledge.

Krishnamurti: Sir, the speaker has said knowledge is limited. Right?

Questioner: Yes, limited.

Krishnamurti: Are you aware the knowledge is limited?

Questioner: No, according to you. (Laughter) You say...

Krishnamurti: Sir, sir, sir, sir, just a minute if you don't mind. Are you merely accepting what the speaker says or have you investigated for yourself that knowledge, all knowledge – right? – not a particular subject, all knowledge, the scientific knowledge, the technological knowledge, the knowledge of books, the knowledge of your experience, all knowledge is limited.

Questioner: If it is limited it means it is also a kind of knowledge which is limited. So we can't say.

Krishnamurti: I don't quite understand this.

Questioner: Well we accept that knowledge is limited.

Krishnamurti: Don't accept it, sir, it's a fact.

Questioner: OK, it's a fact.

Krishnamurti: Not OK, it's a fact. (Laughter) Really most extraordinary. Sir, when you have pain – I hope you haven't – when you have pain you don't acknowledge that you have pain, you have pain. Right, sir? Right, sir? Now do you, do we see the fact that thought born of knowledge is always limited? Right, sir? Can we go on from there? That knowledge is limited, otherwise there would be no technological advancement – if it is limited you stop, but they are breaking through – you understand? – trying to find more and more and more. But whatever they find is always limited because there is something more. Right? Technologically. Agree to that, sir? So, as knowledge is limited, thinking which is born of knowledge must always be limited. Right? Would you agree to that? This is logical, sir, what are you... So what is limited must inevitably create problems. Right? Would you agree to that? Look sir, I am a Jew, you are a Hindu or a Muslim or Arab – the same thing, Islamic world. The division has taken place by thought. Right, sir? Thought has brought this division because thought itself is limited. Right? So, where there is division there is bound to be limitation. Right? Where there is limitation there must be conflict – I am a Jew, you are an Arab. Right? This is difficult. All right, sir? I am saying – put it differently – where there is division – Jew, Hindu, Arab – where there is a division there must be conflict.

Questioner: There can be without conflict... (inaudible)

Krishnamurti: Oh, can there be?

Questioner: (Inaudible)

Krishnamurti: Just a minute, sir, look into it. The Arab and the Jew; the Arab says, 'God is with me', and a different kind of god is with the Jew – which is created by thought. Right? (Laughs) My golly. Let's go into it again. Would you acknowledge, or see the fact for yourself without my... without the speaker influencing you, that thought is limited. It can imagine the limitless but it is still born of thought. Right? Now, thought has divided the world into Christian, Buddhist, Hindu, Muslim – right? – so where there is division there must be conflict. Wait a minute, I'll bring it much nearer. Is there not division between you and your wife, or your husband? Right? Would you acknowledge? There is, sir? So where there is division there must be conflict, isn't there? Between you and – perhaps not you sir, I hope – but isn't there conflict between you and your wife? That is, if there was no division would there be conflict? No, obviously. So conflict arises always where there is a division – the poor and the rich, the communist and the non-communist, the Marxist and the capitalist and so on. Right? So where there is division, there must be conflict, it's law. Right? It's a law, it's an eternal law. Agree? Where there is division of any kind there must be struggle, conflict, problems.

Questioner: You cannot do without thought.

Krishnamurti: We are going to find out, sir. You are saying that we cannot do without thought. Now, where are the limits of thought? You understand my question? That is, where do you draw the line? Thought has its place – right? – which is going to the office, going to do... speaking a language, driving a car, the whole world of technology – thought is necessary. Right? Now, where is thought not necessary? Find out, sir, come together, let's find out. Do you understand my question, sir? Thought is necessary. Thought is necessary to go from here to your house – right? – you take the road, the car, all the rest of it. And we also see that thought has created division; where there is division there must be conflict, that's a law. So where do you draw the line? Say thought is necessary, and thought is not necessary. I wonder if you understand this. Is thought necessary – just a minute, listen please, sirs – is thought necessary in relationship? Now you are stuck!

Questioner: The physical needs creates the division, my hunger and your hunger.

Krishnamurti: Hunger is hunger. It's not my – no, sir – it's not your hunger or my hunger, it's hunger.

Questioner: It's a fight for food. Survival creates the division.

Krishnamurti: Which is what?

Questioner: (Inaudible)

Krishnamurti: Don't say you don't know, let's look at it. Survival. I seek...

Questioner: (Inaudible)

Krishnamurti: I understand, sir. I need food and you need food. Now, in India there is overpopulation, multiplying every year by ten million or more. You understand the danger of all this, sir? And government is trying to solve the problem, I don't know if they are, but perhaps you know better. Now can they ever solve it? You want food and I want my – right? – hunger is both... is your – to survive we must be fed. Now if the population is increasing every year by fifteen million – I wonder if you realise what that means. Every year the population of Holland is added to this country. You understand, sir? Now how are you going to solve the problem? By being India? Which means what? A global relationship. Right? Would you agree to that? Global relationship which means no nationalities. Right?

Questioner: My physical needs creates a division – I become self-centred.

Krishnamurti: Yes, sir, I am saying that. Because your hunger, my hunger must be fed. And there are thousands of people in this unfortunate country not being fed. Right? One meal a day or less than that. And how is this multiplying population going to be fed? Either India has a great deal of rain, no failure of monsoons and so on, even then it will not be enough. Right? Therefore logically, humanly, sanely, there must be no division between people – America and – which means global interrelationship. Right? And no governments want to do that, because you elect them, because you still feel you are an Indian, he still feels a Pakistani. This is all so simple, sir. Can you drop your nationalism?

Questioner: The government encourages nationalism.

Krishnamurti: Of course, government encourages you to be nationalistic.

Questioner: You have competition between...

Krishnamurti: Yes, sir, yes, sir, I know all that. And you fall into the trap, and you like that.

Sir, let's come back. Would you, do you see the fact, if I may ask, that where there is division between my wife and myself there must be conflict? Right, sir? Now how will you get over that conflict?

Questioner: (Inaudible)

Krishnamurti: Wait, sir, look at it carefully. I am married, I have a wife, she thinks one way and I think another way. She wants babies and I don't want babies. She wants to be popular, belonging to some select group, and I say, silly, I just, I don't want that. You follow? There is constant division. Right? Isn't your problem this? No? Gosh, ashamed, we don't even face this fact. Right. Now how am I to get over this division, which thought has created, you understand? Right? I am ambitious, I am greedy, I am envious, I want to become the executive or the chief foreman in a factory, and she has her ambitions and so on. Right? So what shall I do? Both are created by thought. Right? So what shall I do? Advise me please.

Questioner: (Inaudible)

Krishnamurti: Drown my wife, are you saying? (Laughter)

Questioner: The moment I am aware... (inaudible)

Krishnamurti: Sir, just stick to one simple thing, sir. There is division between me and my wife, and that division must inevitably create conflict. Right? How am I to get over this division?

Questioner: Compromise.

Krishnamurti: Compromise. That's – all right, compromise. What am I compromising?

Questioner: The moment I want something and she wants something...

Krishnamurti: Sir, are you being factual or just imagining? How do I compromise with my wife? I don't want to go out at night to parties and all that, she does. Wait, sir, listen to this, sir. And what am I to compromise with? I don't want to go out at night to parties. I think parties are disgusting. Personally I do. (Laughs) I don't want to go out. And my wife who has been brought up differently because her father is rich and all that nonsense, and she says, 'I want to go out' – where is the compromise?

Questioner: Very simple – you allow her to go and you don't go.

Krishnamurti: So she goes and I stay at home. (Laughter) And you call that compromise? (Laughs) You are all rather funny, sir. Do look at it, please, stick to one thing.

Questioner: You can't do anything about it, you just think about it.

Krishnamurti: No, sir. If there are a whole group of us, not just you and I, but the whole group of us, saying, look, nationalism is a disease – right? – 'nationalism divides people, nationalism creates – one of the reasons for war is nationalism – economic war – you follow? – all that. So, I have thought about it and you have thought about it. As long as there is nationalistic division there must be starvation. Right? So the solution to that is no nationalism – right? – a global relationship. Now, people – it is now becoming more and more strong, nationalism – right? – British, British, British; French – you follow? – so one has to show to all the people logically, sanely, that nationalism is a disease. Then we might have food for all people. Right, sir?

Questioner: In Russia there is no starvation... (inaudible)

Krishnamurti: What are you talking about, sir? They are buying grain from all over the world. You people! No, sir, don't... You see you don't – sir, you always go back to something, explain something else. Please, just give this one thought, think about this, that where there is division there must be conflict. My wife and I quarrel, have rows every day. You understand what happens when I have a quarrel between my wife, and every day what is happening to me and to her? You aren't even aware of it. What is happening to her? Sir, we are destroying each other, aren't we? No? Now, if you see the fact, not theories about it, not intellectual comprehension, it is a fact that where there is division there must be destruction. Right? Destruction is quarrels, rows, each wanting his way. Right? So what shall I do? Thought cannot solve this problem. Right? Are you quite sure? Then what is the... what will you do? Thought is not the answer to our quarrels, to our divisions, then what shall I do?

Questioner: (Inaudible)

Krishnamurti: Yes, sir.

Questioner: (Inaudible)

Krishnamurti: Do you see nationalism as a danger?

Questioner: Somewhat.

Krishnamurti: Not somewhat, sir. Cancer is danger, isn't it?

Questioner: (Inaudible)

Krishnamurti: No, cancer. If I have cancer, I say, well, it is partly dangerous. (Laughs)

Questioner: (Inaudible)

Krishnamurti: I say nationalism is a cancer, is cancerous. Right?

Questioner: How is the family unit different from nationalism, sir?

Krishnamurti: Sir, you jump from one thing to another. You haven't given up your nationalism – you won't, I know you won't – but you have now turned to the family unit. What is a family unit? Me, my wife, or my wife and me, and my children. Right? I educate them, if I can, send them a good school if I can, and I am concerned. As the world is now overpopulated, my son goes off to Bombay or to Delhi or to America, and my family is in some village or in some town, the family is broken up. Right? There is no family unit. Even in India that is gradually being broken up. It has broken up in Europe and in America. And that's one of the calamities. You understand? Oh, you people don't even think about all this. Right, sir?

So is there another instrument which will solve this problem? You understand, sir? You understand my question? Thought has not solved it by yielding to her, or surrendering to her, or she surrendering to me – which is a terrible thing, isn't it? Why should she surrender to me, or I to her? When you surrender you are still what you are. So, what shall I do? Knowing that thought will not solve this problem, what shall I do?

Questioner: End my 'me'.

Krishnamurti: Now, how do you end the 'me'?

Questioner: By being aware.

Krishnamurti: Don't use just words, sir, don't play with me seriously. This is a serious talk, don't just play with words. Are you aware of your selfish attitudes? Are you aware that your wife is selfish and you are selfish? Are you aware that your children are also selfish? And this selfishness is increased by becoming an engineer, a physicist – they may be marvellous physicists, great scientists, but their life is mediocre. No? No? So what shall I do?

Questioner: Sir, awareness doesn't remove the division.

Krishnamurti: I am going to show you something sir, you don't... I know you are aware. You are aware of the division. Right, sir? And what havoc it is creating in the world. Agree? Sir, this is not an agreement, you have to feel this, you have to... it must be in your blood, that wherever there is division there must be conflict. That's a law, like gravity is a law. Right?

Questioner: Don't be a part of division.

Krishnamurti: You hear that statement, sir? Don't be part of division. He is just throwing words. You are not serious when you just say, don't be... drop your division. You can't. You people! Sir, just let's stick to it. We are divided – right? – my name, my form, my desires, my reactions, my education has helped me to keep divided. Right? And that division is creating great danger outwardly as war, and also with my wife and children. What shall I do? Pray to god? Run off? Leave, abandon my wife? Or she runs away. What shall I do? Don't go to sleep, please, find out what to do.

So I have to enquire something... I have to enquire, haven't I? Right, sir? What does enquiry mean? To enquire into something I must be free to enquire – there must be freedom to enquire. Right? I mustn't say, this is the way to solve it, this is the way to solve it, I must surrender, I must do this. Right? I must be free from all that to enquire. Right? Like a scientist, he is free to enquire. Right, sir? So are you free to enquire? Or in your enquiry there is a motive. You understand what I am saying, sir? If there is a motive, that motive is going to dictate your enquiry. Right, sir? So can you enquire without a motive, without an end, just to have the capacity, the intelligence to enquire. You understand, sir?

That is, I have a tremendous problem between me and my wife – which is the same problem in the world – you understand? This problem cannot be solved by thought. So what shall I do? I must find a new instrument which is not thought. Right, sir? Now, I have to enquire into it, I can't say, 'Tell what is the new instrument'. Right? I have to enquire. Right, sir? Now, to enquire there must be freedom – from my tradition, from my conclusions, from my opinions. Right? I can't say I'll stick to my opinion, my conclusion, my tradition, and enquire, that is not possible. You understand? It is like a boat in a harbour which has dropped its anchorage, and says, 'I must sail' – it must remove the anchor and then move. Right? Right, sir? The anchorage that you have dropped is your tradition, is your belief, is your condition, is your conclusions – drop them, otherwise you can't find the new. Right, sir? Right? Would you agree even logically to that? Can you drop your conclusion – that there is god, there is no god, that this system is better – conclusion. Do you know the meaning of that word 'conclusion' means? To end all further discussion. I conclude you are great and I stop there. But if I don't conclude I have freedom to enquire. You follow, sir? Most of us have conclusions. Right? Now to enquire I must drop my conclusion. Right? Which means what? The brain then is becoming free. Right, sir? Conclusion now is conditioning the brain, is limiting the activity of brain. Right, sir? So if I drop my conclusions about politics, about god, about anything, drop it, then the brain becomes extraordinarily alive. Right? Right, sir?

Sir, look, some Indians are going abroad, aren't they? Here they feel there is no opportunity for them. They go abroad and do extraordinarily well – extraordinarily well in the sense of having a great deal of money. Right? Right, sir? They are doing very well, joining big companies, inventing new things. And here they say there is no opportunity. I heard an Indian, who is fairly well known on television in England, he was being interviewed, he said, the interviewer asked him, 'Are you going back to India?', he said, and the Indian said, 'No, there is no opportunity there'. Right? Opportunity being more selfish advancement. (Laughs) Right, sir? More money. Yes, sir.

So, will you give up your conclusion to investigate? Right, sir? Will you? To find out how to end this terrible destruction between me and my wife, between wife and me. You understand, sir? Can't we give up a conclusion to settle this? How tragic it all is, isn't it, sir? I can't give up a conclusion, or several conclusions, to end the battle between me and my wife. Right, sir? Which means what? We are so damn selfish. Right, sir? Unless you drop, understand naturally, logically, sanely, that any form of conclusion – the word 'conclusion' means to end: I conclude a treaty, that means I conclude a marriage, I conclude that god exists, then I can't enquire. If I keep on repeating, 'I believe in god, god, god', it just a repetitive conclusion. But if I really want to find out if there is god then I have to drop my conclusion and enquire. Which means I must be fearless to find out. Right, sir?

Questioner: (Inaudible)

Krishnamurti: Because – why am I clinging to my conclusions – because you think in conclusions there is safety, there is security. You don't know what will happen if you give up your conclusions and therefore you are frightened, therefore you hold on to your conclusions.

Questioner: How to break it?

Krishnamurti: It is not how to break it – see the fact. I have got cancer. That's a fact. I don't say, 'How to break it?', it's a fact. So I go to the doctor and the doctor says, 'My friend, come immediately you have to be operated'. And I, if he is a good doctor and trust him and all the rest of it, I am operated. I may die but I am operated. Right, sir? But I may die. And if I don't, say, 'I may die', therefore I am frightened, I don't get operated but I stand with pain. Right, sir? It's all so logical.

So I am concerned to end my division, quarrel with my wife. I am concerned. I really want to end this division between me and my wife, between me and the world. You understand, all the rest of it. And for that I have to give up – I see I cannot conclude, if I do there must be division, and the quarrel will continue. That's all. If you like quarrels, if you like rows endlessly until you die, it's your life. If you like to live that way, live that way. Don't talk about god and puja and all that kind of – that leads to hypocrisy. The rich man doing puja – right, sir? You see the cynicism of it? Right, sir?

Questioner: The trouble is the extent to which I am prepared to go to give up my selfishness.

Krishnamurti: I didn't say that. Give up your conclusion.

Questioner: (Inaudible)

Krishnamurti: No, but I don't want to include that – selfishness is such a complex, subtle process. Take one thing, which is conclusion, and find out if you can end it. I conclude I must be something, and my poor wife doesn't want any conclusion, she wants to be treated kindly, gently, affectionately. My conclusion is preventing that. Right? Will you give up your conclusion? I know you won't sir, you just nod your head but you won't.

Questioner: Sir, we have come to you as a patient to a doctor.

Krishnamurti: No. I have made it very clear. I have made it very clear, sir, if you don't mind my repeating it. We are together investigating, together thinking, to find out a way of living in which there is no conflict. We are thinking together. I am not your guru, I am not your doctor. I don't want to be your doctor, or your guru. Perhaps because you aren't worth it. Or you are not the right patient.

So, sirs, to end division you must have love. Right, sir? And you don't know what that word means in this country or in Europe. Right, sir?

Questioner: (Inaudible)

Krishnamurti: Sir, did you hear what I said? I'll repeat it, sir, if you don't mind. Where there is division there is no love. Right? Agree? Not agree – see the fact. See it, sir?

Questioner: Where there is division, only there can be love and harmony.

Krishnamurti: What?

Questioner: How can there be love and harmony if there is no division at all?

Questioner: If there is no division there cannot be love, the opposite.

Krishnamurti: Sir, have you been listening to what we have been talking about for nearly an hour and a half? Sir, apparently from this question of this morning, we have come to a certain point from which you can go further, which is, where there is division there cannot be the end of conflict. Right? Conflict will continue as long as there is division – between peoples, between nationalities, between people who are rich and poor. You follow, sir? As long as there is division there must be conflict. And between my wife and me there is conflict. And I want to end that conflict because I don't want to destroy her or destroy myself. Right, sir? The way we live is destroying us, so I want to end the conflict. And to enquire into how to end that conflict I must be free from my conclusions. Just one conclusion, or half a dozen conclusions – end them. Sir, see the fact. Conclusions divide. You understand, sir? You have concluded that you are a Hindu, I have concluded that I am a Muslim. Right? It is a conclusion. I hold to that conclusion, which means I won't think any more about it, it is so, I am a Muslim. I have concluded. You understand, sir? And you have concluded as an Indian. So can't you give up that conclusion? One conclusion. Can you? Because if you can't I am going to destroy her, and she is going to destroy me. Right, sir? So I say, 'For god's sake, I'll give it up'. That has no value. Right? Because my urge is to live peacefully with her, to have affection for her, not treat her like a breeding instrument, to treat her as a human being. That means I must consider her, I must care for her, I must look after her, I must have sympathy, affection, love for her. But all this is meaningless to you because you have never enquired into the nature of love. Right, sirs?

So we have answered the question, that there is a new instrument, which is not thought. We can go – I'll go into it much more, but you must leave your position to understand what the speaker is saying. Right, sir? Not always repeat the old, say how to get rid... Enquiry means moving together. Right, sir? Will you do that? Because the world is in a tremendous danger, sir. Right? As long as I am quarrelling with my wife I'll quarrel with the rest of the world. If there is no order in my house I create disorder in the world. Right, sir?
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I hope this meeting is not merely an amusement or entertainment. There are several questions here which I have not seen, and we will talk over together. I wonder if one participates or shares in what we are discussing – we are going to answer these questions – do we share or do you merely listen to the speaker? Do you understand the difference? Say for instance, I would like to share with you certain thoughts, certain attitudes, certain qualities of the mind. And to investigate that, the quality of one's brain and the mind requires a great deal of patient direct investigation, not through some theories, not through any form of concepts and principles, but putting all that aside to find out why we think certain things, why we believe, what is the cause of our anxiety, our lack of relationship, our lack of communication and so on. Are we aware of the activities of our brain with all its extraordinary capacities? Are we aware of our senses, the senses that are really part of our life? Are we aware of this extraordinary complex movement of life, not only as one lives but the life of humanity which has such varieties, such great aptitudes and capacities. Are we aware of all this, or are we merely aware of one's own little problems, one's own dejections and impressions, and so on? It is really quite an interesting question to ask of ourselves, whether we are aware, actually not theoretically, of what is going on in the world and in ourselves. Or are we so conditioned, so neglectful, not diligent that we really are totally unaware of the beauty of these trees, the quality of the air, the dirt, the squalor, the ever restless seas, are we aware of all this, or only very limited life?

So, we will answer some of these questions.

Shall we talk over this together? Because for the last – the speaker has been every winter for the last 50 years coming to this country, travelling abroad, going all over the place, and one sees the decline not only in Europe and America but also especially, obviously, palpably, the decline in this country. The speaker has been asking various scholars, politicians, some scientists and so on, what has happened, or what is the quality of Indian mind? Of course, it is a vast generalisation to say what is the Indian mind, because the Indian mind varies from north, south, east and west, but assuming that it is inaccurate to put such a generalised question, but knowing that and probably it is incorrect to say what is the Indian mind – you are following me? What is the Indian mind? And the questioner says, the ancient people of this country. This country has exploded all over Asia at one time, historically – as Greece, ancient Greece, exploded, waves all over the west. Right? We are following each other? And the questioner asks what has happened to the Indian mind. So, we are going to, if you will, going to enquire what is the Indian mind today. Is that all right? Are you interested in it?

What actually is the Indian mind, today, not go back to the ancient world and be proud about it, or that we are a very ancient race and all that kind of business, but actually when you begin to investigate what is the Indian mind, knowing a generalisation is always inaccurate because you cannot generalise the whole – what is the European mind or the American mind or the British mind – but if you begin to enquire into what is the – not only the human mind, the mind of humanity, but also to particularise that mind, geographically as India – what is our mind? I wonder if you have ever asked that question. I doubt it. If you do ask that question – what is our mind? Is it materialistic? Drawn towards technology? Following the western world of vast movement in the technique, with the computers. Computers are taking over the world. They out-think, out-solve all the technological problems, think much faster, has infinite memory. Right? Your computer is taking over the world. The speaker saw on a television in California where the Japanese car makers Honda – probably you have heard of that car – the workers were in white gloves, white apron, spotless, and there was a computer and the robot. The computer was telling the robot how to build a car and the robot was screwing the nuts and polishing, doing everything that human beings generally do in building a car.

Is our brain computerised? You understand my question? That is, we have been programmed as the computer is programmed. But our brains are much slower, not tremendously active. We only use a very, very, very small part of the brain. So are we, is the Indian mind materialistic, which is seeking – you know what materialism is, I don't have to tell you. And is the Indian mind – knowing always generalisation is not correct – is the Indian mind – may I talk about it frankly? You don't mind? Sure you don't mind? Can you stand it? Right, here goes! Because the speaker would like to be as polite as possible, most respectful, but when we are investigating into a thing like this we must be totally unbiased, totally impersonal, completely unidentified.

The Indian mind as one observes is authoritarian-bound. Right? It functions in a hierarchical movement. Right? It follows, it accepts authority, ancient tradition, the authority of some ancient books, the authority of the guru, the authority of someone who says he knows, he is illumined, blah blah, and you follow him. Right? Would this be correct? Which means, where there is authority there is fear. Have you ever watched a higher politician meet you, how you grovel, almost double up with false respect. This is one of the conditions of the Indian mind – following authority, sycophanticism, fear and therefore totally disorder. Right? No? Disorder in the streets, disorder in one's life, disorder in society and each one out for himself. Not that it does not happen or take place in Europe or America or even Russia, but it is more obvious in this country – utter carelessness, total disregard, lack of consideration. Right? Would you accept all this? And the Indian mind is capable of absorbing everything; different kinds of philosophies, however much contradictory they are. It is so tolerant; it will accept everything. Right? Contradictory philosophies, contradictory gurus, contradictory concepts. So, when your brain is capable of such absorption, it becomes rather sloppy. Right?

Sorry, sir, you can't see my face, but you can hear my voice. Come and sit in front. Come and sit in front, sir – plenty of room here. Have some fun sitting. Come in please sir, please come and look – you don't have to look round the corner. (Laughs) I hope you understand English.

So, when such a mind, such brain is capable of absorbing, tolerant of dirt, squalor, disorder, lack of beauty – probably you never look at a tree, never look at the open skies with all the brilliant stars. Put up with anything. So, such a mind is a very sloppy mind. It is not a mind that is active, alive, seeing everything. So it is tradition-bound and very theoretical, very clever in analysis. That is why they are doing such excellent work in Europe and America; they are capable of great analysis, more subtle than the Western world, but it is all theoretical, problematical, hypothetical, quoting the Gita, the Upanishads, and then trying to relate what has been said to your life. Obviously you don't, so essentially the brain has become sloppy. Therefore, it is capable of becoming materialistic – money, money, money. Isn't that so? Do look at it all sirs. Don't accept the speaker's word and then refute it, or argue against it, split hair about it, which you are doing now. But if you really want to try and utterly change such a quality of the brain, which has become so dead, but technologically you have become extraordinarily alive. But in the psychological world, which is much more interesting, there there is not activity at all. You will talk about the self, the cosmos, discuss very clearly, and cleverly – a sophisticated brain which has lived in theories. But when you come down to your relationship with other human beings, there is nothing at all.

And one asks – may I go on? You don't mind? I don't care if you mind or don't mind, these are facts – and one asks: is there love at all? Love. Not attachment, not personal pleasure in sex and so on, but is there love in this country? That is, generous, kind, considerate, having great sympathy – that is only the outward symbols, the outward activity – but the depth of love, compassion. Have you? If you have such love, would there be war, would you allow the government to accumulate armaments to kill other human beings? Enquire into all this sir. Or we don't care what happens, how we treat our women, your women, your wives. Have you ever gone into all this? The husband walks in front, the wife follows behind.

And is the Indian mind, apart from the technological inventions, is the Indian mind capable of creation? You understand by the word 'creation'? To live a creative life, not a life of pattern – you understand? – following pattern after pattern, system after system, and therefore gradually the brain withers through constant conflict. Is this the Indian mind? Please ask it of yourself. I am not asking you, I am not telling you. Is this the Indian mind that is so chaotic, so disorderly, irresponsible?

Somebody the other day wanted to telephone to Europe and nobody cared to answer, to get the number requested. Waited two or three hours to get it until somebody appealed to a higher authority, and immediately there was action. Right? What do you think of all this? Do please see the tragedy of all this. You may read the Gita, Upanishads – totally unrelated to daily life. There is no application of what you read to daily life. You hear this, and if one may point out – just words. You don't say: look, am I like that? Is my life disorderly? Is my life, my way of thinking hierarchical? One has to have authority of law – naturally – the policeman and so on. But there too there is such vast corruption. You know all this. So, what is the Indian mind? What is the French mind, the British mind? If you live there long enough, one begins to find out. I won't discuss the French mind or the English mind. That is an easy escape from facing these facts.

So, what shall we do when an ancient race, three to five thousand years of a certain culture wiped out overnight. Right? The Brahmanic culture – don't get upset about using that word. You are all probably anti-Brahmin, pro-Brahmin, or whatever it is. The Brahmanical culture, however bad or good, for five to three thousand years has put a strong imprint on the Indian brain – their culture, their books and everything, and overnight it is gone. You understand? It is gone. Why? You understand all this, what I am talking about? Are you interested in all this? You must ask this very serious question: why a certain culture lasting for thousands of years, which has had such strong imprint, strong impression on the human brain, why there is this anti-Brahminism, pro-Brahminism. You follow? Why has it been wiped out? Now it is the fashion in this country to smoke, to drink, to eat meat. Right, sir? I am not pro- or anti-Brahmin, but I am saying that these are the facts. And what has happened to that culture, whether it is good or bad? Was is just a veneer, surface, like a coat that you put on and throw off? The tradition which is dead, is this the Indian mind? And if it is – we are not dogmatic about it, that is why I am saying if it is – if it is, what shall we do? Come on sirs. Answer this question. Just carry on sloppily, indifferent, sluggish? Have you ever noticed that whenever you go to a meeting, somebody is telling you what to do – the politicians, the gurus, the philosophers, who are translating or interpreting the everlasting Gita. You know all this, don't you? Commentaries on Gita – if you have nothing to do, you make commentaries. You live on commentaries. You understand, sir?

So, realising all this, what shall we do? Don't go to sleep. This is a question that you must answer. This is the crisis, not wars or nuclear bombs, this is our crisis. That means one has to observe very carefully, become aware of ourselves because we are the history of mankind. We are the story of mankind. And if we don't know how to read that book with clarity, without any interpretation, then we are going to destroy ourselves. But you don't care, do you? You'll have clever arguments against all the speaker has said and thereby prevent yourself from doing anything. That is what I call a sloppy mind, a brain that is analytical, clever, very subtle, and in their analysis they remain at that superficial, theoretical level, which has nothing whatsoever to do with our daily life. I hope you see the tragedy of this. So is it possible to change radically, break through our condition and be free human beings?

Is that enough? Please, there is no sense of scolding about this, no sense of being superior or inferior. I am not your guru. I am not a philosopher. Each one of us has to be both the teacher and the disciple. The teacher who teaches and the disciple who is learning, learning from life, not from books. There is no end to the making of books. But each one of us, if we see what we are and learn from what we are, move, change, then we become both the guru and the disciple.

The body ages, grows old, but is the ageing of the brain inevitable. You understand – not the mind for the moment. As the questioner says, it is inevitable for the body to age, grow old and die through accident, disease or constant usage, malnutrition, wrong food, the battle that goes on in our heart and mind, all that psychosomatic activity affects the body. Right? Over-drinking, over-sex, overeating, without exercise – look at you all. So, the body inevitably ages. And the questioner wants to know is it inevitable for the brain to age and decay. You understand the question?

What makes a machine, an internal combustion machine, what makes it age? Any kind of friction in the machine makes the machine grow old. Right? This is obvious. Our brain is a kind of machine and it grows old because we live with friction, we live with conflict, struggle, perpetual battle with ourselves, and with the rest of the world. Right, sirs? I am not saying anything new. This is a fact, that as long as there is friction, conflict, battle, rows with one's wife, husband, quarrelling, abusing each other, hurting each other, the brain must inevitably decay. Right?

And also the computer is coming into being now. Please listen to this. We have been talking over with experts about this, top people. The computer can do almost anything that the human brain can do. Right? Almost. It can out-think, out-plan, remember vast information – a little chip contains million memories. And if the computer can do anything, almost anything that human beings can do – of course it cannot look at the stars and see the beauty of the stars, it cannot watch the movement of the wind among the leaves – right? – but each generation of computers is better than the other generation. You understand all this? So what is going to happen to the human brain? You are following all this? Sir, do ask these questions for god's sake. This question is not being asked by the professionals, by the top people. They are only concerned with building better computers, more advanced, ultra mechanical intelligence as they call it. If the computer can do everything, almost, then what is going to happen to the human brain? You understand my question, sir? Are you interested in all this? Or are you just listening for the fun of listening? What is going to happen to your brain if the computer does almost everything? The brain has lived because it has to struggle, it has to work, go to the office, you know, it has to be active, active in its friction. But when that friction, that activity is gradually transferred to the computer, what is going to happen to your brain? The computer can invent a new god. Right? Super-god, better than your gods. It can have marvellous theories. It can invent. You understand, sir? A mathematical professor can program a computer, most complex mathematical problems, and the computer comes out with its own new theorems. So go into it all, sir, you don't know what is happening in the world.

So, what is going to happen to your brain? Either it is going to pursue entertainment – right? – religious entertainment, football, cinema, the puja, it is all entertainment – aren't they – to pass the time, in the name of god, in the name of some kind of silly affair, because we all want to be entertained. You are following all this, sirs? See the seriousness of all this, sir, for god's sake. And the industry, the entertainment industry is already so active: television, football, cricket. I do not know if you have not noticed the world of sport is becoming more and more. Right? So the human brain demands entertainment because it cannot face itself – the troubles, the anxieties, the sorrow, the pain – so it wants to escape into all that. Either you escape through all that and therefore the brain becomes inactive, being entertained from the outside, or you go inward. There are only two possibilities. Are you getting all tired? You understand, sirs, all this? Either you are being entertained, as you are now, becoming more and more caught in the world of entertainment, going to the temples and making more... Or you go inward: the whole exploration of the whole psyche. Not according to books and philosophers and psychologists, but for yourself, enquire into yourself.

Sir they are enquiring into astrophysics, that is, into the heavens. There they are discovering all kinds of things – black holes – you must have read some of them. But nobody except very, very, very few have gone into the whole inward world. That inward world is vast, immense, incalculably deep. Don't accept my words for it. Don't say it is what our ancients said. Throw the ancients out. You are all too clever, but you have never gone inward and discover for yourself the great beauty, a perception that is logical, sane, healthy, a world that is immeasurable, which has nothing whatsoever to do with entertainment. That requires great care, hesitant observation, step by step. That brings about order in one's life. And when there is order in your house, there is order in society. But now we want order in society, in environment while we are disorderly. That is what the Communists try to do – establish order outside with laws, tremendous suppression and all the rest of it, hoping to change man. It is the same pattern being repeated in a different strata. Right?

So, the brain can remain without ageing if there is no friction, if there is no strain, no conflict, but as long as there is the self – me and you, we and they – as long as there is this idea of the individual opposed to the whole, there must be conflict, and that is what is happened to all human beings. To have a brain that is untouched by memory. You won't understand all this. You understand, sir? Our brain – oh, I can go on into it, what's the point of it? – our brain is trodden down by tradition, our brain is caught in past memories, remembrances. There is no pristine, a brain that is completely free. Then that brain is ageless, and yet got extraordinary vitality, passion behind it. Right sir? Will you do something about it? Or just listen to a talk and say yes, that's good, but, but, but...

Very good question sir, if you are willing to listen. Not the others were not interesting too.

All religions have suppressed the senses. Right? Face the fact, sirs – control your senses, don't yield to them. The speaker was walking behind a group of sannyasis in Kashmir at one time. There was marvellous blue sky, clean air, lots of wild flowers – air was scented with them, the smell of the hills and the groves and the valleys, the smell of the earth, the dew upon the earth. And these sannyasis in front, about a dozen of them, never looked at the trees. They had their head bent, chanting something or other, muttering, and never took notice of the beauty of the earth. Right? You have seen them haven't you? Which you are doing too – it is not reserved to the sannyasis, it is not their special privilege. And they never, never for mile upon mile, never looked at the trees. You understand? There was a stream flowing by. That stream was chattering, making music. The flow of that stream was the clear, unpolluted water, and the sannyasis never looked at that water, nor the trees, nor the blue sky, nor the mountains covered with snow, because sensory responses might lead to sex, might lead to all kinds of desires. Right? Therefore, don't look. This happens also, sir, in the west, the monks. Right? You are following all this? Right, sirs? Am I telling a strange story? So, the religions throughout the world have said if you want to serve god you must suppress your senses, you must control it, shape them according to a precept or to a pattern laid down by the abbots and the priests and the sannyasis and the books, so that your senses are completely numbed, completely destroyed. Right? Look what has happened to you sirs. You never look at the skies do you? The beauty of a tree, the light on a cloud, the new moon, just a slip of light, you never look at all that, do you.

So, we are going to find out what is the relationship between thought and the responses of the senses. Right? What are the senses? Now, please, I'm going to talk about it... we are going to talk about it, just follow it because it is important to understand this. Through tradition, through so-called scriptures, through authority, we have suppressed all our senses, the sensory perceptions, seeing something beautiful whether it be a man or a woman, whether it be the stream or the cloud full of light, we never look at them because there is the fear that if we do it might lead us astray; astray in one direction, sexual, pleasurable, and the senses might betray our purpose, our goal, which is to reach god, or whatever you call it. Therefore suppress it, control it, don't yield to them. So that is our conditioning, because sex – there you have all that you want. That is one sensory reaction that you have which is free. You understand all this? There you do what you like, but you must not see anything.

So we look at life with one or two senses that are awakened. And you eat good food, the taste, and you become slave to the taste. So, the question is not to suppress any sense, any of the senses. Please listen carefully, this requires a great deal of understanding. It is not control of senses, it is the awakening of all the senses. Have you ever done that? Have you ever looked at the sea, which is nearby, with all that vast movement, the tremendous waves, the energy, potential, the extraordinary depth of it, the blue of the evening, with the full moon. Now when you look at that with all your senses – the seeing, hearing, the smelling, the feeling, the depth of the feeling – you understand? – looking at that vast movement. Wait, listen to it quietly. Then thought comes along and says: how nice that is, I'll come back next evening and have the same sensory response. Right? You are following this? Thought interferes with the senses. Thought is also a sensory response. So thought controls the senses. Thought then says this sense is right, this sense is wrong, this sense is beautiful, this sense is ugly, and so on. Right? So where there is the interference of thought with the senses, though thought is part of the senses, when one of the senses which is thought controls the other senses, shapes the other senses, then there is the beginning of the self, beginning of the ego, beginning of the 'me'. I wonder if you understand all this. No you...

To look at something sir, with all your senses, that means to pay attention to what you are looking. When you pay such tremendous attention to what you are looking, there is no self. It is only when thought says, 'I must pay attention', it is only when thought says 'Those senses are good, those senses are bad', then begins the psychosomatic self and then you battle with the self – I must not be selfish, I must be this, I must be that. So, to be attentive to all the senses and to see when thought begins to interfere with the senses, that requires a great attention, you understand, sir. It is not control of the senses. It is thought that makes the senses to distort. Sex, when thought creates the image, the pleasure, the remembrance, all that, then sex is merely a mental activity. That is what you are all doing. And then you take a vow not to have sex and go through all the torture of it. You follow how thought is operating? Or indulge in it. So whereas if you are really aware of the whole senses, it's like being aware of the earth, sir, the fertility of the senses, like the fertility of the earth, virgin earth, earth which has never been trodden on by man. And to have these fertile senses which have not been touched by thought, then out of that comes great extraordinary sense of beauty and life and love. Right, sirs?

Now what have you got out of it, and what are you going to do with it? You understand my question, sir? What has the speaker been talking to? A sloppy brain, a brain that is so heavily conditioned that it won't receive anything new – except in the technological world – there is money, position, power. Where there is power, there is evil. Right, sirs? Look at the local politicians, how much power they have and what evil thing it is. And absolute power is absolute evil. You all know this, but each one wants power. Power means position, prestige. You tell the people what to do and get away with it. So one asks – I must stop now – one asks what is one talking to? You understand my question? How do you receive all this? You understand my question, sir? Is it just another talk, another chapter? Or you have no book, no chapters, you are living.

May I go now?
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May I wish you all a happy New Year. I hope you will have a happy New Year.

We have been talking over together our daily problems, not theories, not speculative philosophy or some romantic, imaginative life. We have been talking about, together, as a conversation between two people, the very complex process of our living from the time we are born till we die. We went into several things in the last two talks, or two conversations, and perhaps it will be right to remind you if I may that this is not a lecture as it is commonly understood, to inform and to instruct on a particular subject, but it is a conversation between two people, between you and the speaker, about the life they live, their pleasures, their fears, their sorrows, and the perpetual conflict between human beings. We talked about whether it is possible at all to live a life without a single conflict – conflict in our relationship with each other, however intimate or far away. We went into that question very carefully, whether it is possible in the modern world with all its terrible things that are happening, for a human being in relationship with another to live a life without a single shadow of conflict. Conflict we said brings about disorder and as long as we live each one of us in disorder we cannot possibly bring about a radical psychological revolution in the structure of our society. We went into that too.

I think this evening we ought to talk over the nature of time, desire, fear, and whether sorrow, which man has lived with, can ever end. So we will talk over together as two friends, not a speaker sitting on a platform – that is only for convenience – two people talking over this very complex problem of time, desire, fear, pleasure, and whether sorrow, which happens to be the lot of man throughout the world, whether it has an end to it. So please, the speaker is not directing you what to think, or agree with what he is saying, but we are together going into this problem. Together, not you listen to the speaker or agree or disagree, but together you and the speaker investigate the nature of time, because that's very important to understand, the nature of time. And also we ought to explore desire which is very complex, and we ought to talk over together too, whether there is an end to sorrow, because where there is sorrow there cannot be love, there can be no compassion, there can be no intelligence.

So it is important that you and the speaker meet at the same level at the same time with the same intensity, otherwise there will be no possibility of communication. I hope this is clear. That to understand another, to understand another with your heart, not with one's intellect, which is necessary, but to meet another, like the speaker, there must be a communication, not merely verbal but a communication of the mind in the heart, intelligence in the heart. The word 'heart' is not merely a physical organ but the whole nature of that word, to have the mind, which is an extraordinary affair, in the heart. But most of us listen to words, to ideas, agree or disagree, analyse, speculate and so on, but we never meet at the same time at the same level with the same intensity. Then there is really deep profound communication; then words become rather meaningless, though they have to be used and the words have definite meaning. The construction of a phrase, of a sentence, must be naturally grammatical, but to meet another in communication there must be no barrier. That means you or the speaker must have no prejudice, no bias, not committed to any philosophy, to any conclusion, but meet in freedom. And to meet in freedom requires a great deal of intelligence, a great deal of enquiry.

And one hopes this evening we will meet on the same level because the speaker has no authority, he is not telling you what to do or what you should do with your life, but when we are together, discussing, having a dialogue over a problem, that problem is the concern of both the speaker and you, or you and the speaker. It is your concern as well as that of the speaker. And merely meet at a verbal level, as most of us do, has very little significance because we are concerned with psychological revolution not physical revolution, psychological, inward, radical, fundamental change. We have lived for millennia upon millennia, thousands of years with sorrow, pain, anxiety, loneliness, despair, fear, and the pursuit of wandering desire, and man has always asked if there is a stop to time. And we are going to talk over together the nature of time.

What is time? Time fundamentally means division, distribution, evolution, achievement, moving from here to there – that is, this constant division as of yesterday, today and tomorrow, sun rising, sun setting, the full moon of a lovely evening, and time, meeting your friend, time is hope. Time is a very, very complex affair and that requires a patient – patience is timeless. You understand what we are talking about? It is only impatience that has time. Are we meeting each other somewhere? So, to enquire into the nature of time one must have a great deal of patience; not impatience, not say, 'Get on with it. I understand what you are talking about, let us get on'. Because we live by time. We have divided our life in a time movement. Movement is time. To go from here to there requires time. To learn a language requires time. To accumulate knowledge, to experience, to have pleasure, looking forward to something as fear or as pleasure, the memories of yesterday, or thousand yesterdays, meeting the present, modified and moving towards the future. This is all time. Time for a clerk to become the manager. To acquire any skill. All this requires time. And the desire to experience something other than the usual experience; the pursuit of that is also time. And whether there is psychological time at all. That is, being violent, to become non-violent, that requires time. The pursuit of an ideal requires time. Time means evolution, both physical as well as one imagines or one has the fallacy that one will evolve into something totally different from 'what is'. All this implies time. Time to realise, to become illumined, which the speaker is questioning.

So we must together understand, not verbally, but the feeling of time, the sense of time. Time is memory – the past as the observer, the observer observing what is happening, translating what is happening to his own condition, to his own experience, and so on. So, we need time, bearing in mind that time essentially means division. Division implies distribution, and time you need to learn a skill. The scientist needs a great deal of time to enquire into matter, into astrophysics. So outwardly to change we imagine time is necessary. Eventually man who is divided, who has divided himself into nationalities, will eventually become international and gradually drop all nationality and have a global relationship. We think all that requires time: we must evolve towards that. I hope this is being made clear. So time which is fundamentally a process of division, outwardly, physically it is necessary – like the seed growing into a great tree – that requires time, years. There is a tree in California which is over 5,000 years old. To come to that age, many, many rains and storms and fires and lightening, which is all the growth in time.

Are we together in all this? Do we... are we following each other, sharing with each other? If we are, we see that outwardly, physically, we need time – time to acquire knowledge, the accumulating process of learning mathematics, physics or how to fly one of these jets – all that requires time. One cannot possibly escape from that time or try to find a stop to that kind of time. That would be utterly meaningless and foolish. But if you could enquire into the nature of time to become something inwardly. You can become through diligent work, a clerk or a worker becoming a foreman or a manager. There all that is time – go from here to there. For a plant to grow into a great magnificent tree, the season of winter, spring, summer, autumn is the division of time. Now we are together going to enquire if there is psychological time at all. You understand my question? The time that we think is necessary to change from one psychological or sensory responses to another. We think time is necessary to be free of violence. Time is necessary to be free of envy: I am envious but give me time to be free of that particular pain or pleasure.

So, we are questioning whether there is time at all psychologically. You understand my question? Right, sirs? Are we meeting each other? Otherwise my talking and your sitting here has no meaning. Right? So we are not discussing or having a conversation about the necessity of physical time. To build a house you need time. To be educated, if you must be educated, needs time. But we are enquiring into something much more important, much more essential, because we are conditioned to the idea or to the concept or to the illusion that time is necessary – from 'what is', to 'what should be'. We are, the speaker and you, are questioning that, whether time at all is necessary for a radical change. You understand? Have I stated the question clearly so we all meet it? We said time is division, time is distribution; division as 'I am', 'I should be'. That is a division, and 'I should be' requires time. Right? We are questioning that. We said is there such thing as becoming something, or experiencing something? Enlightenment, of which many people talk about, does that demand time? We are questioning a most fundamental thing – you understand, sirs? – because all our philosophy, our life, all the books that you read – so-called sacred books are no more sacred than any other book – they have all said time is necessary; you must go through various disciplines, various practices in order to come near whatever you like to call it – god, an experience which is beyond all measure, a state of mind that has not been touched by time.

So, we must go into this question very closely whether there is psychological time at all. The moment you admit that there is psychological time, time being division, there must be conflict. Right? I have divided violence, which I am, which all human beings apparently are, and to achieve non-violence there is a division immediately taking place. You understand, sirs? I am violent, we are violent and we must be the opposite. Where there is the opposite there must be division and therefore there must be conflict. And time is the element, is the cause of conflict. I wonder if you understand all this. Don't look so vague, please. Don't be so puzzled. Look at it very simply. I am greedy – which you perhaps are not – I am greedy and to be non-greedy takes time. We said time is division. Of course. You understand that? So where time comes into being, there must be conflict, and the becoming something is endless. You understand? Now we are asking, is there an end to violence in which there is no time at all? You understand my question? Do you understand, sir? Come on, somebody say yes. Don't say yes for the fun of it. Gosh! It is a very, very serious problem. We have accepted time, division, as a means of ending conflict. We are saying quite the contrary. Where there is division as me becoming something, the becoming something is noble, whatever it is, that very division is the process of time; and that division, does it exist at all? That is, I am greedy. That is the only fact I have – the other, non-greed, non-violence has no reality. It is just a concept, a structure of thought which cannot understand or end violence. It is an escaping process – the ideal. All right?

Are we together in this? I am afraid we are not. You are full of ideals, a bag full of them, and you never under any circumstances achieve the ideal because they are still the invention of thought. Right? As we went into the nature of thought which is limited because all knowledge is limited. We talked about it considerably. And it's also... I don't want to make it... one doesn't make it too complex. Greed, measurement, comparison – 'I am this, I will be that', which is measurement – all that implies psychological time. That is the illusion in which we live. We are questioning the reality of that. There is only 'what is'. There is only greed, there is only violence, there is only war. And can war end? – killing each other in the name of god, in the name of ideals, in the name of countries, god and all the rest of it.

Now we will go into it very carefully. I am violent. When I say 'I', I mean all humanity. You are violent. Human beings are violent. Isn't it important to find out whether it can end immediately? Isn't it important? Not say, 'I must become non-violent'. When you become non-violent that means a period of time. During that period you are sowing the seeds of violence, which is so obvious. Like man saying, 'I am trying to be non-violent'. You understand all this? I will go on.

So, is it possible to end violence or greed, whatever you will, anger, immediately – the whole entirety of violence? So what is violence? Not merely anger, to injure another, to hate, to criticise, to wound another both physically and psychologically, to imitate, to conform, not merely physical aggression but the whole movement of violence, can that movement totally end? And to find that out one must understand time as division. I have divided, thought has divided 'what is' into 'what should be'. I am ignorant – not in the scholastic sense – I am ignorant but I will be enlightened some day. So we are now asking whether it is possible to end violence, greed, what you will, immediately, so that it never comes up again. Aren't you interested in that to find out? Are you really? Ah, come on. If you are interested what do you give? If you buy something, you must give something. Right? You must give money, you must make a gesture, you must do something – not say 'Yes, I want to end it', which means, to end it you have to think, you have to work, you have to be passionate about it, not just casual, saying yes. That is why I said in the beginning, the speaker said at the beginning we must meet at the same level at the same time with the same intensity. Then we can communicate profoundly. Not verbally, but with the mind in the heart, which means intelligence operating with love.

How do you observe violence? Violence is a sensory response. Right? You have hurt me, I am wounded; my image about myself has been hurt. You might not physically hurt me but you have wounded me inwardly because I have an image about myself as a great man or some professor or some idiotic person, and that image has been hurt. And to get over that hurt give me time. Right? I work not to be hurt, I'll be aware, I will be careful, listen carefully and so on. You see, all that is effort, which is brought about by the division of time. Clear? So, is it possible to end violence so completely it never comes back? That is why you are asking how do you look, how do you perceive violence? How do you look at a tree, the moon, the stars, the heavens and the beauty of a night, how do you look at it? How do you look at your wife or your husband, your friend? Do you look at your wife or your husband or the tree or the moon or the rivers with the memories that you have had, with the accumulated hurts, accumulated pleasures, companionship, stored in the brain as memory? Do you look at your wife and your husband with those memories? So memory is time. Right? I wonder if you understand. So where there is time there must be division. Right? And hence you have row after row, quarrels and all the rest of it in your relationship with another. Right, sirs?

So, it is of the highest importance to find out how to observe. How to observe a tree, which is one of the most beautiful things on earth. How do you look at it? The moment you use... when you use the word 'tree', or the species of tree, you are not looking. Right? The word, the remembrance prevents you from looking. I want to look at my wife. Probably you have never looked at her. I have looked at her as my wife, my possession, my pleasure, sexual and otherwise. I have looked at her with all the memories of the last ten days or ten years or fifty years. And those memories come between her and me, and she has also her memories. So it is very important to find out whether one can look at a wife or a husband or the tree or the moon or the flowing waters of a great river without the word, without the name, which is the past. You understand all this? So can you look at violence or greed, whatever you will, without the word? The moment you use the word 'violence' you have already put it in time. You understand this? My god! The moment you use the word, which we have used a thousand times before, as violence, that very word is the factor of time. Right? Do you see this? And therefore you have already brought about a division. Now can you observe your wife, your friend – all right – or the speaker now? Can you observe him without his reputation, without his – nothing – without any image look at him – can you? Or the image that you have built about the poor chap is so strong that you cannot possibly see him as he is, or you see him impudently – say, 'Who are you to tell us?'

So, can you look at your wife, at the tree, at a flower without the movement of thought? The movement of thought is time. Thought divides as time divides. When you look, you are looking without the observer who is the past, who is the word, who is the memory. That past divides; the past is time. To look at yourself as you look in the mirror to look at yourself, and that mirror which is physical, the mirror in which you look is the mirror of relationship. There you can perceive every movement of thought, every movement of reaction. So the perceiver is the perceived – you understand? – the analyser is the analysed. Right? Do you understand this? I want to experience something extraordinary. I am bored with all the experience I have had – sex and pleasure – I want to experience something ultra, ultra, something beyond all thought, and the experiencer has projected what he wants to experience, and therefore the experiencer is the experience. I wonder if you understand all this. A mind that does not demand experience is totally different. Therefore we have to learn how to listen, how to observe. Not accumulate how to listen, just listen, just observe with all the memories. Then you will see that which you observe, which is violence, there is no division between the observer and the observed. The observer is the violence. Right? I wonder if you see that. And so when you are so alert, watch, observe, it is like putting a great light on the thing which you observe. Then it disappears totally, never to return.

And now we ought to talk over what is desire. Because time and desire and thought are the major factors of fear. Time as tomorrow, what might happen to me, time as not achieving, not becoming. We went into that. And we are saying time, desire, thought, are the major factors of fear. So we ought to talk over together, as a dialogue between two friends who have known each other for some time, happily, easily without trying to convince one or the other, what is desire, the wandering nature of desire, desire which is never content, the desire that all religions have said suppress it. Right? So we are going to examine together the nature of that desire. Why have religious leaders, which are really phoney leaders, why have religious leaders all over the world and all the books and all the rest of it, why have they said you must suppress or desire for god? That is all right to desire for god, for illumination, that is perfectly all right; but to desire a woman, desire a house, desire the lovely things of the earth, the beauty of a painting, the beauty of a statue, a poem of Keats, you mustn't desire, it will lead you astray, it will lead you to temptation, and we have learnt through the ages the art of suppressing desire or yielding to desire. So we are together, if you are not tired, we will go into this question of desire.

What is desire? Not the object it desires or the object creating the desire. You understand? You understand this, what I said? The object creating the desire or the desire exists and the object varies. You understand? You must be clear on this point. Gosh, there is so much to talk about in all this, aren't you tired? You are a rummy crowd. You see a nice car, nice shirt, a lovely house, a beautiful painting. That painting, house, the car, the woman, the man – the object – does the object create the desire or the desire exists and the objects don't matter? If the object creates desire then it is a totally different investigation, but if desire exists and the wandering nature of desire from one thing to another. So, we have to examine together what is desire. What is the origin, the beginning of desire? Not how to control desire, not suppress it, transcend and all that kind of stuff, but the beginning. If one can understand the origin, the source of desire, then you can deal with it. But if we don't ask the origin, the beginning, then we are merely trimming the branches of desire. Is this clear? So together we are going to examine what is desire.

We live by sensation. Our sensory responses, their reaction is the activity of sensation. Right? I see you – well dressed, clean, healthy, beautiful or whatever you are – I see you. The seeing is the beginning of sensory responses. Right? You are following this – obviously, it is not complicated. So, the seeing, observing, contact and sensation, which are the responses of the senses. Right? Is this clear? Right, sir? Then what happens? You understand? I see a beautiful house, a lovely chalet in the mountains, beautifully built, strong; see it, contact, touch it, touch it actually, and the sensation from it. Then what happens? This is really important to understand. I see you, a beautiful woman – I am not tempted so don't bother – I see a beautiful woman or a beautiful man if you are a woman. The very seeing of that beauty – nice, clear, intelligent face, it's a sensation, isn't it? Then what is the next step that takes place? Think with me for god's sake, move. I'll show you. You see, I have to tell you, which is a pity. That is why – please – you become second-hand human beings. But if you saw it for yourself you are completely out of that mediocrity. You see a beautiful something, a statue which has been created by love and skill and matter. Then as you see it sensations arise, you touch it. Then what happens? Please listen, listen, find out for yourself. Listen, sir. Please listen, find out. Then thought comes in and says how beautiful, I wish I had that statue in my room, I wish I was in that car, I wish I had that house. Right? At that moment when thought takes charge of sensation, at that precise moment desire is born. Have you understood this? You people... Do you understand this, sirs?

Questioner: Yes.

Krishnamurti: No. We will go into it a little more. Sensation, which is normal, healthy, vital – otherwise you are dead. To suppress sensation means you are dead and probably that is what happened here in this country. You read Gita and Upanishads and all the sacred books and you follow guru after guru, discipline your desires, control, suppress, escape and so on. Whereas we are saying something entirely different, if you can follow this a little bit. Sensation, then immediate association of thought with the object. Right? That is, sensation, seeing the car, thought then says, how nice it would be if I sat in there, it is a beautiful car with tremendous power behind it – not the Indian cars – and beautifully made – then begins desire. Right? You understand this? Now, is it possible for thought not to intervene? You understand my question? Not immediately thought saying, I must... See itself in the car. You understand? Is there a hiatus, an interval between sensation and thought not immediately taking charge? You understand this? Have I made this question... So that there is an interval, a gap. If there is a gap, what happens? That requires extraordinary skill and attention. Right, sirs?

To see where sensations are important, because if your senses are not alive you cannot see the beauty of the earth, the movement of the sea. So, sensations, the sensory responses are essential for life, but when thought controls, shapes, gives identity to sensation, then at that precise moment desire is born. Right? Can we find out, without control, without suppression, just to see how thought is acting upon sensation. Just to see it, even verbally, even intellectually, but to go into it very deeply, to have such alertness, such care, such attention, such love to see the nature – how desire is born. Then you have to see what thought is, how thought makes all life a problem, which we went into the other days.

And also thought is a movement, material movement. Right? Perhaps you haven't enquired or you haven't gone into it – not gone into it in the sense read about it, by professionals who have written books about it, but you can watch yourself, which is far more exciting, far more real, then you are dealing with something actual. Thought, as we said, is limited because all knowledge, all experience is limited, and thought springs from knowledge, experience – or experience, knowledge, memory, and thought. And this whole process is limited. There is no complete knowledge about anything, can never be. Science, technology is always adding more, more, more, more. So, time, desire, thought, are the factors of fear. Right? Are we meeting? I am afraid what might happen to me because I have had an accident a couple of days ago or a year ago and I am afraid it might happen again. I am watchful. There is fear. I am afraid of the dark. I am afraid of the wife, and the husband, I am afraid of my boss. Aren't you all afraid? Aren't you? Don't be ashamed, it is the common lot of man. You may not want to acknowledge it, you may not want to face it, but you are frightened, and fear does terrible things to human beings – mentally, psychologically, it narrows down, it curtails, it makes human beings so bound to authority, to some ideas. They have become so dependent, so attached, so inhuman. So we are not talking about the many factors or many expressions of desire... of fear, but fear itself. You understand? Not afraid of your wife or husband, afraid of losing a job, afraid of past pains, hoping that they will never occur again – we are not talking various aspects of fear but the root of it.

What is the root of fear? Isn't it time and thought? That is, I am a clerk, I may never become a manager. I am a disciple, I can never become a guru if I want to be. I am ignorant – in the deep sense of that word, not ignorance of the books, I am not talking about that – deep ignorance, which is not knowing myself wholly. That is ignorance – the movement that is me, that has no beginning, perhaps no end. And to understand that deep ignorance I not only need time – I imagine I need time and also I need experience, accumulation, reincarnation and all the rest of the blah blah. So there is fear. So we are asking each other what is the root of it all. Why has man, throughout the ages, past timeless beginning, why has he carried this burden of fear? He hasn't been able to resolve it. He may go to all the temples, to all the churches, to all the gurus, various... try various systems of meditation but fear is always there. You may be blind to it, you may want to evade it but it is always there in one form or another. So we are asking what is the root of it. The root of it is time and thought. Of course. Is that clear? Must I go into it?

I have had pain a couple of weeks ago and I fear that it might return again, which is time. Right? You understand that is time, isn't it? Which is, the remembrance of that pain and it might happen again, and the fear is hoping it will not happen again. My wife – I am not married – my wife has hurt me, as I have hurt her, not physically, inwardly, and I hope she won't hurt me more, by word or gesture or by a tear. And I am afraid she might hurt me – fear. So fear is time and thought. If one understands the nature of time and thought, and the movement and the wandering of desire – understand in the sense, see the truth of it instantly – as we went into it: time; we went into in desire – see the actual truth of it, not the verbal conclusion of it, the fact of it, the reality of it, the depth of it, the intensity of it. If you do see it so clearly then you will never ask how is fear to end, nor ask, can I control thought – you understand? – or say, 'How am I to stop thought?' – which are the causes of fear. Right? You will never ask that question, because you can't ask a question about what you actually see – the truth. It is there – you understand? – it is there for you to see, not to accept, argue, analyse, discuss, take sides – you can't. It is like seeing a most beautiful thing on earth – it is there. An excellency, an excellent mind – it is there. A heart that is overflowing – it is there. If you see it, then fear ends. And where there is the ending of fear, there is no god. You understand? It is out of our fear, out of our desire, we invent the gods. When a man for him, in whom there is no fear, completely no fear, then he is totally a different human being and he needs no god.

And sirs and ladies, give your heart to consider all this. Not your mind, not your intellect. Intellect has its place, but when we are examining something very, very seriously, the heart must enter into its consideration. When the heart enters, that is when there is love to observe, love of watching, seeing, then when you see the truth of desire, time and thought, then there is no fear whatsoever. Then only there can be love. Fear and love cannot go together. Fear and pleasure go together but not love and fear.

Right, sirs.
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Fourth Public Talk in Madras

Why are there so many people here?

This is the last talk. Yesterday evening we talked about fear, the nature of fear and what brings about fear. We said, time, desire, thought are the contributory causes of fear. And man has lived with fear. And we live with fear now: fear of the future, the past, fear of the future of man, what is going to happen to man. Surely the future of man is what he is now. It is so obvious. If he does not radically change, not society, not the various forms of governments, but if he doesn't radically change psychologically, inwardly, the future is what he is now. That is guaranteed because there will be more wars, more instruments of war, more destruction, more violence, more fragmentation of human beings into nationalities and so on. Because the future is what we are now. And we said during all these talks, that it is so urgently necessary to bring about this psychological revolution, what it is to bring about a change, not move from one form, one system, one idea to another but whether it is possible for human beings who have lived on this lovely earth for so many millennia, whether it is possible for them to change.

And this evening I think we ought to talk over together whether sorrow can ever end, the sorrow of man. And what is love, what is compassion, and what is intelligence. We ought to talk over together also the significance of death. And if we have time, we ought to talk over the whole question of meditation.

We have lived with sorrow generation upon generation: the grief, the sorrow of loneliness, the sorrow of great anxiety, the sorrow of having no proper relationship with another, the sorrow of a mother, a father, a wife whose husband has been killed in war, decorated as a hero with lots of medals on his chest. And also there is the sorrow of ignorance. Sorrow has many forms. It isn't just one incident called death, it isn't just one happening in one's life, but a series of incidents, a series of accidents and experiences which both contain pleasure and pain, the sorrow of this movement of reward and punishment, the sorrow of old age, the sorrow of illness, blindness, deformed children. Man has carried a great weight of sorrow and we try to escape from it. We invent all kinds of theories, all kinds of possibilities, romantic concepts, and flowering in ideations. But sorrow remains with man. I wonder if one has looked at what wars have done to man. How many women, fathers, brothers, sisters have shed tears because one holds on to nationalism, racial prejudices, linguistic differences. And all this is causing enormous sorrow in the world. There is not only personal sorrow, the loss of something, the loss of someone whom you loved – if you love at all – the loss of never having a single, happy, original day, the pain of seeing poverty in this land and people doing nothing about it. So man has carried this sorrow from time beyond measure. And we still are burdened, tearful, anxious, lonely, aching with deep inward pain, of lack of success, lack of opportunity, lack of the things we all want.

So we ought to together this evening consider whether it is possible to end this enormous burden carried by humanity and by those who are still in sorrow. What is sorrow? As we said yesterday, what is the cause of sorrow? Where there is a cause, there is an end. If I have cancer, the cause, the pain, then perhaps the cause can be removed. So where there is a cause for anything, there is an end to that. A causation is a movement, it is not a fixed point. And if you can understand and discover the cause of this burden of sorrow, then perhaps we shall understand the nature of love; not love of god, not the love of the guru, not the love of some book or a poem, but the love of human beings, the love of your wife, the husband, your children. To find that extraordinary perfume that is really the light of the world, one must understand the nature of suffering, the structure of suffering.

I hope we are together, you and the speaker, going into this. Please, together we are investigating, not the speaker investigates and you listen, agree or disagree, accept or deny, but together to explore a very, very profound problem of humanity. One requires an unemotional approach to it, not sentiment, not a conclusion that sorrow will end, or that sorrow will always remain with mankind. So we must together, if you will, consider this question deeply. You can only consider this question when the mind is in the heart. We use our intellect to comprehend, to discern, to argue. We use the intellect to choose, to measure. And so intellect is one of the faculties of the brain. And if we are going to examine this extraordinary, profound problem, mere intellection has very little place, and most of us are highly intellectual, highly educated, have extraordinary – especially in India – have extraordinary quality of analysis. You can analyse anything on earth. You have got fairly subtle minds – not all, naturally. And to comprehend sorrow, mere intellection has very little... cannot go very far. You understand sirs, what we are saying? That all of us have the capacity to use our intellect, which is to understand, to discern, to argue, to choose, to weigh one against the other. This is the function of the intellect. And most of us have that capacity. And if you are merely approaching this question of sorrow, then your mind, your intellect dominates the process of investigation, therefore it distorts. Whereas is it possible to approach it with a holistic movement? You understand?

We never approach anything as a whole. We never look at life as a whole. We have fragmented life, broken up as the intellect, the emotions, love and so on, broken it up, and so we can never look at a problem wholly. The word 'whole' means not only complete, not only the feeling that parts are included in it, but the parts don't make the whole. 'Whole' also means healthy, a healthy mind, not a crippled mind, not a stagnant mind, a mind which is whole, a sense of covering the earth and the skies and the beauty of all that. And also the word 'whole' means also 'holy' – H.O.L.Y. So we never approach with that quality of mind. And in investigating, exploring this question, one needs to have that quality of a mind in the heart, which is not romantic, idealistic, imaginative, but a very factual mind, tempered with the quality of love. When we use the word 'heart' we mean by that – mind in the heart, mind in the quality of love, which has nothing whatsoever to do with any ideas, with any ideals, with any obedience. There is no guru. There must be freedom to observe.

So together, let us look at this question. Together. What is sorrow, and why has man put up with sorrow, why has he accepted it as he has accepted fear, as he has accepted pleasure, desire, all the things that man is surrounded with, both outwardly and inwardly. We are not talking over together, not having a dialogue about the various types of sorrow. I might have lost my son and you might have lost your bank account, suddenly discover that all your belief in god has no meaning, all the temples contain nothing but words and stones, and probably dirty. So you have to have a very clear, direct, uncluttered observation of this. Are we together in this? If we are, which I am rather sceptical about, I hope you don't mind, if we are, then what is sorrow? What is the nature of it? In that thing called sorrow there is pain, there is grief, there is a sense of isolation, a sense of loneliness in which there is no relationship. It is not only a physical shock but it is a great crisis in the consciousness, in the psyche. I have lost my son. I am only taking that example. I have lost my son to whom I am attached. And I wanted him to grow up into some beastly business man – right? – to have some kind of good substantial income, a house and so on. In him I have immolated myself – you understand this word? You are following what I am saying? – and suddenly he is gone. What is that quality of suddenness? The sudden ending of something which has given me great joy, great pain, great anxiety, concern about his future. And all that movement: my affection, my concern, my care, my sense of helping him to have good taste, to live aesthetically because where there is deep aesthetic sensitivity, that is the highest moral, highest ethics, and suddenly he is gone. Don't you know all these feelings? I hope not your son, or your wife or your father or your mother dead, but in every house there is this shadow of sorrow. There is sudden ending, sudden ending of my attachment – you are following all this? – a sudden ending of all my hope, which I have invested in him, a sudden sense of not only deep shock. And life becomes empty, either become very cynical or find a rational explanation, or plunge myself into some form of entertainment, drugs, drinks and all the rest of it, or believe in some future life. This is the lot of all human beings.

So what is this ending? You are following this? Are we together in this a little bit? What does it mean to end? Have we ever ended something without a motive, without a reward or punishment – to end? Because where there is an ending there is a totally new beginning. But we never end. We end things if it is profitable or painful. Our life is based on reward and punishment, both outwardly and much more inwardly, but we never end something without a cause.

So grief, loneliness and a sense of separation, which is essentially time, which we went into yesterday: time, identification, investment, and all the things one has cultivated in another, all that ends and there is a shock, and that shock I call sorrow. Now can one remain with that, not escape, not seek comfort, because that is the most silliest thing to do, not go off to a temple or run off to some guru, but to remain with that tremendous challenge without a single movement of thought? Because sorrow is perhaps one of the greatest challenges, greatest demand on the human mind, on the human quality, and if you merely escape from it, run away, rationalize, then that which has a tremendous depth to it... then sorrow is your shadow. But with the ending of that there is passion, not lust but the passion that is the very essence of energy. But very few of us have that passion, very few of us have that passion which is living, not occasionally, but that passion which moves the universe.

So we ought to look into what is love. That word has been so spoilt. A romantic woman calls the love of god, the love of my guru, the love of my painting, my book. You understand? We have given to that word such shallow meaning. You may say, 'I love my wife'. One questions that love. That love is... may be attachment, that love may be seeking comfort, pleasure sexually, pleasure of companionship and so on. So we are going to consider what is love. Because in trying to see the depth of it, the beauty and the extraordinary quality of it, love may be related to death. So we are going together to look at it. Please, this is not a lecture in view of instruction, but it's together, as two human beings facing a world which is becoming so dangerous, one must ask this question.

Surely to find something true, one must negate that which is not true – right? – negate the false. You might then say, to each person the false is different. To each person that which is illusory, that is which is not objective, rational, sane. So to discover what is false and what is true, and what is true in the false, one requires not the capacity to think clearly only, but the demand, the asking, questioning. So what is love? Would you say, love is desire? Would you say love is pleasure? Don't shake your heads, it's meaningless. Would you say love is attachment? Please, the speaker is asking these questions for you to answer to yourself, answer it, not deceive yourself. It is so easy to deceive oneself. You may think you are a marvellous human being, you are out of all this. But to find out that which is not love, that is, negation is the most positive action.

We are asking is desire love? Is it? We went into the question of desire yesterday. We won't go into it again now, if you don't mind. Is desire love? Desire is a wandering movement, and is love wandering, unstable, weak, or is it something as strong, as vital as death? Is love pleasure? Sexual pleasure, the pleasure of owning, dominating, possessing a person. Is that love? Is attachment to the person – my wife, my husband, my family – attached, which means, Latin 'attacher', which means to hold on, cling to. Is that love? Or in attachment there is fear, jealousy, anxiety, hate. Where there is jealousy, there is hate. Is that love? Has hate any relationship with love? Is love the opposite of hate? Is the good the opposite of that which is not good? Ask these questions, sir, don't... When an opposite like hate... if hate is the opposite of love, then hate has its root in love. All opposites have their root in their own opposites.

Are you getting tired? God, what a crowd. So please examine your own life, not listen to what the speaker is saying. Examine, each one of you, your own life honestly and ask these questions. Desire, pleasure, attachment, jealousy, anxiety, fear of losing, is all that love? So can you be free of attachment, not at the last moment when death is there? Can you end attachment to another? See the implications of attachment, the consequences of attachment. Fear, anxiety, jealousy – where there is jealousy there is hate, anger, and more, when there is attachment, and is all that love? And what is compassion? Not the definition, you can look it up in a dictionary. What is compassion? What is the relationship between love and compassion, or they are the same movement? When we use the word 'relationship', it implies a duality, a separation, but we are asking what place has love in compassion, or love is the highest expression of compassion.

How can one be compassionate if you belong to any religion, follow any guru, believe in something, believe in your scriptures, in your guru and so on, attached to a conclusion? When you accept your guru, you have come to a conclusion, or when you strongly believe in god or in a saviour or in this or that, can there be compassion? You may do social work, help the poor, out of pity, out of sympathy, out of charity, but is all that love and compassion? So in understanding the nature of love, having that quality – you understand? – which is mind in the heart. That is, intelligence, which is a very complex question, intelligence is the understanding or the discovering of what love is. Intelligence has nothing whatsoever to do with thought, with cleverness, with knowledge. You may be very clever in your studies, in your job, in being able to argue very cleverly, intelligently... very cleverly, reasonably, but that is not intelligence. Intelligence goes with love and compassion. And with that intelligence, if there is, if you have come upon it, and you cannot come upon it as an individual; compassion is not yours or mine, like thought is not yours or mine. Where there is intelligence, there is no me and you. And intelligence doesn't abide in your heart or in your mind. That intelligence, which is supreme is everywhere. It is that intelligence that moves the earth and the heavens and the stars, because that is compassion.

We ought to talk over together what is death. Are you interested in all this? – not interested, that is a stupid word. Are you concerned about all this, or you have grown too old? The young are already old, some of them. And hearing all this, what will you do with it? Just as you leave forget all this and fall back to your daily monotonous, mediocre life? Ask these questions, sirs and ladies.

And also we are going to talk over together this question of death – death being the ending: the ending of our memories, of our attachments, your bank account if you have one. You can't carry it with you but you like to have it till the last moment. Right? So what is death, and who is it that dies? And what is life? You understand? Life: who is it that dies, and what does it mean to die. We are not talking of the ending of the physical organism, but we are enquiring into life, the ending of life, and the great significance of what death means. What is life which we have separated from death? There is a gap of forty, fifty or a hundred years. We want to prolong our lives as long as possible. Modern medicine, surgery, health and all that helps to prolong one's life. I don't know for what, but one wants to prolong it.

So what is life; your life or the life of the universe, life of the earth, life of nature, life which is the vast movement without a beginning and without an end? This is not... please, don't fall back into the trap of your tradition. That is dead, as dead as a door nail. And when you follow tradition you are already dying, or perhaps you are already dead. So we must examine when we talk about living, life, what does that mean? The life of a tree, the life of the fish in the water, the life of the beauty of a tiger, the life of the universe, this life that is... seems so extraordinarily vast, immense, without measureless depth. Are we talking about that or your life, yours? If we are talking about your life, what is that life? Going to the office from morning till night for fifty, sixty years, breeding children – your life, belonging to some sect, following some guru? And of course, you believe in that guru so tremendously, you follow him. And conflict from morning till night: conflict as pleasure, conflict as fear and the pursuit of pleasure and desire. This is your life. Is that what we are talking about, the ending of that life? What is important: what lies beyond death, or long incidents of life in your life? You understand my question? What is important: before or after death? If living, life, the beauty of it, the energy of it, the passion of it, the immensity of it, which you have reduced to such a shallow little 'me'. Are we concerned about that, the 'me' that is going to die? I would like to prolong this living. One would like, and this living, we never look, question, ask, doubt, find out, but we mechanically carry on and we are concerned about that 'me', you, dying.

What is the 'me', what is the 'you'? Is it a series of words? Examine it, sir, for god's sake, look at it! Is it your name, your form, how you look, your bank account, your ideas, your beliefs, your experiences? You believe in god, and that belief is you, who have created god. So what are you? Please look, question it, doubt it, ask it! Is that what you are frightened of – dying? Knowing your body which is the most extraordinary instrument, badly treated, tortured, drugged, unhealthy – that body, that organism is going to die. You may prolong it for a long time but it is going to come to an end. Or you can say if you are very successful in any field, you can say, I have had a jolly good life, I don't mind dying. So we are asking what is it that dies, and what is it that clings to life? By life, I mean office, sex, pain, pleasure, fighting each other, quarrelling, destroying each other. This is your life, whether you are young or old. Is that what you are afraid of ending? Or are you considering life as a whole, life of the universe, which is so immense, so vast, so incalculable? That is, that life is there, as well as here, as well as this little life you have – this torture, this anxiety, this conflict, this misery, occasional spurts of joy and clarity.

So please, enquire what you are, to which thought clings, to the image you have built about yourself. You see, sirs, it is not the immortality of one's soul, of yourself. 'Yourself' is built through time. You have evolved as 'me' from the moment you are born till now. And you accept that 'me' as a reality, and is it real at all, or is it a series of words, a series of memories, accident and experiences which are all put together by thought, and is that 'me' holding on to all this travail of life? If you are not holding it, then life has something totally different: it is a vast incalculable movement. But that can only be seen when the self is not.

Now we ought to turn to, to ask the question, what is meditation. May we go on? You are not too tired? If you are tired just get up, please, and go quietly, without disturbing others, because we are going to enquire into something that demands all your attention, that demands your care, your profound consideration. So we are together going to examine what is meditation, not how to meditate, that is the most silliest question, but what is the nature, the quality, the structure, and the beauty of meditation. The word 'meditation' means to ponder over, to think over, to consider, to probe, to investigate, to look – according to the dictionary. And the word 'meditation' also means measurement, to measure. I believe in Sanskrit, 'm?' is to measure. And also it has another meaning, that's not my business. So meditation, as it is said in the dictionary, a good dictionary, is to ponder over, think over, consider, weigh, look, observe, feel, move, and also it means to measure. Measurement means comparison. Have you ever considered that Greece, the ancient Greece 450 BC exploded all over Europe. Greece was responsible for measurement. It's not my... I do not know history but you can observe. They invented measurement. And without measurement there can be no technology. And the western world is par excellence, highest, capable of great technology, which has moved to Japan.

India, the ancient Indians said that measurement is illusion because – this is now, I am saying, is the speaker is saying – all measurement is limited. Right? If there was complete measurement, then there would be instant perfection of all technology. You understand what I am saying? So India exploded all over Asia. Don't be proud of it, it is all gone. You have lost the one thing that was so precious. You have lost the greatest jewel that you ever had.

So meditation means to think, to ponder, to weigh, and also it means to measure. That is, measurement: I am this, I must be that. I am comparing myself with you, who are clever, beautiful, lovely, and I am not, that is measurement. Following an example is a measurement. Following the ideal is a measurement. Wherever there is comparison psychologically, meditation cannot be. You understand all this? Where there is no comparison, where there is no measurement, that I will achieve one day peace or god or illumination or all that stuff – the word you use here is self-realization. I do not know what it means, whatever that may mean: realizing the self – you invent a lot of words and stick to it. So where there is measurement, comparison, there cannot be meditation. You can compare between two cars, between two materials, of cloth, better paper, better house, better food, but where the mind thinks in terms psychologically of better, meditation is not possible. You can sit cross-legged, do all kinds of yoga, all kinds of control, where there is control there is measurement. Right? I wonder if you see all this.

Are you getting tired? Sorry, allow me another five minutes, it's all over for you then.

So to meditate: in meditation there must be no effort. What you call meditation is to repeat some words, repeat a mantra. I have been told the meaning of that word is to ponder over not becoming, which is, not measuring. And also it means to absolutely deny all self-centred activity. I believe that is the root meaning of that word: not becoming, and totally not living in a self-centred way. You can repeat all the words, mantras, breathe properly, you know, follow system after system, if one system does not suit you, take another system, methods, go off to Japan to learn Zen – right? – or the latest guru who will tell you how to meditate. All that implies control. Where there is control, there must be conflict and there must be measurement and that is not meditation. We are going to go into it a little bit.

Meditation is to live a diligent life. Meditation is not separate from daily living, going off into a little corner, meditating for twenty minutes every day or every afternoon, every evening; that is just going to sleep, having a siesta – you know what a siesta is? Having a sleep in the afternoon. So there is no system. System implies practice. Practice means measurement from what you are to what you want to be. And you may be practising the wrong note. And probably you are. And you call that meditation. And that meditation is so totally separate from your daily living. So find out whether it is possible to live a daily life of meditation, which means no measurement at any time. You know, this is a dangerous... what the speaker is saying, so please understand it very carefully. In meditation there is no control, because the controller is the controlled. I went into it the other day, I won't go into it again now. In meditation there is no will because will is desire. The essence of desire is will – 'I will meditate, I will practice this day after day' – discipline. In meditation there is no effort at all because there is no controller. No, you don't know anything.

And meditation implies awareness: awareness of the earth, the beauty of the earth, the dead leaf, the dying dog, the dog that is diseased, not just awareness of something or the other, to be aware of your environment; to be aware of your neighbour; to be aware of the colours you carry, wear, why you wear that colour and those beads, to be aware of that; to be aware of the beauty of the wind among the leaves; to be aware of your thoughts, your feelings. That means to be aware without choice – just to observe, just to be aware. That heightens your sensitivity. To observe diligently everything. When you say, I will do something, do it, never forgetting what you have said. Don't say something you don't mean. That is part of meditation. That is, to be aware of your feelings, your conditioning, your opinions, judgments, and your beliefs, so that in that awareness, there is no choice – just to be aware of the beauty of the earth, the skies and the lovely waters. And when you are so aware, then there is attention. To attend: to attend to what the speaker is saying – not only to the speaker, to attend to what your wife is telling you, or your husband is telling you or your children are telling you, what the politicians are telling you – their trickery, their search for power, position; to attend. When you so profoundly attend, there is no centre as the 'me' to attend. That is also meditation.

Then if you have gone that far, if your mind – not your mind – if you have moved that far, if the mind has moved that far, then what is religion? Religion is none of these things that you have: the temples, and the content of the temples, the puja, the tirupatis, the churches, and all that is not religion. The rituals, the beliefs that are put together by thought, which is a material process and you worship that which thought has created, which is what you have created. Have you ever realized, all the gods, you have created them out of your fear, out of your wanting security, and the rituals, day after day, puja, the mass is another form of entertainment. I know you don't agree, but listen to it. You will go on doing it because your mind is conditioned, afraid, wants some kind of security, it's not here but perhaps somewhere else. So a religious man doesn't belong to any group, to any religion, has no belief, because his mind is free, unafraid, because intelligence is the highest supreme form of ultimate security, not the intelligence of cunning thought. Intelligence of compassion. And that intelligence has no doubt, no uncertainty, no fear, which is something immense and universal.

And where there is attention there is silence – if you attend. If you attend now to what the speaker is saying, attend with your ears, with your eyes, with your nerves, with your whole body attend, then in that quality of attention there is great silence, unfathomable silence. That silence has never been touched by thought. And only then, for which man has searched from time immemorial, something sacred, something nameless, supreme. It is only that mind that is so utterly free from all the travails of life, it is only such a mind that can find the supreme. That means meditation, which is the expression of daily activity.
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If one may, I'd like to point out that this is not a lecture. A lecture generally means to instruct on a particular subject with a view to inform, instruct and teach. So this is not a lecture but we are going to talk over things together. Not that the speaker is going to only talk but together, you and the speaker, search out the various issues of our daily life and to see if there are any solution for them. We are concerned not with philosophy, generally which is understood to mean theories, speculations and a form of intellectual entertainment, but rather you and the speaker slowly, with certain scepticism, doubt, questioning, demanding, that we two talk over, converse, have a dialogue over our whole existence. We are not instructing or informing on any particular subject, but together, and we mean together, share together, into the many problems of our life. So, please, it's your responsibility, as well as that of the speaker, to think together, not you think separately and the speaker thinks separately, but each of us discover, find out for ourselves if we are meeting each other, not merely at the intellectual level or emotional or romantic or ideational level, but rather that you and the speaker meet in a relationship that is enquiring, not accepting but questioning.

And to question, enquire, one must be free of prejudices, otherwise your enquiry has no value at all. Or if you are committed to a particular form of thought, particular adjustment to an ideal, then we cannot possibly think together. Thinking together requires a great deal of attention because most of us are already committed to so many ideas, conclusions, opinions, and so we never meet. As the speaker has no belief, has no ideals, has no authority whatsoever, he can investigate easily, freely, happily. But if you also were free to enquire, to look into the vast complex of our society, of our governments – not this government of this particular country but governments throughout the world, to not merely have certain information about them all, but why human beings who have lived on this earth for perhaps forty, fifty thousand years, or perhaps more, have become what they are – dull, violent, superstitious and following some idiotic nonsensical tradition. We must be capable to deeply understand the nature of ourselves because we are the society, we have created this society in which we live, and to bring about order in that society, not by legislation, not by governmental laws or a new form of governors and chief ministers and so on, but as long as our own house is not in order – our house, the house in which we live, not the physical house but the house of our struggle, conflicts, misery, confusion, sorrow, that's our house – and if we don't bring about order in that, mere demand for outward order has very little meaning.

So please, we are thinking together. You are not merely listening to the speaker, taking a few ideas from him or a few slogans, a few concepts and then agreeing or disagreeing, but we are concerned deeply why human beings are what they are, why they have become like this. And the future is what they are now. If they don't change now, the future will be exactly what it is now, perhaps with certain modifications, variations, but human beings, if they don't radically, fundamentally bring about in their own attitudes, in their own lives, which is to put order, then attending to all these talks, seeing old familiar faces has very little meaning. If that is very clear that we are together meeting at a certain level, with the same intensity, at the same time, then communication becomes very simple. Because obviously, the speaker is here to say something, to explore something with you. But if you hold on to your commitments, to your beliefs, to your gurus and all that business, we can never meet each other.

So please, this is a talk or a conversation between two people, between you and the speaker, a conversation, a dialogue of two friends who are concerned not only with their own private lives, but concerned with the world, concerned with what is happening in the world – the global disorder, the threat of wars, the poverty, the violence and the destruction that is going on right throughout the world. So we are responsible for all that. And it is no good going off into some corner and to meditate about god knows what. So please, if you will kindly bear in mind all the time that we are together deeply concerned, serious, not flippant, to find a solution for all these problems.

What is a problem? Why have we throughout our life from the beginning of when we see the light till we die, why do we have problems? Social problems, economic problems, mechanical problems, computer problems and our own problems in our daily life, in our relationship – why do we have problems at all? Is it necessary to have problems? The word 'problem', its root meaning is something that is thrown at you. The meaning of that word 'problem' means something thrown at you, something – a challenge. That is the meaning of that word. And we are asking why do we have problems at all? Is it possible to live without a single problem? If you have problems, obviously those problems act as friction and wears out the brain, and one gets old and so on. So human beings throughout the world have many, many problems. They live with problems. Their whole life is a movement of problems. And now we are asking, is it possible not to have problems? We are going to investigate the question, not say yes, it is possible to live without problems, or not – that's not the point. The point is: why do we have it, what is a problem, why the brain is always trying to solve problems. There are mechanical problems, the problems of computer, mathematical problems, problems of design, problems in architecture, physics, in all technological field there are many, many problems there. That is inevitable. If you are treading the road of technology, it must have its many problems. And why do we, in our life, in our relationship, in our own way of living, in our family, the people one loves, why do we have problems? Whether you should follow a certain guru or not – you know the whole structure of problems of our life. We see in the technological world problems must exist – when you are building a computer, it demands not only the resolution of the problems there, and in the technological world problems will always exist. And is our brain educated, trained to solve problems? You are following all this, I hope. We live in a mechanical world. We are business people, we are doctors, surgeons, physicists, biologists, trained computer experts, and our brain – please follow all this, if you are interested – our brain is trained, educated, conditioned to solve problems. So we extend that same attitude towards our daily life. You understand what we are saying? Are we meeting each other? Suppose one is a computer expert. He has several problems there and mechanically he has to solve those problems, which means his brain is trained, conditioned, educated to solve problems. Right? And we extend that same movement of solution of problems to psychological field. So, in the psychological field, that is, in our relationship, in our fears, anxieties, all the rest of it, we have got the same mentality, the same condition that these have to be solved. Right? These are problems that have to be solved, which means we look at life, at our daily living, from the point of view of a problem. Are we meeting each other? Are we? Or am I talking to myself?

So what we are trying to point out is, if you are trained or educated to solve problems, by solving one problem, you are increasing many other problems. This is what is happening throughout, in all the governments. They try to solve one problem, in the solution of that one problem increase or add more problems. So we live with problems. And we are saying something totally different, which is to observe life, not with a mind that is trained to solve problems, but to understand the nature why the brain is conditioned, trained, educated to solve problems and with that same movement we meet life. Have you understood? It's up to you.

So, we are going to look at the various issues of our life not with a brain that is trained to solve problems, but to observe the issues, not demanding an answer, not demanding a solution. Is this clear? Please, this is very serious because to live a life without a single problem is the most extraordinary life. It has immense capacity. It has tremendous energy. It is always renewing itself. But if you are always caught in the field of problems and the resolution of those problems, then you never move out of problems. Is this clear? So we are going to find out whether it is possible to look at any issue, and not call it a problem – except mechanical problems – any issue of our daily life and not label it as a problem but to look at it, to observe it, to be aware of the whole nature of that issue, the content of that issue. But if you approach it as a problem and therefore try to find an answer to it, you will increase the problems.

Say for example, it is important to have an unoccupied mind. It is only a brain that is unoccupied that can perceive something new, that is free, has tremendous vitality. So, for example, it is necessary to have a very quiet mind because it is only a very quiet mind, unoccupied mind, brain, that can see things clearly, that can actually think totally differently. Now, you hear that, that it's necessary to have a quiet, still mind, brain – whatever you like to call it for the moment – then you ask 'How am I to get it?' Then you make a problem of it. Right? I need a quiet mind, my mind is occupied, restless, chattering all the time and then you say 'How am I to stop it?' The desire to stop it brings about problems. 'How am I to do it?' is a problem. Have you understood this? But if you approach the question that one must have a unoccupied mind, then you will begin to see for yourself the nature of occupation, why it is occupied, why it is constantly dwelling on a particular thing. When you observe it, when you are aware of it, it is telling you its story. You understand this?

We are going to go into all this, but first we must be very clear that you and the speaker are treating life not as a problem but as a tremendous movement. And if your brain is trained to solve problems then you will treat this movement as a problem to be solved. And is it possible to look at life with all its questions, with all its issues which is tremendously complex, to look at it not as a problem but to observe it, to observe it clearly, without bias, without coming to some conclusion which will then dictate your observation. So, to observe this vast movement of life, not only your own particular life, the life of humanity, life of the earth, life of the trees, life of the whole world, to look at it, to observe it, to move with it. But if you treat it as a problem, then you will create more problems. Right? Is this clear? Let's proceed.

What is our first issue in life? I am not using the word 'problem'. As I said 'problem' means something thrown at you. That is the root meaning of that word, etymologically. Now, what is the first movement in our life, the life of man, not only your little life, some business life or you are a doctor or a surgeon or some kind of leader, we are not talking about that petty little life, which we will come to presently, but the life that is around us, the vast immense complex movement of existence. What is it that strikes you first? What is it that has meaning, that has depth, that has a sense of vitality behind it? What would you say if each one of you was asked that question? What would be your first observation, your first response, your first immediate enquiry? Perhaps you have never asked this question and so you are not willing to answer it for yourself, but if you look at this vast extraordinary movement of life, of which one is a part, what is the thing that you meet first? Would it be relationship? Would it be your own particular concern about yourself? Would it be your own fear, your own anxiety, your own particular narrow, limited enquiry, your own search for god? You understand – what would be your first natural contact, natural demand? Do you look at this vast movement of life from a narrow little window, that window being your own little self, your own worries, your own anxieties, your own sexual demands? Sir, enquire with me, please don't go to sleep. Or you are looking at this vast movement from no particular point of view, from no window, from no commitment. Or are you so caught in a system, in a tradition, in knowledge? As a professor, as a philosopher or a writer or a surgeon, or are you looking at it as a specialist or do you look at it as a human being, the human being who has so many questions, sorrows, pain, anxieties? How do you look at all this?

To answer such a question, when you put such a question among so many people, naturally each one has different responses. But as we are all human beings, who are the rest of mankind – we are the rest of mankind, you are not an Indian, you may have a certain background, certain traditions, certain long history – that is only a matter of label, but primarily you are a human being, not a Christian, not a doctor, not a Buddhist, not a Hindu. You are primarily a human being related to all other human beings. Therefore you are the rest of humanity. Your body may be different from another body, the organism, the physical organism, may be different from other physical organism. You are obviously different from the speaker, physically. But the body never says, 'I am.' You understand? You are following? The body never says, 'I am something special' – my progress, my success, 'I must seek god' – the body never says all that. But thought says all that. You are different physically from another and the physical organism is the most extraordinary organism, which we despoil. And the body is never conscious that it is separate from somebody else. It is thought that says 'I am different'. You understand? This is important – it is thought that divides.

So that is the first thing, don't you notice, when you look at this vast movement of life, how man has divided himself from another, separated himself from another, calling himself an American, a Russian, a Jew, an Arab, a Hindu and all the rest of it. Don't you observe this extraordinary broken up human entities? Are you aware of all that? Isn't that the first thing you see: how the world is divided geographically, nationally, racially, religiously? And this division is causing immense conflict. This division is causing wars – the Hindu against the Muslim, the Russians against Afghanistan and so on, so on, so on. Isn't that the first thing you see in this world – how man has created this division? This division must exist because our thought has created this division. (Dog barking) Shall we wait till the dog's finished? (Pause)

Sir, if you are at all alert, aware, one sees what thought, man, human being, has done to himself and what he has done to others. That is the first thing one observes – the destruction of this division, the breeding of wars through nationalism. One of the causes of war is nationalism, the economic division, and one never treats this vast movement of life as one unit. That is what one meets, the first thing when you look at the world – man fighting man. And we have lived that way for thousands of years, killing each other in the name of god, in the name of peace, in the name of the country, in the name of a flag and we are still doing this, after thousands of years. So one asks what is wrong with man? Why is he doing this? He is extraordinarily clever in the technological world, he has invented the most extraordinary instruments, most delicate – you can't imagine the things they are doing. But we are still carrying on most stupidly, our own lives. So that is the first thing you notice. And one asks what is the cause of it? And I hope you are asking that too, not just listening. What is the cause of all this, this division, these wars, the structure of hierarchical authority in every country, in the religious world, in the political world, in the scientific world, it is all based on hierarchical principles – authority – authority of knowledge, authority of experience and so on. Now, what is the cause of all this? Who is responsible?

Please enquire, go into it with the speaker. Because where there is a cause, there is an end to that cause. If one has pain, the cause being cancer or what you will, then that pain can be ended or you are killed. So wherever there is a cause, there is an end to that. That is a law, that is a principle. So we are asking, what is the cause of all this? This vast misery, unhappiness, the tremendous uncertainty, this uncertainty that is breeding tribal gods – what is the root of all this? Are you waiting for the speaker to tell you or you yourself are discovering it? If the speaker tells you then you make an abstraction of it as an idea. Then the idea and putting that idea into action becomes a problem. But if you, together, if you and I together could discover what is the cause of all this. Not the particular misery of this county with its over-population, misrule and corruption and ugliness of everything that is going on here – it is happening all over the world. They are preparing for monstrous wars, adding great misery to humanity. What is the root of all this?

May we go into it together? Not I explain, you accept, but together, slowly, carefully, find out for ourselves what is the root of all this, what is the cause of all this? If we don't find it now the future will be exactly the same what you are now – wars, division, sorrow, pain, anxiety, uncertainty. You understand? So together let's find out. Please bear in mind the speaker is not instructing. He has no authority to instruct you. You are not his students, he is not your teacher. There is no reward and no punishment. But together let's enquire, which means you must be equally eager, equally intense, equally passionate to find out, not just attend a talk like this and go off, go back to your own life – narrow, bitter, anxious, sorrowful life.

So, what is the cause of this division? And this division breeds wars, rows, quarrels, perpetual conflict. Conflict between man and woman, sexually, ambitious – what is the root of all this? How do you, if I may ask... if one may ask, how do you approach a question like that? Approach. The question is, what is the root of all this, what is the cause of all this? That's the question. How do you approach the question? How do you come near to it? You understand? Approach means to come near, to come into contact. It is a question put to you and are you looking at it as a problem to be resolved? Or you come to it, very close to it. You are then open to the question, but if you keep away from the question, you are not open, you are not alive to the question. You understand? Right, sirs? So are we together approaching the question with no direction, with no motive, because if you have a motive, then that motive dictates the answer, it distorts the perception. You understand it? Suppose this is my question – I am putting this question to myself: what is the root of all this? I have no answer. I don't know but I am going to find out. But to find out I must be free, absolutely free, from any kind of direction. Right? Because if I have a direction, a motive, hoping for some kind of reward, then that motive, reward is going to dictate my investigation. Right? So one must be free to observe this question: what is the root of all this?

Is it thought? Is it inevitable that we human beings on this beautiful earth, which you are very sedulously destroying, is it for every human being living on this earth, it is inevitable that he must live in conflict, he must live with anxiety, fear. If you accept that as inevitable then there is no investigation. You have come to a conclusion and there you have shut the door. Conclusion means the ending of investigation. The very word 'conclusion' is to close, to end. So if you come to any conclusion then you cannot possibly answer. So one must be aware of how you approach this question.

We are asking is it thought? What is thought? Is thought yours? Is thought individual – your thinking separate from somebody else's thinking? Every person thinks – the most stupid, ignorant, downtrodden man in a village, he thinks, so does the great scientist. So thinking is common to all of us. It is not your thinking separate from my thinking. Thinking is – you may express it differently, another may express it differently – but thinking is the movement of all mankind. So it is not individual thinking. Right? Do we see that? It is rather difficult to accept it or see it because we are so conditioned, we are so educated, trained to think that my thinking is separate from yours, my opinion is different from yours. Opinion is opinion, it is not your opinion or my opinion. So, thinking, is that the root of all this misery, this destruction, this decline, this corruption, this decay? If it is, then can that movement of thought which has created such havoc in the world – it has created the most extraordinary technological world, the great instruments of war, extraordinary submarines and so on, and also it has created all the religions in the world. It has built extraordinary cathedrals, mosques, temples and all the things that are in the temples, in the mosques, in the churches. Thought has done that, invented all the rituals, invented the saviour in the Christian world, invented liberation or Moksha, whatever you like to call it, in this country. And also it has invented god. The more you are uncertain, the more dangerous the world becomes, thought must find a security, a sense of safety, certainty and so it creates god; your god and my god. My god is better than your god. My guru is better than yours, he gives me initiations, puts garlands round me and all that silly nonsense that goes on. Thought has been responsible for all this. Right, sirs? And if that is the cause – please listen carefully – if thought is the cause of all this – our misery, our superstitions, our immense insecurity, uncertainty, and also thought has created the most extraordinary things: communication, surgery, medicine and so on, thought has done all this – if that is the cause, is there an end to it? You understand my question? Is there an end to thought? That is, if thought is responsible for all this technological world and the human world of misery, unhappiness, anxiety, if thought is the cause of all this, it must have an end. Right? That is, if one has a certain disease brought about through various incidents, that disease has a cause, and that cause, having been discovered, can be treated and ended, the pain or the disease. Similarly, if thought is responsible for all this – not the technological, that will go on – but our daily confusion, misery, uncertainty, sorrow, and all the superstition that thought has created around us, if thought is the cause, it has an end. If you say 'Tell me how to end thought', then you make a problem of it, because your brain is trained, educated to solve problems. As an expert in computers is trained to solve problems there, the same movement is extended into the psychological world.

So, if thought is the cause of this, the question is not how to end it, but to understand the whole movement of thought and not treat it as my thinking separate from your thinking. Thinking – you understand? – if you treat it as your thinking and somebody else treats it as his thinking then the issues are totally different. That leads to all kinds of illusions, superstitions that have no reality. But thinking is the ground upon which all human beings – the black, the white, the pink, the Muslim, the Hindu, the villager, the uneducated – all of them stand. Then you move away from the idea it is my thinking, then you are concerned with global thinking. You understand? Not the Indian way of thinking. You are concerned really with the world, with all humanity of which you are. You are not an individual. 'Individual' means unique, undivided. You are not unique, you are totally divided, fragmented in yourself. And you are the result of past generations. Your brain is not yours. It has evolved through thousands and thousands of years. But your religion, your scriptures, your everyday life says you are separate from everybody else. And you are trained to accept it. You have never gone into it, you have never questioned it, doubted it, fearless scepticism which must investigate, but you accept. And in that acceptance lies your problems.

But if you look at it all as a vast movement of life, of which you are a part, this movement that is limitless, that has no beginning and no end, then you begin to enquire the nature of thought. What is the origin of thought? Why thought divides. Is it its very nature, the very movement of thinking, in itself, is it divisive, fragmentary, limited? Unless you ask all these questions – if you say merely, since thought is perhaps the cause then please tell me how to end the cause, then you are back into your old field of problems. And if you try to solve this problem you will have other problems. I think, I know thought is creating problems, please tell me how to stop them, how to stop thinking, and there are lots of people who will tell how to stop thinking, and then those people vary from each other – meditate, don't meditate, breathe this way, you know all that nonsense that goes on. So we multiply problems after problems. But if you look at this movement of thought, and with this thought man has lived for thousands upon thousands of years.

So one has to not ask how to end thought – that is a stupid question – but what is the nature of it, why has thought become so important? Because thought implies knowledge, what place has knowledge in life? You follow?

So, we must stop now but we will continue tomorrow evening. But please, when you leave here investigate for yourself. Don't allow me to stimulate you to think, which is what is happening now. Then the speaker becomes a drug. Then you depend on him, then you make him into your guru. And then you have your own, out of making the speaker into a guru, you have other problems connected with it. But if you, when you leave here, look at it, find out. That means an active brain, a brain that is active, thinking, discussing, going, not just stuck in a narrow little groove of tradition or some system. And one of the calamities, what is taking place in the world, that we are all getting old, not merely old in the body but old mentally. Decay begins there inside first because we become mechanical. We never have the energy, vitality, passion to find out. You have all been told what to do, you have all been instructed. And please don't – this is not a place of instruction, or are you being told what to do. Here we are serious to find out a different way of living, and you can only find that out when you understand the nature of thought, then a way of living in which thought is not important at all.
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We are a bit early, so we'll wait till quarter past six, if you don't mind.

It's pretty hot, isn't it. I suppose you like living in Bombay.

Please have patience; we have got two more minutes.

All right, sirs. May we continue with what we were talking about yesterday evening. We said, didn't we, the present condition of national divisions, racial divisions, linguistic divisions, religious divisions, national divisions – as Muslim and the Hindu, the Jew and the Arab, the American and the European, the Russian, and so on, the Chinese – and this tribal division which is called – national, glorified tribalism – called nationalism, it has brought about great many wars. Where there is division, we said, there must be conflict, not only division between man and woman in their relationship but also division – racial, religious and linguistic division. And we went into the question, why has this constant conflict between man and man exist, what is the root of it? What is the cause of all this chaos, anarchy – almost anarchy – bad governments, arming each group, each nation, preparing for wars, thinking one religion is superior to the other, one guru more important than the other and so on. We have seen this division throughout the world, and also historically it has existed for many, many centuries. What is the cause of it? Who is responsible for it? And we said, thought has divided man against man, thought has also created the most extraordinary architecture, painting, poetry and the whole world of technology – medicine, surgery, communication, computers, robots and so on. Thought has brought about health, good medicine, various forms of human comfort. But thought also, as we said yesterday, has created this vast division between man and man, man against man. And we asked, what is the cause of all this? Who is responsible for all this? And we said, where there is a cause, there is an end. Like when you have a certain disease the cause can be found of that disease, the disease can be cured, so wherever there is a cause, there is an end to that cause. That is obviously a fact. And if thought has created this confusion, this uncertainty, this perpetual danger of war, if thought is responsible for that, then what is to happen if thought is not used. And also we said yesterday this is not a lecture to instruct, to inform on a particular subject. We are together investigating, exploring, asking, to find out why man – of course the woman included – why man throughout the world lives and perpetuates conflict, not only within himself but outwardly, in society, in religion, in economy and so on. If thought is responsible, which is fairly obvious, that thought is responsible for the mess, for the division, for all the misery of human beings. If one recognises that fact, not a theory, not some philosophical outlook or philosophical statement but if one realises the actual fact of it that thought however clever, however crafty, however erudite, thought is responsible. And if it is responsible then what is man to do? That is where we left off yesterday.

We said also that thought has created marvellous cathedrals, temples and mosques and all the things that are in the temples, mosques and churches are the invention of thought. Thought has created god, because thought seeks to find security. Finding uncertainty, insecurity, conflict in this world, then thought invents an entity, a principle, an ideal which may give security, comfort, but that comfort, that security is the invention of thought. I think it is fairly obvious if you think about it very deeply, if you observe your own thinking, that thought however subtle, however stupid, cunning, crafty has created this division and this conflict.

Then we can ask a question: why does this conflict exist, why have we lived with conflict from immemorial times, between the good and the bad, in 'what is' and 'what should be', the actual and the ideal, there is this division. So, let us enquire why, not only conflicts, why there is division as the good and the bad, the evil and that which is beautiful, holy.

Please, as we said yesterday, we are thinking together, not agreeing, not accepting but having observed the state of the world, having observed your own society in which you live, your own governments, your own economic condition, and the various gurus with their assumptions; when you have observed all this objectively, rationally, sanely, why does man live in conflict? What is conflict?

Please, bear in mind, if I may remind you over and over again I shall, that we are having a dialogue together. You and the speaker are having a conversation together. You are not just sitting there listening to some ideas, to some concept, to some words, but you are sharing. You can only share, partake if you are actually concerned. But if we merely treat what is being said as a series of ideas, conclusions, suppositions, then our dialogue ends, and therefore there is no communication between you and the speaker. But if you are concerned, as every human being is concerned, at all awake to all the things that are happening in the world – the tyranny, the search for power, accepting power, living with power; all power is evil, ugly, whether the power over your wife, or the wife over the husband, or the governments throughout the world. Where there is power, with power goes all the ugly things with it.

So, we are asking why man lives in conflict. What is conflict? Not only between two people – man, woman – but also one community against another community, one group against another group and so on. What is the nature of conflict? Please, we are thinking together so don't go to sleep, because we are talking about very, very serious things, which is not a philosophy, but investigating our daily life – the life that we lead day after day, year after year till we die. So please have the goodness, the responsibility of sharing this concern together. We are asking, what is conflict? Why do human beings live with conflict? I do not know if some of you have seen those caves in south of France where twenty-five, thirty thousand years ago, there is a picture of man fighting evil in the form of a bull and so on. For thousands of years we have lived with conflict. To meditate, it becomes a conflict. So everything that we do or don't do has become a conflict. Does conflict exist where there is comparison? Comparison means measurement. One compares oneself with another – he may be bright, intelligent, a man in position, power and so on. Where there is comparison there must be fear, there must be conflict.

So can one live without comparison at all? We think by comparing ourselves with somebody, we are progressing. You want to be like your guru or beat your guru, go beyond him. You want to achieve enlightenment, position, you want a following, you want to be respected and so on and so on. So where there is a becoming psychologically, there must be conflict. Right? Are we together thinking about this? Whether it is possible to live a life, in modern life, without any comparison and therefore without any conflict? Don't say it is not practical.

So we are questioning the psychological becoming. You understand? A child becomes an adult, then grows into manhood. To learn a language we need time, to acquire any skill we need time. And we are asking – please find out for yourself – we are asking, is becoming psychologically one of the reasons of conflict? 'What is' to be changed into 'what should be'. I am not good but I will be good. I am greedy, envious but perhaps one day I will be free of all this. The desire to become, which is measurement, which is comparison, is that one of the causes of conflict? And is there another reason, which is, there is duality. This is not philosophy. We are examining something to understand the nature of conflict and to find out for ourselves if it is possible to be totally, completely free of conflict. Conflict wears out the brain, makes the mind old. A man that has lived without conflict is an extraordinary human being. There is tremendous energy, which is dissipated in conflict. So it is important, if one may point out, the necessity of understanding conflict. We see measurement, comparison brings about conflict. And also we have stated that there is duality, or some of your philosophers have stated that, posited that there is duality and that one of the reasons of this conflict is because of this duality. There is duality – night and morning, light and shade, tall and short, bright and dull, morning sun rising and sun setting – physically there is duality – you are a woman and another is a man. But we are asking – please think together with the speaker, not accepting what he says, think together, because then we can co-operate together, then we can do things together. It is important that we do think together, which means you must put aside your opinions, your conclusions, your experiences, but if you stick to your opinions, conclusions, experiences and another also sticks to his, then there is no co-operation, there is no thinking together, there is division, there is conflict. So, please I beg of you, think together, let's think together, because this is very serious.

Is there psychological duality at all? Or is there only 'what is'? I am violent, that's the only state, violence, not non-violence, the non-violence is just an idea, it's not a fact. So where there is violence and non-violence, there must be conflict. And in this country you have talked endlessly about non-violence and probably you are also very violent people. So, the fact and the non-fact. The fact is human beings through out the world are violent. That's a fact. Violence means not only physical but also imitation, conformity, obedience, accepting, and various other forms of violence. That is 'what is', the other is not. But if you are conditioned to the other, that is, to pursue while you are violent non-violence, that is to pursue away from the fact, then you must have conflict. But whereas if one dealt with 'what is', that is, I am violent, I am not seeking non-violence, which is nonsense because while I am seeking non-violence I am being violent, I am sowing seeds of violence. Right? Don't go to sleep please.

So there is only one fact, that is I am violent. So, in the understanding of the nature and the structure of violence there may be the ending of violence, but the ending of violence is not a problem, as we went into yesterday. Our minds are trained, educated to solve problems – mathematical problems, economic problems, political problems and so on. We are trained, educated. Our brains are conditioned to deal mechanically with problems. And we make of life, as we said yesterday, a series of endless problems psychologically and so on. We went into that yesterday, we are not going to go into it more, because there is lots more to be talked about. So there is only fact, not the opposite. If this is very clear, that the ideal, the principle, that which you call the noble, are all illusions. What is fact is we are violent, ignoble, corrupt, uncertain and so on. Those are facts and we have to deal with facts. Facts, if you face them, they do not create problems. It is like that.

So, I discover that I am violent. And I have no opposite to it, I reject totally the opposite, it has no meaning. So I have only this fact. Now, how do I deal with fact? You understand my question? How do I approach the fact? How do I look at the fact? What is my motive in looking at the fact? What is the direction in which I want the fact to move? I must be aware of the nature and the structure of the fact, to be aware without choice of the fact. Are you doing this as we are talking? Or you're just happily listening to a lot of words and picking up here and there some words that will be convenient and suitable, and not listening totally to your own enquiry. How does one then deal with fact? That is, how do I observe the fact that I am violent. That violence is shown when I get angry, when I am jealous, when I am trying to compare myself with another. If I am doing all that, then it is impossible to face facts. A good mind faces facts. If you are in business, you face facts and deal with the fact, change the fact. You don't pretend that you will do something else away from the fact, then you are not a good businessman. But here we are so ineffectual, we don't change, because we don't deal with facts, psychologically, inwardly we avoid them, we escape from them, or when we do discover them we suppress them and so there is no resolution of any of them.

Now, from that we can go to something else which is important: what is a good mind? Have you ever asked? Is a mind good when it is full of knowledge? And what is knowledge? Go on, sir, enquire me, with the speaker. We are all very proud of having knowledge. Scholastic knowledge through experience, knowledge through incidents, accidents. Accumulated memory is knowledge. Right? Accumulated experience, and experience can never be complete. So is a good mind a mind full of knowledge? Is a good mind, a free, comprehensive, a global mind? Or is a good mind parochial, narrow, nationalistic, traditional? You understand all this? That is not a good mind, obviously. A good mind is a free mind. It is not a contemporary mind. A good mind is not of time, a good mind isn't concerned with time, with environment. It can deal with environment, it can deal with time, but in itself, it is totally free. And such a mind has no fear. The speaker is telling this because our minds have been so educated, so trained that we have nothing original, there is no depth. Knowledge is always superficial. So, when we are concerned with the understanding of the human being, his mind, his action, his behaviour, his responses which are limited because his senses are limited, and to understand a depth, the nature of conflict and whether it is possible to be completely, wholly free of it, one must have a good mind, not just verbal, accumulation of words, which doesn't mean a clever mind, a crafty mind, which most of us are. We have very crafty minds, but not good minds. We are very cunning, crafty, subtle, cunning – you know – deceptive, dishonest, but that's not a good mind.

So, is it possible for us living in this modern world, with all the activities, the pressures, the influences, from newspapers, from constant repetition – our minds are being programmed like a computer – you are a Hindu, that's your being programmed for the last three thousand years and so you repeat. Such a repetition indicates not a good mind, a strong, healthy, active, decisive, full of personally alertness – such a mind is necessary. Because only then is it possible to bring about a psychological revolution and so a new society, a new culture.

And in listening to the speaker – as I hope you are listening, perhaps you are not, it doesn't matter if you are not listening – but those who are listening, the art of listening is to listen, to see the truth of it and act. For us, we see something to be true, we understand it, not only logically, reasonably, we understand things very clearly but we don't act. There is an interval between perception and action. Right? Between the perception and action all other incidents take place therefore you will never act. Right? If you see that violence in you is a fact and not try to become non-violent, which is non-fact, but if you perceive the nature of violence, the complexity of violence – and you can see the complexity of violence, if you listen to violence, that is, listen to your own violence, it will reveal the nature of itself, not descriptively – you can know it for yourself. But if you perceive your violence and act, then there is the end of violence, completely. Whereas perception and interval and action is conflict. I wonder if you understand this.

As we said yesterday, a chattering mind is an unhealthy mind. A chattering mind perpetually talking, talking, talking, thinking, not only about business problems, mathematical problems and so on, but problems of one's relationship with your wife, with your husband, with your children, with your neighbour – perpetually occupied, and such occupation will inevitably wear down, whittle down the capacity of the brain. One knows this, it is obvious. So is it possible not to chatter? And when we realise that it is chattering and ask the question: is it possible to stop it, then we make a problem of it. And our brains are trained to solve problems. So we think we solve by saying 'I must not chatter', and try to control, and then the problem arises: who is the controller? Is the controller different from the controlled? So problems arise and you are ready to solve them. That is what is happening politically in the world over. They have innumerable problems. And their brains, like ours, like yours, trained to solve problems. In solving one problem, they have multiplied others or increased other problems. And this is called government. All over the world this is going on.

So, to see something, the fact that I am violent, and to let the story of violence reveal itself. It will if your mind is quiet. But don't make a problem of it – how is the brain to be quiet? Then you might just as well take a drug or what you call meditation, which is an escape from life, and we have the other problems in meditation which all become so utterly stupid, meaningless. So, is it possible to look, to observe, to find without any choice, to look at your greed, envy, ambition, your arrogance. Have you noticed how many people are arrogant? Not the politician, they are... of course, that's understood – they want power, position, prestige. Where there is power there is evil. Absolute power is absolute evil, as has been said. Now, are you arrogant? You understand? The man who is trying to become something psychologically is arrogant. I am ignorant – not ignorance of books, I don't mean that, that is not...that is still ignorance. You may read the Gita, the Upanishads or the Bible or the Koran, repeat them endlessly but you are an ignorant human being, because ignorance means not understanding the depth of yourself, not what you are. And a person is arrogant when he tries to become something which he is not. Are you following all this?

You know, we all want to achieve a state of happiness, perpetual, unending happiness. And that can only come about through enlightenment, whatever that may mean. And so a disciple puts on strange garbs and all the rest of it, he is trying to become enlightened. The becoming is the movement of arrogance. Yes sir, look at it. It denies totally the sense of humility. When you are facing facts then you have to be totally humble, not cultivate humility. Only the vain cultivate humility. Right, sirs? When they are vain, arrogant, they may cultivate humility but their humility is still arrogance. Go into all this, sir. So, when one discovers for oneself that one is arrogant – arrogance may be that you are a great scientist, won a noble prize, are well-known, or you are a writer, want to be known because more books are sold, more money, you know the whole business of it. So we are all treading the same path of becoming and therefore being utterly dishonest, pretending what we are not. Whereas a good mind faces the fact. The fact that I am violent, arrogant. Nobody has to tell me that I am arrogant, it is so obvious. The way you talk, the way you behave; if one is at all awake one sees the nature of arrogance. Now, to see it, to comprehend it and to hold it, not try to escape from it – it is so. So when there is perception of that which is, that is arrogance, that very perception demands immediate action. That is intelligence. If I see something dangerous and I don't act, that's stupid, whereas arrogance, violence is a tremendous danger for a healthy, sane, rational, passionate mind. And if there is the perception of that, that very perception demands immediate action. That is the ending of it. Perception doesn't demand analysis. I don't know if you have gone into all that. Perception of something actual, understanding it, looking at it, ending it – from there you can reason. That very reasoning will be logical. But if you begin with logic, reason, find out the cause, then you will take time and the cause will multiply. It is so obvious all this. Right, sirs?

So, we come to the point: is it possible to live a life without a single problem? We are not talking of mathematical problems and so on, but problems of relationship. To have no problem in relationship, is that possible? Enquire, please enquire with the speaker. You have problems, haven't you? – with your wife, with your father, with your mother, with your children. Why? Because we are concerned with daily living, if the daily living is not in order, you can meditate till you are blue in the face, that meditation will have no meaning, it is merely an escape. You might just as well take a drug and enjoy yourself. But if you do not put your house in order, which is your relationship, then if that house is not in order then your society will not be order. You must begin near to go very far. The near is your relationship. Why have we problems there? Please enquire with me, don't let me explain, talk endlessly. Let us together, please I request you most earnestly, investigate why we have problems with your wife, with your husband, with your children, with your neighbour, with your government, with your community and all the rest of it. Which is, what is relationship?

Life is a movement in relationship, living. There is no escape from that. You may become a hermit, take vows, put on strange garbs and all the rest of it, thinking yourself extraordinarily exceptional, but you are related. And relationship is... to understand it is the most important thing in life – not god, not all the scriptures, but to understand the depth, the meaning, the beauty, the quality of relationship. Are you getting tired by listening to the speaker? Are we drowned by a lot of words? Are you being drowned by a lot of words? Or do you catch instantly the depth, the beauty, the quality of relationship, without more explanations, more analysis, but see the extraordinary importance of relationship. So, as you don't see the beauty of relationship – where there is no relationship, there is disorder – so let's look at it together.

You know, there is something curious, perhaps not relevant, but you know most of us have homes, have houses, flats, and we own them, we possess them, it is our home. Right? We never realise that we are also guests in that house. Right? You understand the meaning of that? To be a guest in a house, in your own house. Do you understand what it means? Must I explain it? You know, that means one must be a teacher as well as a disciple. There is no teacher outside of you. You are the teacher and also you are the disciple who is learning from the teacher. Not from the teacher as a guru, that is all silly, but you are learning and teaching. You are the owner of your house and also you are the guest of your house. That means you look after the house, you care for the house, you care for whoever is in the house because you are a guest. Oh come on, sir, you don't see all this! So let's go back. The speaker has travelled all over the world for the last sixty years, different countries, different houses, wherever he is, he is a guest. That means he is always adjusting himself, like a river full of water, a great volume of water behind it and every boulder, every rock, it goes round it – you understand? – a guest is like that. Let's get back.

Relationship is one of the most important things in life. Right? It is obvious. And why have we made it such a confusion, such misery. And having created conflict we say, it has become a problem and we are ready to solve it, because our minds are trained, as in business, as in science, mathematics, we have problems there, so we are trained that way – so, there are problems in our family, so we are going to solve them. By solving them we will have more problems because your mind is trained to solve problems and never free to look at the beauty or the depth of what relationship is. So let's go into it, if we may.

What is relationship? The very word implies being in contact with another. Not physical contact, not sexual contact, that you all know, but to be in contact mentally, emotionally, psychic, inwardly to be in contact with another, so that there is no division in that contact. You understand? That is relationship. But we haven't got that contact. You are ambitious and the wife also is ambitious. You want this and she wants something else. She may be right and you may be wrong. She wants to live in a marvellous house and you say, please, for god's sake. She wants to be popular and you don't care. You are a scholar, a professor in your own little groove and she has also – so you never are in contact with each other, except sexually. Right? This is a fact. Why? And you call that relationship. One image – your image about her or her image about you. You are not kind, you are brutal, you are this, you are that – you know. So, where does love come into all this? You understand my question? When one says to one's wife, 'I love you', what does it mean? If you ever say it. I don't know if you say it at all. I doubt it. But if you do say it, what does it mean, to love another? Relationship means to love another. What does that word mean? We use that word in advertisements. You see it: I love Coca Cola or I love this and I love that. I love god. I love my guru. What does that love mean? Is it based on reward and punishment? Look at it sirs, because we are always caught between the two – reward and punishment. I follow the guru because he is going to promise me heaven, give me comfort. I don't do this because he is going to punish me. So we are caught in this. Is relationship a reward and punishment process? Is love a movement of that? Sir, think it...

Or, we never meet – your wife and your husband never, except physically, never psychologically meet. And because we never meet there is conflict. Right? That is, to meet your wife or your husband, your children, your neighbour at the same time, at the same level, with the same intensity – that is love. You understand this? Do you understand this, sir? Not physically – I don't mean that. To meet somebody, you must meet him, if he is also willing, at the same time, at the same level, with the same intensity. Then that is relationship. But if you are ambitious, you follow that path, becoming noble, ignoble – you know all the rest of it – and she also follows another path, naturally, you may be married, you may have children and all the rest of it, but you never meet. And that breeds a sense of desperate loneliness. Don't you know all this? When I have no relationship with anyone – with my wife, with my boss, with my foreman – when I have no relationship at all with anybody, because I am self-centred, my actions are self-centred, my wife is also self-centred, so that self-centredness, the lack of relationship, brings about great loneliness. And discovering that loneliness, then you make out of that loneliness into a problem: what am I to do when I am lonely? Right? And your brain is ready to solve the problem. But you never rest with that loneliness, you never enquire the cause of it.

So where there is love, there is no loneliness. Unless you love your wife, which is the most extraordinary – your husband or whatever it is – where there is love in your heart, then there is no problem. Because you haven't got it you have a thousand problems. Having stated that, don't make it into a problem. Look at the fact. The fact is that we are not sensitive, that we don't have the depth of beauty – not pictures, painting, I don't mean that – the depth of beauty. And the fact is that we don't love. To look at it, to remain with it, to see that is so, not evade it, not try to rationalise it, it is so. That I don't love my wife. You know what that means to say that to yourself. You should cry. I want to cry for you.

So, sir, it is like two parallel lines never meeting and therefore increasing conflict day after day till you die. And to see the fact that there is no love in your heart, to have the mind in your heart – mind in your heart, not the heart in your mind. You see the difference? Because we are so clever, we'll make... we think love then can be achieved, cultivated. Love is not something to cultivate. Either there is or there isn't. If there isn't, look at it, hold it, realise what you are, without love in your heart. You are just... one just then becomes a machine: insensitive, vulgar, coarse, only concerned with sex and pleasure. Sir, please, I am not harassing you, I am not scolding you, I am just pointing out what has happened to you. Your knowledge, your books have destroyed you because love is not bought in the books, it does not lie with knowledge. Knowledge and love don't go together. When you say 'I know my wife', that is your knowledge, which is your image about her. That knowledge is put together by thought, and thought is not love.

So having stated all this, do you have love in your heart or is it something romantic, nonsensical, impractical, valueless – it does not give you any money – that is so. So, having heard all this, is there a comprehension of the depth of that word so that your mind is in the heart, and then you have right relationship. When you have right relationship, which means love, you can never go wrong, you can do what you like, then everything is right.

Right, sirs.
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Third Public Talk in Bombay

It's a rather noisy place, isn't it? We have to talk over together, not only this evening but tomorrow – and tomorrow will be the last talk – we have to cover a great deal during these two talks, and as we are going to deal with a difficult subject we must together perceive for ourselves what is truth and what is false. Not to be told what is false or what is true, what is ignorance and what is knowledge but to find for ourselves a quiet corner in ourselves, living in this dreadful city, living in small spaces, dirty, working all day long, commuting, going to great distances in crowded trains and buses, we must find for ourselves a quiet corner, not in a house or in a garden or in an empty lane but deep within ourselves, because from there act, live and find out for ourselves what is beauty, what is time, the nature and the movement of fear, the pursuit of pleasure and the ending of sorrow. We must have such a corner, not in the mind but in the heart – the mind in the heart, because then where there is affection and love, intellect, understanding, then comes out of a clarity, and from that there is action. But for most so us, we live such a strenuous, conflicting lives, so much pressure around us, such terrible things are going on in the world, if we don't find for ourselves some inward space, a space not created by thought, which we will go into when we talk about meditation and so on, but to find a space uncontaminated, clear, in which there is a light which is not lit by another, a light to ourselves so that we are totally free, for we are not free human beings. We think we are free. We think because we can choose, because we can do what we want, we think we are free but freedom is something entirely different from the desire to do our own thing. So, we must together this evening and tomorrow, find for ourselves, without guidance, without help, without any outside agency telling us what to do, how to behave, what is right action but to find in ourselves a space that has no ending and no beginning.

And if one may point out again – and I hope you will not mind – that this is not a lecture. A lecture being telling or explaining a certain subject for you to be instructed, to learn. A lecture generally means that, but this is not a lecture. Here we are having a conversation together like two friends, perhaps walking in a quiet lane full of trees and beauty of flowers, and the singing of many birds, sitting down on a bench, unfrequented, solitary, and having a dialogue because we are concerned, both you and the speaker are concerned with our daily life, not with something beyond and romantic and fantastic, because if we don't make our own lives clear, unruffled, non-chaotic, then whatever one may do will have no meaning. So we must begin very near to go very far. The near is what we are.

So please, if one may point out, it is your responsibility to think together, not to accept, because one must have a great deal of scepticism, a scepticism that is not trammelled by fear, a scepticism, a doubt, so that one begins to question not only what the speaker is saying, but also what you think, in what you believe, your faith, your conclusions, your religion. One must have tremendous questioning, doubt, enquiry; not accept because throughout the world religion has played an extraordinary part in narrowing down the mind, narrowing down one's investigation through doubt, through question, through deep exploration. So please, we are going together, look at many things which confront our daily life. We are not going to talk about any philosophy, any dogma or encourage any faith. But a mind that is questioning, doubting, demanding to find out for oneself what is true, what is illusory, what is fantastic and what is false.

First of all we are going to enquire together, what is beauty? You may say what has that to do with our daily life? Our daily life is rather ugly, self-centred, concerned about oneself, our daily life is a labour, conflict, pain, anxiety and that sense of desperate loneliness – that's our daily life. And to understand that, one must have not only a great sense of perception, seeing actually what is going on. So one of the factors of our life is time. Has time – we are going together to find out what is time, how great part time plays in our life and whether time – which is the process of division, time which is a beginning and an ending, time which is becoming – whether that time, apart from chronological time, apart from the time of the sun rising, sun setting, the beauty of a full moon and the slip of the new moon, whether time has a part in or excludes beauty. This is important to understand for us because we have lost all sense of aesthetic way of living. We have lost the sense of natural beauty. Not the beauty of a face only, or the good taste of clothes and so on, but the quality of beauty. Beauty cannot exist without love. Beauty is not of time. Creation is not of time. We will go into that as we go along.

So we must first, if you will kindly allow the speaker to go on – time is a great factor in our life. There is time by the watch – the chronological time – and the time to learn a language, a skill, a time to achieve in this world – become from a clerk to the executive person and so on – there is time in that direction. Is there time psychologically, that is, inwardly? Please enquire with me, don't accept what the speaker is saying. Is there time, which means a progress from here to there? Ideologically, in the sense of becoming more noble, more free of greed, anger, violence, is there in this sphere of the psyche – you understand the word 'psyche' – this is what you are. That is, time is evolution. Right? From the seed to a tree, from the baby to a manhood, the growth, the becoming – all that implies time, time as evolution. Now we are going to question together whether there is psychological evolution at all. Right? You understand what – let the crows have their say! (Laughter)

Please, one must exercise one's brain, think together, not just let the words flow but to think clearly, not stimulated by the speaker but to question, to find out the implication of time. This is important because time and thought are the root of fear. And fear cannot end or fade away or be dissipated if we do not understand the nature of time and the nature of thought, which are the roots of all fear.

So we are examining together the nature of time. There is physical time – the new moon becoming the full moon, the seed growing into a great gigantic tree. Time is necessary to learn a language, a skill. Time is necessary to accumulate knowledge – there time is absolutely necessary. You may learn a language within a week or six months. To go from here to your house takes time, from one point to another. All physical movement, physical activity, learning, requires time. The psyche, that is the bundle of all your thinking, of all your feelings, of all your conclusions, beliefs, gods, hope, fears and all that – that's your bundle, that's your consciousness, that's what you are. Is that clear? That's what you are. That's what your consciousness is. Your consciousness is made up of all these things – your gods, your knowledge, your faith, your hope, your fears, your pleasures, your conclusions, your loneliness and the great fear of sorrow, pain – all that is your consciousness. We are asking whether that consciousness has evolution at all. Evolution means becoming what you are more and more and more. You have understood this? That is, I am greedy, envious, violent. Can greed evolve into non-greed? Or anger, loneliness become something gradually to something else? You are following all this? Are we making things clear? Right? Are we? Or we have all gone to sleep after a hard day.

Please, this is rather a difficult subject because all our tradition, all our religious training, our belief, our faith and all the sacred, so-called sacred literature tell you that you will become something – if you make an effort, if you strive after, if you meditate, that, from this to that, from what you are to what you should be, that is evolution. Now we are – the speaker is denying all that. Do you understand? The speaker is saying greed can never become better greed. There is only the ending of something, not becoming something. Do you understand? Most of you probably believe in reincarnation. I don't know why, it's fairly obvious why, why you believe in it? That is, from this life to next life, where you will have better opportunities, where you will be a little bit nobler, where you'll have a little more comfort, more enlightenment. That is from what you are to become what you should be. That is called evolution. The speaker is questioning that. He says there is no such thing as psychological evolution. You have to understand the nature of that statement, what is implied, that enlightenment, deep perception of that which is true, that which is beyond time, is not through progress, through a continuity. So there is no movement as evolution of the psyche, which means there is no becoming. I don't become noble, I don't achieve enlightenment if I practise, if I strive, if I deny this and control my – and so on, which is gradation in achievement. So one has to understand the nature of time. Time, as we said, essentially means to divide, break. Time implies a beginning and an ending. So we are going to talk over together the nature of fear, whether fear can end – now! – or it must end gradually. You understand the point? We are used to the idea that gradually we will be rid of fear, which is, I am afraid but give me time, I'll be over it. You've understood? Right? Please, don't look at me, it is not worth looking at me. Just think together.

So we are going to find out for ourselves whether fear can disappear through time or the very time itself is the root of fear. Right? Is that clear? So what is the root of fear? Please enquire together – what is the root of it, what is the cause of it? What is fear? You all know what fear is – fear of not becoming, not achieving, fear of the dark, fear of authority, fear of your wife or husband – fear has many, many, many aspects. We are not concerned with the many facets of fear, or wipe away one or two fears. It is like cutting the branches of a tree, but if you want to destroy the tree you must uproot the tree, go to the very root of it. So we are together – and please look at your own fear. You may put on saintly robes, take vows and all that kind of stuff but there is fear in you. So look at that fear. What is that fear? What is fear? Fear of an accident, fear of disease and of course there is the fear, ultimate fear, which is of death. Or the fear of living. And most of you who put on these strange robes and garlands have fear of living. It makes no difference, does it? What the speaker is saying will make no difference to those who are dressed in this fancy dress, will it? They will go on because they have got this idea that fear can be surrendered to an idea and they will be free of it. Fear is much too deep to surrender it or to dispel it or to control it or to suppress it. One must enquire into the root of it. What is the root of fear? Is it not time? Is it not remembrance? Is it not an experience which you have had which was painful and the fear of it recurring again, fear of disease? These are all the symptoms. We are not dealing with symptoms. We are concerned whether it is possible to uproot totally all fear. If that's clear, that we are concerned not with a particular fear, not your own special neurotic fear but the nature, the structure, the cause of fear. Because where there is a cause, there is an end. So we are going together find out the cause.

We are saying, one of the causes of fear is time. That is the future, that is fear of what might happen. Fear of the past, which is time, which is a remembrance, which is thought. So we are asking is time and thought, are they the root of fear, are they the cause of fear? Do you understand my question? I am afraid of what might happen. That is the future. Or I am afraid of something that has happened in the past that might happen again. That is, the past invading the present, modifying itself and going on. Right? So time is one of the factors of fear. It is so obvious, isn't it? Now we are asking whether thought is also a factor of fear, and if there is a difference between time and thought. Can you bear all this? Can you go on with this? Or you are getting tired already.

Questioner: (Inaudible)

Krishnamurti: Please, sir. No sir, no questions. No sir, you can't.

Questioner: (Inaudible)

Krishnamurti: We are saying that thought and time are the root of fear. We explained somewhat. You can work it out for yourself, the nature of time. Time is division – as yesterday, today and tomorrow. Time of something that has happened which was painful a week ago and might happen again. The remembrance of the past projecting into the future, and be afraid of that which might happen.

Now, is thought one of the causes or the cause of fear? So what is thought? What is thinking? The most ignorant who doesn't know how to read or write, who lives in a small village – poverty-ridden, unhappy – he thinks too, as you think, as the scientist thinks. So thinking is shared by all. So it is not your thinking. It's not individual thinking. I know it's difficult to accept this – go into it. You think at the moment, I hope. And we are asking: is thought one of the factors of fear? And so we are investigating what is thinking. Thinking is shared by all humanity, whether the most educated, sophisticated, rich, powerful and all the rest of it, or by the most simple, ignorant, half-starving person. It is common to all. Therefore it's not your thinking. You may express your thinking differently and I may express it in different words, but the factor is that we both think. And thinking is not yours or mine; it is thinking. Right? So what is thinking? Why has it become so extraordinarily important in our life? Please understand this, give your mind to this because love and thinking cannot go together. Compassion is not the product of thought. Love cannot exist in the shadow of thought. Love is not remembrance. So you must understand, please, give your heart and mind to the understanding of this: that thinking is common to all of us. It is not individual thinking. You may express it differently, another express it differently – more scholastically, more capable, but another may not – but thinking is shared by all. So what is thinking? When you are asked, when that question is put to you, you begin to think, don't you? Or do you listen to the question? If you listen to the question, which is your mind is not interfering – with your conclusions, with your ideas and so on – if you are listening with all your attention, which means with all your senses totally awakened, then you will see for yourself what is the origin of thinking.

The origin of thinking is experience. Experience gives knowledge, whether it is scientific knowledge or the knowledge about your wife or husband. Experience, knowledge stored in the brain as memory and response of memory is thinking. Right? This is very simple. It's a fact. You cannot think if there is no memory, if there is no knowledge, if there is no experience. So thinking is a process of time. Right? Because knowledge is a process of time and knowledge being never complete about anything, including your wife or your husband, or about your guru – knowledge can never be complete, therefore thought can never be complete, it must always be fragmented. Right? Is this clear?

So, fear is the child of thought. Right? I am afraid because I have done something not right, that I might be condemned for it. That is, to think about it. You understand, this is simple enough. Right, sir? So thought and time are the factors of fear. Now, is thought different from time? Or thought is time. Thought is a movement, isn't it? It's a material process. Whatever thought has done is material. Your gods are created by thought, your rituals are created by thought. All the things that go on in the name of religion are created by thought – the gods, the gurus, everything is created by thought. And thought being limited, fragmented because knowledge is limited and all action then becomes limited, and where there is limitation, there must be fear. So we are asking is thought and time, work together or are they different, or there is only thought which divides as time, as progress, as evolution, as becoming.

Sirs, as we said, please explore all this, search out. Don't let your brains become dull by knowledge, by doing all the rubbish we do. Life is both intellect, emotion, senses, but if you let thought dominate them all, as we do, then our life becomes fragmented, shallow, empty.

We ought to talk over together, what is love? Would you say that you love somebody; love without attachment, love without jealousy? If there is attachment, there is no love. If there is any kind of antagonism, hate, love cannot exist. Where there is fear, love cannot exist. Where there is ambition, love cannot exist. Where there is power of any kind, the other cannot be. If you have power over your wife or if you possess your husband, if you are ambitious, then love is not. So we are asking do you love, because without love suffering will go on.

So, we ought also to enquire – perhaps not enquire – search out, seek out whether there is a possibility of ending sorrow, because all these are linked together – sorrow is not different from fear, sorrow is not different from thought, sorrow is not different from hate, the wounds, the psychological wounds that we receive – they are all related to each other. It's one issue, not separate issues. It's something that you have to approach it wholly, not partially. But if you approach it intellectually, ideally or idealistically, romantically, then you don't see the wholeness of life. So, we are asking, we are searching out if there is a possibility of ending sorrow. Fear, pleasure and sorrow have existed from time beyond thought. Man has always had these three factors in life – fear, the pursuit of pleasure, and sorrow. And apparently man has not gone beyond them. They have tried every method, every system that you can think of. They have tried to suppress it, they have tried to escape from it, they have tried to invent a god and surrender all this to that invention, but that hasn't worked either. So we must find out whether sorrow can end. And to understand the nature of sorrow, the cause of sorrow; is that cause different from fear? Is that cause different from pleasure – pleasure of achievement, pleasure of possession, pleasure of having great power, pleasure of talent, pleasure of wealth?

I do not know if you have not noticed, this country is becoming more and more materialistic. Money matters an awful lot to all of you and yet you go and worship, not god, money. If you are pursuing that path of material happiness, you are going to end up in such chaos. And the world is doing that. There is threat of war – the atom bomb. That is the end of materialism. But you don't understand all this.

So let's find out whether sorrow and fear can ever end. And the pursuit of pleasure is infinite, is endless, not only sexual pleasure, the pleasure of becoming something, the pleasure of achievement, the pleasure of being attached to somebody, whether that attachment is to a person, to an idea, to a conclusion, to a person. And where you are pursuing that pleasure there is always the shadow of fear with it. And where there is fear, there is sorrow. So please do not take one thing as though something separate, a fear is separate, but they are all together, they are all interrelated and one must deal with them all wholly, not separately. If that is clear – and we are not dealing sorrow separately as though it was something different from fear. So we are looking, searching out the nature of sorrow and the ending of sorrow because where there is sorrow, there is no love. Sorrow expresses itself in so many ways – the sorrow of loneliness, the sorrow of seeing this vast country: poverty, corruption, utter disregard for another human being, carelessness. When you watch all this day after day, that's also sorrow, the utter neglect of all the politicians right all over the world. They only want power, position. And where there is power there is evil. And sorrow is the loss of someone you love, whatever that love may mean. Sorrow of losing, sorrow of ending something that you have cherished, something that you have held on, the sorrow of doubt, the sorrow of seeing one's own life such empty shell, meaningless existence. You may have money, sex, children, be very fashionable, rich, but it is an empty life, there is no depth in it. Seeing that, perceiving the nature of it, is also sorrow. The sorrow of a man who has everything and nothing. The sorrow of ignorance.

So, can sorrow end? It's not your sorrow; it's also mine and another's. Don't deal sorrow as your particular precious stuff. It is shared by all humanity. But when you deal with it as your particular sorrow, your private quiet sorrow, it's the sorrow of all human beings, whether you are a man or a woman, rich or poor, sophisticated or at the height of your excellence. So please do not deal with all these factors like fear, pleasure, sorrow, love and so on as something separate from each other, or that's yours, your secret pleasure, your secret sorrow. You must approach this whole thing wholly, not fragmentarily. If you approach it fragmentarily, you will never solve them. You see, this country is separating itself from all other countries. America is separating from all other countries, England, Russia and each country is trying to solve its own problems – poverty, lack of food, ignorance – not of books, that is fairly cheap – but ignorance of oneself. So either the politicians awake one day and see there must be a global relationship, not national relationship, a global, human relationship. One wants to cry when there is such appalling things are going on.

So please, look at grief, pain, sorrow as a movement of life, as a whole movement of life, not something different from life. This is our daily life. And to find out whether there is an end to all this – to misery, to conflict, pain, sorrow and fear, one must be able to perceive them, one must be able to be aware of them. So we must understand what is perception, how to look at all this. Is the observer who looks at all this: the poverty, the loneliness, the anxiety, the uncertainty, the suffering – is all that different from the observer? Or all that is the observer. You understand? Please, I will explain this. We have separated the 'me', who is the observer, different from that which he is observing. I say, 'I am suffering', and I say to myself that suffering must end, and to end it I must suppress it, I must escape from it, I must follow a certain system. So I am different from fear, from pleasure, from pain, sorrow. Are you different from all that? Or you may think that there is something in you which is totally different from all that. If you think that, that's part of your thought, therefore it's nothing sacred there.

So please, is the observer different from the observed? Don't make it absurd. You see a tree, when you say, 'Am I different from the tree?' – you are I hope – but when you are angry, envious, brutal, violent, are you not all that? The meditator is the meditation. Yes sir, think about it. So the observer is the observed. See the importance of this. Before we have divided the observer from the observed. That means there is a division between that and the other. So there was conflict. You could then control it, suppress it, fight it. But if you are that, if you are sorrow, if you are fear, if you are pleasure, you are this whole conglomeration of all this. And to realise that fact is a tremendous reality. Therefore there is no division and therefore there is no conflict. Then the observer is the observed, then there is totally different action takes place. It's a totally different chemical action takes place. It is not an intellectual achievement, but to see the truth of it, not the intellectual concept of the truth, but to see the fact that you are not different from your qualities. You are not different from your anger, jealousy, hate – you are all that. Do you know what happens when you realise that, not verbally but inwardly? Find out. You are waiting for me to tell you. I won't. (Laughter) You see how your mind works – you are waiting for me to tell you. You don't want to find out. If I tell you then you will say, yes, right or wrong, but you will go on. But when you find out for yourself the actual truth of it, that the observer is the observed, the watcher is the watched. When you watch the moon, the full moon of yesterday rising out of that smog, that moon is not you – unless you are loony! But you are the whole bundle of your consciousness. The content of your consciousness is what you are and the content of that consciousness is put together by thought. Now to find out, not the ending of thought, but to find out how to observe the content. When you observe without the division, then there is a totally different action takes place.

Sir, where there is love, there is no observer. There is no you and the one that you love. There is only that quality of love.

Right, sirs.

January 1983




Fourth Public Talk in Bombay

This is the last talk. We have talked about a great many things that concern our daily life. We ought to talk over together the significance of death, not that it is a morbid subject. Also we should have a dialogue about what is religion and meditation. But before we go into all that, I wonder if one is aware of what is happening to our minds, to our brain, if one is aware of the extraordinary capacity of the brain in the technological world, the extraordinary things that the brain, which is the seat of thought, has brought about – extraordinary things are happening in the technological world of which most of us are unaware. And technologically we have progressed, advanced so rapidly, and psychologically – that is what we are, our behaviour, our attitudes, our actions – we are more or less unevolved. We are still aggressive, brutal, cruel, thoughtless – for thousands and thousands of years. And apparently man is still behaving more or less as he behaved 40,000 years ago. And if one had that same energy, that same intensity as one uses in the technological world, if we could go very, very deeply into ourselves and go beyond ourselves, the brain has infinite capacity there too. But very few have taken that journey, very few have gone into this question whether the mind, the brain, can ever be free, totally free and therefore enquire very, very deeply, search out what lies beyond, if there is anything beyond thought. And we are going to talk over that presently.

Some of you perhaps have heard of genetic engineering. That is, man has not progressed, evolved to the same extent as the technological efforts. So the genetic experts say that they assume a factor, a creative element handed down from father to offspring, certain tendencies, qualities. This is what is called in part of the beginning of engineering, genetic engineering, they are saying since man – you – have not changed fundamentally for thousands of years, perhaps – and they assume – that man can be changed through genetic interference. We are putting it very, very briefly. It is a very complex question which we are not going to discuss, but we must understand what is going on. That as human beings have not deeply changed their characteristics, their way of life, their violence, they are hoping through certain chemical and so on to change the genes, the factors of that create certain characteristics from the father to the son.

And also we should consider what is happening in the computer world. We cannot neglect all this – the genetic engineering and what is happening in the computer world. They are trying, perhaps successfully, or not, to create a mechanical intelligence, ultimate intelligence through the computer which will then think much more rapidly, more accurately and inform to the robots what they should do. This is happening already. And they are trying, as we have talked to others about this matter, they are trying to bring about a machine, a computer which has ultimate intelligence. You understand all this? So there is on the one side genetic engineering, on the other the computer taking, acting, as human beings, inventing generation after generation of computer, improving and so on – I won't go into all that. So what is going to happen to the human mind? You understand? What is going to happen to us when the computer can do almost everything that we do? It can meditate (laughter), it can invent gods, much better gods than yours, it can inform, educate your children far better than the present teacher, educators, and it will create a great deal of leisure to man. One has seen in Japan on a television, a computer instructing a robot how to build a car and the robot did some mistake, the whole machinery stopped and the computer told him what went wrong, and the computer did the right thing, and the whole thing started. You are understanding the nature of all this, the significance of all this? That is, what is going to happen to our minds when the computer and the genetic engineering are rapidly advancing, what is going to happen to us? We will have more leisure, the computer plus the robot will do a great many things that we are doing now in factories, in offices and so on. Then man will have leisure. And how will he use that leisure? You understand? Please go into this with me for a while. If the computer can outthink you, remember far more than you do, calculate with such astonishing speed and gives you leisure, either you pursue the path of pleasure which is entertainment – cinemas, religious entertainments – you know all the industry of entertainment, including gurus – and either entertainment or psychological search, seek out inwardly and find out for oneself a tremendous area that is beyond all thought. These are the only two possibilities left for us: entertainment or delving into the whole structure of the psyche and acting.

Now, we are asking what is our human mind, our brain. We are going to find out for ourselves. So please, as we've said over and over again, we are thinking together, you are not merely listening to the speaker, accepting some words, ideas, or we are communicating with each other, thinking together and finding out.

So we'll first begin by asking: what is the significance of death? It is not an old man's question. It is the question of all humanity whether we are very young or very old. What is the meaning, the significance, the extraordinary thing called death? Yesterday evening, we talked about several things including what is love, compassion. What is the relationship of life which is not only the whole human existence, what is its relationship to love, to death and to the whole search of man for thousands of years to find something that is beyond all thought. To understand the meaning of death, because we are all going to die – thank the lord. Right? We are all going to die. That is absolute certainty. And we are so afraid of it, or you rationalise it – you say yes, I accept it. I accept death as I accept pain, as I accept sorrow, as I accept loneliness, I also accept death. Which is to submit to suffer death, to allow the whole of existence of a human being to come to an end, either through disease, through old age or through some incident. We have never found out what it means to die while we are living, not commit suicide but to understand the depth of it. I hope we are together looking at it. You are looking at it as an incident of life, as a fact of life, as violence is a fact of life, as hatred is a fact of life. And we must if we are at all reasonable, sane, we must look at this question of death in similar manner, not accept it, not just say it is inevitable or try to find out what lies beyond death, but to observe the nature of dying.

What does death mean to most of us? Please we are asking this question not rhetorically but to find out. Surely it means the ending both organically, biologically and to all the things that we have held dear, to all the wounds, pains, sacrifice, resistance, loneliness, despair – all that coming to an end. Which means either there is a continuity of the self, the 'me', or the ending of the 'me'. You are following all this? We said death is an ending. You can believe in reincarnation, as most of you perhaps do. If you do, you have to ask the question, what is it that continues? Is there a continuity? Or is there constant change – breaking, ending, beginning? You are following? So if you believe, as most people in India perhaps believe, that you are going to be reborn and what is it that is going to be reborn? Surely not the physical body, but if you believe in that, it is a continuity of what you are now – right? – continuity of your beliefs, your activities, your greed and so on and so on and so on. That is the bundle which is the consciousness, which is the self. Right? That self which is essentially consciousness is put together by thought – your greed, your envy, your religious belief, superstitions, your angers and so on – all those are the activities of thought. You are the result of a continuous movement of thought. And if you believe in reincarnation – (coughs) this awful weather, full of smog, foul air – so, if you believe all that, you must find out if it is an illusion or a reality. If you are your name, your form, your ideas, your conclusions, your experiences, are they the factor of continuity as the 'me' in the next life?

Now what is that 'me'? Go on, sirs, please search out with the speaker. This is a very important question. Each one of us, we think, is a separate entity, so-called individuals. And what is that individuality? The name, the form, what you remember, your attitudes, your loneliness, your pain, your anxiety, your chaos, your sorrow and uncertainty. You may have a bank account, or not, you may live in a nice house or a small little room or in a nice flat, but you are all that. You are the bank account. Right? Are you following all this? When you are attached to a bank account, you are that bank account. When you are attached to a house, you are the house. When you are attached to your body, you are that. You may have lovely furniture, perhaps thirteenth, fourteenth century, you have marvellous furniture and if you are attached to that you are that furniture. So you are all that, which is what? Go on sir, think it out – when you are attached to a chair, to a person, to an idea, to an ideal, to your personal experiences, what are the implications of that attachment?

Why are you attached, because death says you cannot be attached – that's the end. You may believe in the future but death says you have ended, your attachments are over, your bank account is over, your guru and all your following is over. Right? So what is it that continues, that is reborn? Memories? Ideas? Which is what? Something dead. You are following? Or there is no continuity at all. You are following? Search out, please. Continuity means that which is goes on modifying itself. You are becoming something, and achieving it and wanting more. Continuity implies security, certainty. Are you certain about anything? Is there security in your ideas? So we want continuity. We hope to have continuity because in continuity we think there is security. One has been married for ten years, fifteen years, or five days, or fifty years – there is certain continuity – legal responsibility, but in that continuity there is conflict, misery, unhappiness, all the rest of that in that relationship. So there is no continuity at all. There is constant change if you are aware of it. Either that can be superficial; or a total mutation – not transformation but mutation, change – that which has existed completely undergoes a change.

May I just stop a minute? A few seconds. (Pause)

One must find out for oneself what is fact, what is the truth of this matter. One cannot be convinced by argument, by so-called evidence and so on. One cannot be convinced about anything, one has to search out and seek and find what is true and what is illusion. We have lived with this illusion that we are separate entities. Whereas if you examine very closely, our consciousness which is you is shared by all humanity. They suffer as you suffer, they are uncertain as you, they are lonely, miserable, confused, anxious, as you are. So your consciousness is not yours. It is the consciousness of all humanity. So you are the entire humanity. It is not mere logical conclusion or observation but it is a fact. And we have been trained, educated both religiously, educationally that we are separate individuals. So we are frightened that individuality should come to an end. Right? You are following all this? But if one sees the reality, the truth that you are the rest of mankind, and then what is death? You understand? Instead of being frightened I may die and I hope to live next life, and I who wish to have continuity and hoping that continuing will modify, change gradually till it reaches god knows what, such a thought, such concept as an individual when one approaches the question of death, there is immense fear of ending.

Have you ever enquired what is the nature of ending. Not ending to begin something. Ending. That is, you are attached, that is a common fact – attached to your children, attached to your husband and wife, attached to something or other. And death comes along and wipes away that attachment. Right? You can't carry your money to heaven. You may like to have it till the last moment but you cannot take it with you, and death says, 'No.' So can we, living, understand the nature of attachment with all its fear, jealousy, anxiety, possessive feeling, while living be free of attachment? Are you following all this? Are you following what we are talking about? While you are alive, to end something voluntarily, easily without any pressure, without any reward or punishment, to end. In that there is great beauty. Then one understands the nature of freedom.

In the ending there is no beginning, something new, there is an ending. And when there is an ending there is that feeling of total freedom of all the burden that humanity has carried for centuries. I know... one knows that you listen to all this, smile, nod your head and agree but you will go on being attached. That is the easiest way, the most comforting and the most painful, anxious way, but you will go on. And you call that practical. Whereas if you understand the nature of ending, ending your ambition in a very, very competitive world, understand the ending of your arrogance, your pride, your status. So when this so-called organism ends, the content of consciousness of humanity goes on, unless you bring about a radical change in that consciousness, a mutation so that you are no longer in that stream of selfishness, you are no longer caught, encaged, put in prison of attachment, uncertainty and so on. There is a totally different way of living.

And also we should talk about religion. Again it is a very complex question, and together we are going to find out what is a religious mind, a mind that is religious – not the mind that does puja, you know all the ceremonials and all the beliefs and all that – that is not religion, those are the inventions of thought. God is your invention because you find life so dull, boring. It is such a pain so you invent god who is all perfect, all loving, all beautiful – you know all that stuff. And you worship that. You worship that which you have put together by thought. So thought is deceiving you. I don't know if you understand all this. But you will go on because you love to live in illusions. So we must find out what is a religious mind because a religious mind brings about a new world, a new civilisation, a new culture, a new outburst of energy. So one must find out for oneself, not be told, not be directed, not to be explained like a lot of children, what is a religious mind. Obviously all the religions in the world are the result of a great deal of intrigue, property, a great deal of wealth, all put together by thought. There is no denying that, however erudite you are, however sceptical you are or however religious you are – religious in the ordinary sense of that word. If you are willing to examine, as you must, if you are at all concerned with what is happening in the world and what is happening around you, you must enquire what is religion. Not accepting, not believing, not having faith – such activities are related to one's own desires, comforts, hope.

So what is a religious mind? You can only find out if you deny totally all the present religious structure, religious beliefs and ideas because it is only a free mind that can find out what is the quality of a religious mind.

First of all, one can see very clearly freedom is essential. Not freedom from something, a prisoner wanting freedom which means away from a prison. First he is caught in a prison, then he wants freedom to leave that prison. That is only a reaction. That reaction is not freedom. Freedom implies the total ending of all illusions, of all belief, of all your accumulated wants, desires. That freedom is something totally different from the desire to be free. A religious mind is a sane, healthy factual mind, faces facts, not ideas.

The speaker can go on explaining what is a religious mind. Perhaps you will accept the definitions or deny the definitions but merely arguing, analysing, questioning may help, but it may not necessarily bring about a religious mind. We have become too clever. So one has to have great humility, a sense of not knowing. And also a religious mind acts, because it is compassionate. And that action is born of intelligence. Intelligence, compassion, love all go together.

What is meditation? Don't suddenly sit up properly (laughter). That has no meaning. You may sit cross-legged, breathe properly, practise various systems, that is not meditation. We are going to enquire, search out for ourselves what is meditation. The word 'meditation' means – the word – according to a good dictionary: to ponder over, to think over, to look closely, to come in touch with, not something sublime, invented by thought, but come close and touch your daily life. That is the ordinary dictionary meaning of that word 'meditation'. And also meditation implies measurement. The meaning of that word is to measure, also to think over, to ponder over, to consider and to measure. That is the meaning of that word.

So, we'll begin by asking why do we measure? What do we mean by measurement? You understand?

Are we talking together, or are you going to sleep? Are we both meeting each other or the speaker instructing you? If you are thinking he is instructing you, then you are totally wrong. He is not instructing you, he is not telling you what to do. But together find out what is meditation.

We asked why is there in our mind and heart this constant measurement? Measurement means comparison. To compare myself with you, who are beautiful, clear, certain, the whole feeling of your being is totally different from me. And I compare myself with you, wanting to be like you, wanting to be like your guru, like your highest – whatever the example is. Why do we compare at all in life? And we say we compare in order to make progress. In the technological world you have to compare. There must be measurement. Measurement was invented by the Greeks, ancient Greeks – to measure. And with us, we are always comparing: you are beautiful, I am not, I want to be as beautiful, as powerful as you are. Right? We want to be enlightened as you are. So there is always this competition of comparison between us. We are never free of that movement, but if we are free then what are we? You understand my question? If you don't compare, as you must compare between two materials, two clothes or two cars – there you must naturally compare, but in human relationship why do we compare? And is it possible to be free of comparison, the ending of comparison? If you do, then you throw away a great burden that has no reality. Because then you are what you are. From there you can begin. But if you are always comparing, becoming somebody else, then you are fundamentally unhappy, anxious, frightened, and all the rest of it. So please ask the question of yourself whether you can live without comparison, without any form of measurement, which is quite difficult because we are trained, educated, convinced that we are this, but we will become that. The 'becoming that' is a form of measurement. To live without a single movement of measurement, that is part of meditation.

And most people who meditate now follow various systems. Each one has his own guru and he has laid down certain systems of meditation and you practise, repeat certain words over and over and over again, and you call that meditation. When you repeat over and over again, what is happening to your brain? You become more and more dull – which is what is... look at... You become a machine, and you think that is meditation. And you will go on doing it in spite of what the speaker is saying.

So when enquiring what is meditation, there can be no system, no effort. Effort means conflict. Right sir? Can you be free of systems, practice, realising the fact that your brain, your senses become dull? And perhaps that is what has happened to this country. And the tragedy of it. You are copying all the technology of the West. You have your own aeroplanes, your own guns, your own shells, and your own computers, your own – all from the West. And the West is making you more and more materialistic. We are not talking... we are not condemning the West. They have their own problems, as you have.

So, can you be free of systems? It is so logical, so sensible, so sane that when you practise over and over again, sitting straight – you know all that silly stuff – you are becoming gradually mechanical, gradually dull, like those people who belong to certain communities, form little groups. You can't talk to them reasonably. They believe, they practice, and they are killing themselves. So can the mind, the brain realise what it means to follow somebody; to obey what somebody else tells you what to do, because he has got a different dress, calls himself a guru – all those things have destroyed the beauty of a religious mind. And meditation is none of these things, yoga included. Standing on your head and doing all those things, none of that is meditation, obviously. Then what is meditation?

We want experience. You are craving for some strange experience, so-called spiritual experiences. We have enough of experiences in this world, of pain, anxiety, sorrow, and we say we must have something more, greater experience. Experience has nothing whatsoever to do with meditation. To experience there must be an experiencer, and if there is an experiencer, that experiencer is the continuity of past memories which is the self. Meditation is the understanding of the whole structure of the 'me', the self, the ego, and whether it is possible to be totally free of the self. Not seek some super-self. The super-self is still the self.

So, meditation is something which is not a cultivated, determined activity. There must be freedom, and where there is freedom there is space. I wonder if we understand what space is. Have we space, apart from the physical world? Have we, living in Bombay, space? Hardly. Right? We live in a little flat or a little room and our minds gradually accept that little space. We are talking of space which has no walls. You know when you look at the sea, when the smog has gone and you see the far horizon, the vast distance, and when you look up at the stars and see their extraordinary brightness and vast space, and the space that you have in your mind, how small it is, how narrow it is. That space in your heart and mind is so controlled, shaped, put together, so there is hardly any space in you. To understand that which is sacred there must be vast space – in you, not out there in the sea. You understand? Space is not separation. Space is not division. When you divide there is space – between you and your wife, between you as India and another country. But that is not space. The space demands inwardly, can only exist when there is no conflict whatsoever. Then when there is that vast limitless space of the mind, then only in that space there is energy. Not the energy and friction of thought, because that energy is born out of freedom.

When there is that space and silence and that immeasurable energy, then that which is utterly nameless, measureless, timeless, then there is that which is sacred. But to find that, one must have great love, great compassion which must begin at home. One must love your wife, your children, your husband. Love cannot exist with attachment. Then if it is attachment, then you have all the problems of life.

So, sirs and ladies, it is your life. Either you bring about a great radical psychological revolution in yourself, or the chemists, the experts of the genetic world are going to make you do something. Then you will become merely machines. Then life will have very little meaning. But there is great significance, great meaning if you know, if you are aware what love is, compassion and intelligence, and out of that comes great silence and vast space. All that cannot exist if there is any shadow of selfishness. And this is meditation, and not the repetition of words, not the discipline of will, but the discipline of order which comes when there is no conflict.

Right sirs.
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This is not a lecture as it is commonly understood; to inform or instruct. This is a dialogue between you and the speaker, a conversation in which you and the speaker are going to explore together the extraordinary problems that we are facing. We have to think together, which is quite arduous, because each one has his own particular opinion, his own values and judgements, experiences and so on, to which he clings to, obstinately, or willing to let go. And this is not a course of entertainment, not something you are told what to do, or be instructed in any way. But together you and the speaker are going to explore the extraordinary crisis, not only in the physical world, but in consciousness, in our way of life, in what we are doing. One must consider together after forty five thousand years and more why human beings are what they are now. Together we are going to think; not the speaker thinks and then you listen, or wait for an answer from the speaker to our problems, but together we will investigate very carefully, in this very short time, why after perhaps thousands upon thousands of years we are what we are: violent, pursuing endlessly wars, conflict, confusion, uncertainty.

So please, if one may point out most respectfully that we are together find out the causes, and when one discovers the cause there is an end to the cause. So we are going to look, perceive together without any motive. Most of you perhaps have come here either out of curiosity or to be intellectually entertained or be stimulated. And one is afraid if you come with those intentions then we shall not be able to communicate with each other. You are facing very great issues, and to seek an immediate answer is rather futile. We must together explore the extraordinary complexity, the way of our thinking, why we behave in a certain way, and so on. So together let us think and find out.

Settle down please. (Laughs) We'll go on. You are used to football (laughter), to be entertained, to be disturbed. But this is a very serious affair.

What has brought us to this present condition? Is it thought? Is it mere accident? Is it man everlastingly must live in conflict? Seeing what is happening all over the world, the extraordinary advance in technology, in surgery, chemistry, and the biological experiments they are making in one direction, in one field, all that is going on – medicine, surgery, going to the moon, putting some silly flag up there. And psychologically, inwardly, we more or less remain as we have been for centuries upon centuries. There is advance in the field of technology, computers, way of communication, and so on. In the other direction, inwardly, we have hardly moved at all. We are more or less what we have been from the beginning of time: conflict, envy, brutality, violence, the state of anxiety, loneliness, despair, hopelessness, seeing that man cannot possibly change. Either one becomes very, very depressed, or tries to find a way out of all this. Is there a way out of all this? Please, we are thinking together, we are questioning together. The speaker may put it into words but it is a conversation between you and the person who is speaking, a dialogue with two friends, serious, committed to find out.

Is there a way out of this at all? Politically all the world over, whatever problems they have, and the solution of those problems, there are a hundred other problems in the solution. There is a political division, ideological divisions, religious divisions, national divisions, and the divisions between man and man, between man and woman. These divisions – as the Hindu, the Buddhist, the Christian and the Muslim, with all their sub divisions – wherever there is division there must be conflict. Wherever there are nationalities, the American, the Russian, the Chinese and so on, there must inevitably be various forms of economic, social, military, political struggle. Perhaps most of us are aware of this, but we seem to be unable to do anything. We see that where there is division of any kind there must be conflict. The world is divided into nationalities, into racial divisions, colour, religious and so on. All these divisions exist, they are actual, they are not theoretical. And these divisions have brought about wars. Not a particular kind of war, the nuclear and so on, but wars. Apparently nobody is interested in stopping wars. Nobody is interested apparently to find out the causes of war and whether those causes can be totally, completely eliminated. Neither the politicians nor the religious hierarchy, whether they be Catholic, Buddhist or Hindu, are interested in ending war. They may talk endlessly about peace; you cannot have peace if there is division, division as nationalities.

Who has brought about these divisions? Please, this is an important question to find out for ourselves, not be instructed by the speaker. He is not a guru, thank god! We have to think very seriously, deeply, by asking who and what are the causes of this division, this endless division. Is it thought? Is it that thought, which has been necessary in the world of technology, in the world of surgery and medicine, communication, where thought must be employed, and is it thought that has created this division? Thought has built marvellous cathedrals, great paintings, lovely poems, great literature, and so on. To find out for ourselves what is the cause, the basic cause, the fundamental cause, why humans have lived through centuries upon centuries divided, endless tribal wars – the American tribalism is called nationalism, it is still tribalism. And they apparently glory in their tribalism, as they all do all over the world. Glorified nationalism is still tribalism.

Who has brought about all this misery, confusion, sorrow? And there is so little compassion, love. I hope... one hopes that you are asking the question: who is responsible for all this? Who has created this society in which we live? The immoral society, the society in which man has to work from morning till night, going to the office every day for the rest of his life till he dies, his fears, his deep anxiety, the desperate struggle to become something, and the all-consuming sorrow of mankind. You might ask that each one of us is responsible. Each one of us is responsible for what is going on in the entire world, because our consciousness with all its reactions is not your consciousness or mine, it is the consciousness of the entire humanity. The entire humanity suffers. The entire humanity goes through great agonies of suspicion, of confusion, sorrow, fear, loneliness. All that every human being here, in this country, or in the far away countries, they all share that same anxieties and so on. Your consciousness is not yours. Your consciousness with all its content – your gods, your disbelief, your faiths, and so on, is common, the ground on which all human beings stand. So you actually, if one may point out very carefully, that you are not individuals. We like to think we are individuals because our consciousness, which is our heritage, tradition, the conditioning is shared by every human being living on this earth.

Please investigate it, don't reject it, but find out, if one may ask, for yourself find out if this is true or false. If it is true then you will find out for yourself whether you are what the religions have said, what society has said. Everyone encourages this spirit of separation as the individual. And the individual is struggling against everybody else for his happiness, for his success, to overcome his own obstacles and so on. Surely our consciousness – I hope we understand what we mean by consciousness: all that we are, the name, the form, the qualities, the fears, the faith, the disbelief, the content of our consciousness is what we are. And that content is common, shared by all human beings. So it is not personal consciousness.

And that consciousness is the movement of thought. Thought is always limited because thought is the outcome of experience and knowledge, stored in the brain as memory. So knowledge is always incomplete about everything. That's a fact. All the scientists are always adding more and more and more. Our knowledge about your wife or your husband is limited. You actually don't know your wife or your husband. Your experiences are limited. So thought is always limited. That thought is shared by the greatest scientist, greatest philosopher, or by the most ignorant man who does not know how to read. He may live in a small hut far away from all so-called civilization. He thinks and so does the rich scientist. They may express their thinking in different ways but they all think. So thinking is not individual thinking. All this may sound rather absurd or irrational, but if you carefully examine without any bias, without any prejudice or conclusion you will see the actual truth of it, that your thinking is not yours. It is the thinking of all man, mankind.

So when one realises that truth, that it is not your individual thinking, individual consciousness, then you are responsible, one is responsible for everything that is happening in this monstrous, ugly world. As long as each one of us is violent we are sharing the violence of all mankind. If we are envious we are sharing all the complications of envy of every human being on this earth, and so on. This is a fact. It is not some speculative theory of the speaker. So thought is responsible for all this; for the technological advancement, for the glory of a great poem, or a great painting, and all the things that are contained in the cathedrals, in the churches, in the mosques, in the temples, are all the result of thought. Thought has created god. I hope this is not too much of a shock to any of you. If you are really shocked, so much the better. But if you merely accept it as an intellectual statement and go along with it, it will have no value.

Words are merely a means of communication. Words, which are common between you and the speaker as English language, is a convenience of communication. But the word is not the thing. The word is not the actuality, the fact. Nor the explanation, nor the description. But most of us are caught easily in descriptions and explanations and are satisfied with those. But if you... if one goes into the matter very, very seriously, as one must, when we are facing such an extraordinary crisis, must find out if thought, which is always limited because all knowledge is limited. We have discussed this matter with a great many so-called scientists, philosophers. They admit that thought is limited. And so is knowledge. There are other scientists and philosophers who say through knowledge man advances, ascends – like Bronowski and others. We are questioning that. Can that which is limited, because knowledge is limited, which they admit, can there be advance, evolve through limitation? If thought is limited, its evolution will always be limited. Therefore whatever it does must create conflict. I hope we are together in this, not merely intellectually, verbally, but actually. That we see together, perceive the actual truth that thought, which is the outcome of experience, knowledge, and knowledge and experience are always limited, therefore thought is ever limited. And what is limited must inevitably create conflict.

Thought has created all these problems, the problems of war, thought has divided human beings into different nationalities because thought said perhaps there is security in a group as in a family and the greater community, the nation and so on. And in dividing human beings into nationalities, hoping to find security, it has brought about total insecurity, which is war and all the diabolical inventions to kill human beings. Thought is responsible for this. There is no question about it, you can't argue against it. You can show what thought has done in surgery and so on, so on, in the technological world, but thought in human relationship is what we are talking about. Thought has created these innumerable, intricate problems in our life. And thought having created the problems tries to find solutions to the problems it has created. Right? Are we together in this, somewhat? Thought has led us to the present condition. And our brains have been educated, trained, conditioned to solve problems. If you are an engineer you have the problems which must be solved. A scientist, he has problems and he must solve those problems, mathematicians, or those who are guiding the Challenger and so on. We are trained from childhood to solve problems. Our brain has the capacity, is conditioned, trained to resolve problems. So we treat life as a problem to be solved. Please consider this.

And as thought has created the misery, the sorrow, the conflict among human beings with their separate ideologies, and these ideologies are the product of thought, whether it is the communist ideology or the democratic ideology or the dictatorship ideology, they are all the result of thought. Thought has created the problem, this present problem, and thought is being used to solve those problems. And you see what is happening: multiplication, deepening of problems. So when one realises that, the actuality of it, the truth of it, then one asks, is there a different instrument other than thought? Please we are asking this very, very serious question. Is there a different kind of instrument rather than that instrument which we have used, which is thought, which apparently has found no answer to any of these problems? Are we aware of this fact, that thought has created the religious divisions, thought has created your saviour and all the rituals, however beautiful they are. The speaker was once in Venice, and a Cardinal was performing a mass. It was the most beautiful thing one saw. It was a great sensation. And people were genuflecting, crossing themselves, it was great fun. Day after day for some length of time this went on. And that religion, not only the Christian religion, but the Hindu, the Buddhist, the Islamic world, have nothing whatsoever to do with our daily living. They are romantic, sentimental, and all that is the product of thought, the gods and all the circus that goes on in the name of religion.

So when you actually see the truth of it, then you begin to ask, and you can only ask this if there is tremendous doubt, scepticism, of all the things that thought has put together. Not only your consciousness, your behaviour, your conclusions, your opinions, your values, which are all the activity and the movement of thought. One must doubt all that to find out the truth. But most of us are frightened to doubt because when we doubt there is great uncertainty. It evokes fear.

So we are asking is there another instrument? Before we can investigate into that we must question also the whole problem of time. Time is a series of movements, both the outer – time by the watch, by daylight, sunlight, sun rising, sun setting, full moon and so on; to learn a language I must have time, to learn a skill one must have time – and psychologically time may be the enemy of man. The speaker is saying that. Please don't accept it. Look, please consider it. Together we are looking into it. We have been told, and our tradition says we must become something, not only in the outward world but also inwardly. The becoming implies time. We carry over from the becoming something in the world to the psychological field. I am this but I will be that. I am violent but through time, which is evolution, I will be... there will be the end to violence, or become non-violent, which is absurd. Violence can never become non-violent. I know it is one of the catchwords which Tolstoy and others in India have propagated, that you are violent, human beings are violent, inherited from the animals, apes and so on, and gradually through time, which is evolution, he will become non-violent.

Please see the importance of this. Evolution, which is the movement of time; time being a slow inward movement, that evolution through forty, fifty thousand years on this earth has brought us to this state, to the present condition of what we are – jealous, envious, angry, violent, brutal, cynical, bitter, frightened. After forty thousand years or more, we are what we are through evolution, and we hope through evolution we will be changed – which seems rather ridiculous. If evolution has not changed us now, will evolution ever change us? Please put these questions to yourself. So one may ask: time may be the enemy of man, psychologically. There is no psychological evolution. If you and the speaker are the result of forty thousand years or more, and we are come to this peculiar state that we are in, will we, give me another forty thousand years, change? You understand the question? It seems so absurd, nonsensical. Which is, I am violent, through time, through evolution I will be without any violence. And if I am eventually going to be non-violent, the end of violence, in the meantime I am violent. You understand?

So time psychologically is the enemy of man. Thought is time. So thought which is a material process, and time is a series of movements from this to that, from here to there psychologically, and they have brought about man to this present condition, to the present condition of great pain and sorrow and passing pleasure. Time will not resolve it, nor thought. If this is very clear, not as verbal explanation but an actual fact, then only we can ask if there is a different instrument rather than that which we have used, which is thought. Like a good carpenter, like a good mechanic, he throws away something that has no longer any use. But we don't. We cling to it. We say, show me the other instrument then I'll give up the other. And nobody is going to show it to you, including the speaker, because this is a matter of great serious investigation.

Because we all want to be helped. We are in sorrow, pain. If there is physical pain we go to the doctor which is natural, necessary. But psychologically, inwardly, we want to be helped. And you have been helped. The priests have helped you for the last seven thousand years, as far as civilization is known. From the Sumerians there have been priests, the ancient Egyptians had priests, they told you what to do, as the modern psychologists tell you what to do. There isn't much difference. If you are in trouble you pay a hundred dollars or more for an hour and trot along to the psychologist and he will promptly tell you what to do. Perhaps he will take three months, at a hundred dollars an hour. And we want to be helped. So we invent the guru who says, 'I know, follow me, I will tell you exactly what to do'. And the dictators also have told us what to do. And the totalitarian states – the elite know and the layman doesn't know. Any dissent – concentration camp, or psychological hospital. So we depend on others to help us. Please, this is again a very serious matter. And there is nobody that will help you, psychologically. If one realises that truth, that fact, because for the last million... or long centuries we have sought help and we have created the helper, including god.

Where there is disorder in our life, confusion, that very confusion and disorder creates the authority. There was at one time in Italy a great confusion, physically – trains were late, things were stolen. We were there. And Mussolini came along and created order. Out of our disorder we create the authority. We are responsible for the authority. And then we worship the authority, whether it be the Christian authority, and so on. Because we live in disorder, our lives are confused, uncertain, frightened. There is great sorrow in our life. We are always seeking help from others. And probably – I hope not – you are here for that reason too. There is no help from this person. When one realises there is no help from outside, either by god or the angels, the so-called evangelists of this extraordinary country, and the philosophers and the books and the psychologists and so on, on which we all have depended, and all that dependence has led us to this misery. When one realises that, that there is no outside authority to help us out, when one realises that you may get depressed, which is another reaction, or become hopeless. But such reactions are symptoms of our present day existence; we jump from one thing to the other.

So, we have come to a point when you realise really, truly, actually, that time is a series of movements as thought, both are limited, they are similar – time is thought, and thought is limited. And that limitation has brought about this misery, this chaos in the world. When one comes to that point, not verbally, not merely intellectually but deep down in one's heart and blood, it is not a conviction. You are not convinced that the sun rises and the sun sets, it is a fact. So time and thought are not the answer because they are limited. To come to that point requires great meditation, not just verbal acceptance or intellectual conceit.

So now we must here ask if we have come to that point, that one is not seeking help from anyone to put our house in order. We have created the disorder in our house, and as human beings with some intelligence we must put that house in order. If we do not, we create the authority, and the authority dictates and creates more disorder. Are we together treading the same road, going along together on the same path? If we have not, then we must stop and investigate where you have stopped, why we do not proceed further. You understand my question? This is said most respectfully.

Do we realise how serious all this is? It is not a Saturday morning passing time, or tomorrow. It concerns our lives – what is the future of man, what is the future of your children. That is, the future tomorrow, that tomorrow extended for a thousand years. Are we responsible for our children, for the future of man? Not American man, not America, or your particular group, or your particular family, but the future of mankind, of which you are. If you separate yourself into families, small group, then that very limitation creates disorder. Please see advisedly this.

So one asks, what is the future of mankind? What is the future of each one of us? And for those we are responsible. Is it all a casual affair? Send them off to schools to be educated, and that peculiar conditioning through education to become soldiers. You understand? To become something or other. One has to earn a livelihood, which is becoming more and more difficult in an overpopulated world. Here in this affluent society, somewhat affluent, you don't know what poverty is. We have lived through it, from childhood we know what it is. And there are millions and millions who have hardly one meal a day. And when we are only concerned with ourselves, that concern, self-centred concern is limited, and therefore you are responsible for the misery of mankind. Each one of us is. And one must ask where are we going with the extraordinary technology, with the computer which may... the computer may take over our human thinking. It is doing that almost, creating a robot. I hope you know what is happening, and what is going to happen to the human mind. We are programmed, our minds are programmed – to be a Christian, to be a Hindu, to be this and to be that. And after being programmed for two thousand years as Christians, and Hindus for perhaps three to five thousand years, we repeat. Clever, cunning, destructive. So can a human mind be free from all those states of being programmed? You understand? That means freedom from conditioning.

I am looking at the time. I don't know what time it is. It is quarter past eleven. I was told to stop at quarter past eleven.

Can the – two minutes – can the human condition – human condition: what we are now – can that human condition be changed, moved, broken? There are those who say they cannot – great philosophers, great writers have said this. They can only continue in that condition, modified. But if you have gone into it very deeply, it can be. The conditioning can be radically changed, otherwise there is no freedom for man. Then he will live everlastingly, endlessly in conflict.

If we may we will continue tomorrow. Please don't clap – you are clapping for yourself not for me. May I get up?
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May we continue where we left off yesterday? We were talking about, were we not, about the urgency of change. It is becoming more and more important, as one observes what is happening in the world, that human beings after millennia upon millennia have not fundamentally in any way, psychologically changed. They have produced out of their psyche a very cruel society, a society that is immoral, brutal, violent, and during the last... or in the twentieth century there have been tremendous advancements technologically. But we have changed very, very little, if at all.

And, as we said yesterday morning, we have been programmed. Our brains though have extraordinary capacity, probably infinite capacity, which has been shown in the technological world what extraordinary things are being done. And in the psychological world if we could unprogram ourselves we then have infinite capacity, the brain has. I think most of the brain specialists who have gone into the question of the activity of the brain must inevitably ask if and when, can the brain be unconditioned, though it has its own rhythm, its own movement, but the self imposed conditioning – religiously, politically, economically – if the brain could uncondition itself then it has infinite capacity. Capacity is not merely the accumulated knowledge of experience. As we pointed out yesterday, such experience and knowledge is limited. And is it possible for us human beings who have been conditioned, programmed, definitely moulded in a certain pattern psychologically, is it possible to radically, fundamentally bring about a change?

And that change must be urgent. As we pointed out yesterday, time is an enemy of man. Time as evolution. We have evolved for the last, according to biologists and so on, forty, fifty thousand years, we have evolved, our brain has grown. But during those forty thousand years psychologically we have remained more or less the same. It is a fact. This is not a pet theory of the speaker. He has no theories, he has no belief, no conclusion, but if one observes very, very carefully, quite impersonally, these are obvious facts. And is it possible? One must ask oneself this question if one is at all serious, and the present crisis demands that we human beings be terribly serious, frighteningly serious, committed to the enquiry of the urgency of change, which implies whether it is possible for the whole content of our consciousness, which has been put together there by thought, thought itself being limited, and therefore our consciousness is equally limited and therefore conditioned. What is limited must invariably bring about division, conflict. And we ask in all seriousness whether that brain which has been programmed for, according to the Christians, if you believe in all that stuff, four thousand years ago, which is rather incredible, and according to the scientists and biologists, perhaps forty, fifty thousand years. One wonders if one is aware entirely with the present state of the world and our relationship to the world, and is our relationship different to the world and to the family, to the small unit of the community, however large that community be?

As we said yesterday, if one may remind each of us, that this is not an entertainment. You are not being stimulated, you are not being told what to do, or an exotic philosophy from India or from the Far East. We have gone beyond all that kind of nonsense. There is no Eastern thought and Western thought, there is only thinking; thinking that can be expressed in Eastern terminology and Western philosophy, but it is still thinking. And this thought, being limited, and all the content of our consciousness is put there by thought. And in the enquiry whether it is possible to bring about the urgency of change, one must look into our consciousness. That's what we are. Into our psyche. Not analytically because that takes time. The analyser and the analysed. I hope we are following each other. As we said, this is a dialogue between two friends, without any conclusions, without any belief and biases, but having a friendly dialogue, serious and deeply committed to the discovery whether it is possible for human beings, which is both of us, to be totally free from the condition which thought has brought about. So we are enquiring together into the nature of ourselves, what we are. Not according to any psychologist or philosopher, or what the ancient Greeks or the Hindus have said about what you are, but examining actually what we are now.

Our psyche, which is the consciousness, the awareness of our consciousness, and we are enquiring into the content of it. The content is what we are: our beliefs, our experiences, our faith, doubt, questioning, desires, superstitions, fears, pleasures, and the great agony of loneliness, suffering, and what we call love, which has become merely sexuality, sensory pleasures; and the religious enquiry, if there is something beyond all the manifestations of thought, if there is something utterly untouched by thought, something sacred, holy, which doesn't belong to any religion. All that is our consciousness, is our psyche, is what we are. And our consciousness is limited, and we have reduce that... we have made that consciousness as the individual consciousness, the my consciousness and yours, and so where there is this division, this limitation as the individual there must be conflict, which is so rampant in the world at the present time. So there is man against man, ideologies against ideologies, my country, my god, and your country and your god; each conclusion opposing other conclusions. This is the whole content of our consciousness, our psyche. That's what we are. Again, this is an indisputable fact. It is not the speaker is telling you what it is. If you enquire into it quietly, unbiased, deeply, this is what you, with your name, with your particular form, female or male, your bank account, if you have one – fortunately we have not – and this is our life, the conflict from the moment we are born till we die, the fear of death, the fear of living, the fear what lies beyond.

So we are asking whether there can be a fundamental change in this content. I hope we are thinking together, knowing that our thinking is limited, that we are communicating with each other not only verbally but much deeper. Because otherwise there is no communication at all, then it becomes a series of ideas, a stupid lecture without any significance, and it would be a waste of your time and that of the speaker. So please, we are together going into this matter: the urgency of change.

There are those who say it is not possible – man will always be conditioned. Volumes have been written about it by specialists. You are conditioned and you will always be conditioned, and modify that conditioning, put up with it and do the best of it, make the best of it. And the speaker says this conditioning can be totally, radically be changed – not modify it. If one has talked or discussed or read what the specialists say about the conditioning and living in that conditioning and modified, if you have read it, if you have enquired into it, please listen to what the speaker has to say, what you and the speaker are enquiring together. We have to find the truth of the matter, not the opinions of the experts. I do not know if one is aware that we are becoming slaves to experts. Not to the experts of medicine, doctors, surgeons and the specialists in computers and so on, but the specialists who tell you what we are, how you should behave and so on. We are gradually becoming overwhelmed by the specialists. And here the speaker is not a specialist, he has no profession. This isn't a job he is doing for personal achievement or entertainment. This is a very serious matter. And so we are together, always please remember that we are together enquiring into this. We are not asserting any authority, any specialised knowledge, but walking together, perhaps hand in hand as two friends, along the same path, same narrow road of enquiry. It is your responsibility to enquire, not just follow what the speaker is saying. That means one's brain must be active. And it is very difficult when one is tired. I hope you have all had a good night, fresh, not weary, so we can walk rapidly, because we have limited time, through the content of our consciousness and see whether it is possible to be free from all the misery, confusion and the agony of living.

So briefly we are going to go into it step by step. First we must enquire into our relationship, however limited, however intimate, the relationship between man and woman, between the parents and the children, and our relationship to the world. Because relationship is very important; relationship is life. Without relationship no man can exist. Even the most exclusive hermit, he is related to the world, and all the monks and the sannyasis of the world have relationships. So we must begin with the enquiry into our relationship with each other. Are we related at all when each person is pursuing his own desire, his own ambition, his own fulfilment, his own success? The man and woman who are doing separately the same thing, each wanting to fulfil, to become in his own way – how can there be relationship at all? Like two parallel lines running, never meeting. Perhaps for sensuality purposes, but otherwise apparently in this world the divisions are so deep between man and woman, psychologically they hardly ever meet at that level. And is it possible to meet, not merely sexually, but to have deep relationship with each other? Which means no separation at all. Please, this is a very serious enquiry. Don't just accept the words and look at the words and twist the words to suit your own particular way of thinking.

Can human beings, man and woman, without each one forming an image about the other, can they live together, with the world? That is, the world of the two individuals with their problems, with their whole being, meet together. That's only possible when each one doesn't make an image about the other. And what place has love in this relationship? Is there love at all? Or merely that love which is called sensual pleasure. Please, you are enquiring with the speaker. Is love desire? Is love pleasure? And if there is love then what is the quality and the nature of that word, the significance of that word? The holding of that word in your heart and your mind to find out the depth of that word. Do we ever hold a word like that, like 'suffering', 'loneliness', 'anxiety' and so on, do we ever live with a word, see the depth of it, the beauty of it, the energy of that word? To learn about that word means to look at it, to feel it, to go into it. And is it possible to have a relationship in which there is no conflict whatsoever? And that is possible when there is no thought building the image about the other, about each other. That means being aware, attentive, diligent. And love has that quality.

And is love desire? And what is desire? Please, if I explain the movement of desire, if the speaker goes into it, you are going into it too, not merely accepting the words and agreeing or disagreeing. We are moving together, enquiring together. So what is desire? How does desire arise? And desire becomes so potent, so driving, astonishingly powerful. All commercialism is based on that, to acquire more, more, more – desire. So what is desire? We will go into it together, though the speaker will point out, but we are learning together about it. I do not know if you have ever enquired into the nature of learning, what it is to learn. May we go into it? All this is not boring to you? Even though you may be familiar, some of you may have read what the speaker has said before, which would be unfortunate if that remains merely as a memory, but if you could enquire into the nature of desire. The speaker is enquiring, and so please, what he says, question, doubt, be sceptical, strong, when you are enquiring.

Surely desire is a movement of time. Desire – when does desire begin, what is the origin of desire? There is, first there is sensation – seeing, contact, sensation. Right? You see a beautiful picture, touch it, then from that seeing, touching, there is sensation. That's a natural, healthy reaction the sensation. Then thought creates the image of you having that picture in your house, in your room. At that moment when thought shapes the sensation by its image, at that second begins desire. Please see this for yourself, not accept what the speaker is saying. He has no authority, he is not a specialist, a guru – he has a horror of all that. So please see this for yourself, discover it: that where there is perceiving, seeing, visual, then contact, touching, smelling and so on, out of that arises sensation. Then thought creates the image, and at that second desire arises. So one asks can there be a hiatus, a gap between sensation and the moment when thought creates the image? The awareness of that intrusion of thought requires great attention. You are following all this?

You know, we have all been taught to discipline ourselves, to control ourselves. The word 'discipline' means, the etymological meaning of that word is, arises from the word 'disciple'. The disciple is one who learns, not who imitates, not who conforms, but is one who is learning. And if we are learning together there is no teacher and the taught. Then you are both the teacher and the disciple. I don't know if you are following all this, if it interests you. So, one has to learn the nature of desire. As one learns one begins to understand how desire is born, and be attentive to that movement, not controlling, suppressing or fulfilling, but be in a state of learning.

Obviously desire is not love. It can never be. But we have translated in the modern world that love to mean pleasure and sensation, sensuality. And in enquiring into the nature of love, what it is, we must also look into the content of our consciousness which is fear – part of that consciousness is fear. We are all afraid of something or other, from this smallest to the greatest, from losing a job, from being lonely, from growing old and dying, from not becoming somebody in this beastly world. There's fear of losing and the fear of gaining. Everybody in the world from the poorest to the most highly educated sophisticated human being knows what fear is. You know it, don't you? It is nothing new to you. And what fear does to each one of us. We may have our own pet fear, and we want our particular fear to be solved, but if we understand not the particular fear, but what is fear. In the larger the lesser is included. The lesser is my particular fear or your particular fear, but if we understand the root of fear, the cause of fear, not how to resolve fear, but in the understanding and the learning of what causes fear, then if you are serious and committed to the understanding and learning about fear, giving your time and energy to find out. Then there is an ending to fear completely, not relatively, not for the moment, but the total complete abnegation of that fear. So we will go into it, and I hope there will be time for other things too, because life is very complex. We ought to discuss what is pleasure, what is sorrow, what is the meaning of death, what is meditation, and if there is something that is beyond all time. All this within an hour. Exactly. So we will have to go into all this very, very briefly, succinctly, hoping that each one of us understands.

So we are enquiring what is the root of fear, not a particular fear but the root of all fear. The root of fear is time. What I will be, what I have been, what I might not be. Time is the past, the present and the future. The past modifying itself in the present and continuing in the future. Fear of something that has happened psychologically or physically last week or last year, and hoping that it will not continue in the future. So time is a factor of fear. The poor man; fear of not being able to find the next meal. You don't know all that. The fear of having no home, no shelter, no food. And the effect of fear, both on the physical organism, and on the psychological, on the psyche, and the very psyche may be made up of fear. Please understand that. You understand? The psyche, what you are, may be the result of fear, and probably is. So it is important to understand the depth and the meaning of fear. And that is time and thought. Time as the future – I might die, I might lose, I might be nobody. I am somebody now – which I doubt – but I want to be somebody in the future, the next day and so on. So time and thought are the root of fear.

We went into the question of thought, limited, and therefore one must ask a much more serious question: whether time and thought has a stop. Not fictional, scientific fictional time and thought, but actual thought and time. When we discuss, if we have time, meditation, we shall be able to find that out. Meditation is not all the silly nonsense that is going around, imported by the fantastic gurus with their nonsensical systems and all that. But to enquire into the ending of time and thought, because as long as those two have movements, fear will exist. Fear is related to pleasure. To have an amusing evening, or tomorrow, which is time, thought is already looking forward to some exciting pleasure, and that thinking about that particular form evokes fear, pleasure. So time and thought are related to fear and pleasure. We are not suppressing fear or overcoming fear or escaping from fear and pleasure, but understanding, learning the depth of it. When one understands, not intellectually, verbally or ideationally, or theoretically, but by watching, diligently, every movement of thought, not letting one thought escape from the awareness, then you begin to perceive, then there is the perception of the nature of fear and pleasure.

We have very little time, we must go on to the next thing, which is sorrow. Why man throughout the ages, from time beyond measure, why man has suffered, and is still suffering after so many centuries of existence. What is suffering? Why do we tolerate it? Why do we carry it in our heart, in our recesses of our mind – why? We have had two terrible wars in this century, in this last hundred years, terrible wars, brutal. You have seen all the horrible pictures. Soldiers being decorated heroes for killing so many, and imagine, or aware of how many women and men have cried, maimed, and being decorated by some silly people for killing others. That is the sorrow of the world. Are we responsible for this sorrow of the world? Of course we are, there is no question about it. As long as we are nationalistic, separative, tribal economically, socially, and religiously, we are responsible for these wars, for the killing of millions of people. Probably the Christians have killed more than anybody else. There is only one religion that has more or less avoided killing – first Buddhism, and Hinduism – not recently – and this is what religions have done to us. The religious people from the highest authority of the church talks about everlasting peace. But they never stop talking and saying we will excommunicate anybody who indulges in killing another.

So there is sorrow of the world. Then there is this sorrow of each one. Losing somebody through death, and in that loss of that person suddenly becoming aware of one's own terrible incalculable loneliness, shedding tears and so on. One cannot avoid sorrow. It is there. One may seek comfort, and that comfort is so shallow, meaningless, because after a little comfort and the passing of that comfort, sorrow is still there. We all know this. And is there an end to sorrow? Or man is destined, it is his nature, his condition, that he must suffer endlessly. The Christians try to avoid it by saying one figure has suffered for you and you perhaps will suffer less, but that has been meaningless too. Then there is the whole world of Hinduism with all their explanations of sorrow, karma and so on. I won't go into all that.

So is there an ending to sorrow? That is, is there an ending to self-centred activity? You understand? It is this self-centred activity that has brought about sorrow, not only outwardly, but inwardly. As long as the content of our consciousness is not diligently explored and broken down, there must be sorrow. There is no avoiding it or escaping it, it is there. Therefore it behoves us, if we are at all serious, that the ending of sorrow is far more important than the pursuit of pleasure, which the world is committed to. This vast entertainment industry which is spreading all over the world, sports, entertainment, it is taking further and further away each one of us from ourselves. And computer is doing that too – we won't go into that for the moment. So unless we understand what we are, what is our actual state, and to question whether it is possible to change. I will go into that briefly because time again is very limited because we have to discuss death, and meditation.

Take sorrow. You know what it means. You look at it, you feel it, you shed tears, become aware of the deep loneliness of one's life. And that brings about sorrow. We never stay with the feeling of that loneliness. Is that loneliness – please follow this for a minute, give your attention if you will – is that loneliness separate from you? Or you are that loneliness. You see the question? I suffer, and that suffering reveals that I am really an extraordinarily lonely person, that loneliness brought about by my self-centred activity, by my asserting aggressive individualism; that I see as though something different from me. But is that loneliness separate from me, or the very loneliness is me? You understand all this? Are we together in this a little?

When you are greedy, envious, is that envy different from you? Or you are envy – of course. But when there is a division between envy and you, then you do something about envy – control it, shape it, yield to it, and so on. So where there is division between you and the quality, there must be conflict. Clear? But the actuality is you are envy. That is a fact. You are not separate from envy. You are not separate from your face, from your name, from your bank account, from your values, from your experience, from your knowledge – you are all that. So, when one realises this truth, that you are not separate from that which you feel, which you desire, which you want, which you pursue, which you fear, there is no conflict. Therefore you stay with that. You understand? When you have conflict with envy, you are trying to avoid it, trying to suppress it, trying to do something about it. Here if you are envy, if you are grief, if you are sorrow, you stay with it. You understand? You don't move away from it. You are that. Therefore you have tremendous energy to look at it. You are following? There is a wastage of energy when you suppress, analyse, escape, or try to find a way out of it. That is a wastage of energy. But when you see that you are that, there is no division between that suffering, that loneliness and you, you stay with it. You stay with it like when you hold a precious jewel in your hand. I don't know if you have held something very beautiful in your hands. If you have, you stay with it, look at it, you watch it, you play with it. You understand? There is such a sense of release, freedom.

We ought to enquire also quickly into what is death. Why human beings from time... generation after generation, from the ancient people to modern times, why they have feared death, why we have separated living from dying. Is it not far more important to enquire before, not after? That is, before dying, is it not much more important to enquire what is living? Isn't it? Not what is death – we will come to that – but isn't it far more urgent, important to see what is it we call living? You can answer perhaps better than I can. What is living? Endless struggle, conflict, work, labour, all the rest of your life. From 9 o'clock to 5 o'clock in the factory, in the office, earning money – we are not saying we shouldn't, please – battle, suffer, pain, this is what we call living, with pleasure, excitement, imagination, hoping, live in great turmoil. And when death comes along, that is the end of it. Your bank account, your friends, your everything comes to an end. You understand? And there are those in the Asiatic world who believe that there is a life after death, a life of what you have lived now, continued in the next life. You understand? So you keep going till eventually – which is called evolution – eventually you are freed from this turmoil. You follow? That's what they believe. And if they really believed it in life, actually, they would change now, not ten years later, or next life. But to change means disturbance, and they don't want to be disturbed, like you. So we carry on.

So what does death mean? The ending of things we have remembered, which we have now, and with the hope of something in the future. A great confusion, turmoil, sorrow. This is our life. And death comes, says, it will end. All this will end. So is it possible – please listen if you are interested – is it possible, take for example one thing, attachment. You are attached to a person, to an idea, to a conclusion, to a belief, to some imaginative romantic pictures, you are attached to it. And death says, it's over, you can't be attached any more, it is finished. So while you are living can attachment end? You follow what I am saying? You understand? Which is death. I am attached now to my experience, to my knowledge, to my wife, husband, children, to the various conclusions I have, I am attached to it. And in that attachment there is fear, jealousy, anxiety, all that happens. And when death comes there is a break, there is an ending. So can I, knowing this, being aware of the whole nature of attachment, can there be freedom from attachment, now, living? So if there is an end I am living with life and death together. You understand? Are we following each other a little bit? There is no separation from living and dying. There is great beauty in that. There is great truth in it. Not some romantic nonsense. So the brain it becomes free. And then it has infinite capacity, infinite energy.

Then we ought to talk about what is religion.

Well, never mind. They will have to wait, we'll go on another quarter of an hour. It doesn't matter. They can throw us out, physically. (Laughter) (Clapping)

What is religion? Again man has sought something that is not of this world. From the most ancient of people till now man has sought something that time, thought, has nothing to do with that. He has sought it. And in his search he has been trapped by the priests. Priests of the world who become the interpreters of that – we know, you don't, we will tell you all about it. And the established religions are just nonsense, as far as – please don't accept this. For the speaker they are just entertainment, excitement, the thing to do for a while. If you are young you avoid all that nonsense. As you grow older you get frightened, you become this or that. And all the things that are in the churches, temples and mosques are put together by thought. God is an invention of thought. So if we can scrap all that from our brain, from our belief, from our hope, then we are free to enquire what is religion. Etymologically that word has not an exact beginning, it is not 'to bind' as was originally thought. So we are enquiring into what is the religious mind. Not the believing mind, that is very simple, very easy to explain. But the religious mind, because the religious mind alone can create a new culture; not the believing mind, not the mind that has faith. So we are going to enquire into it, if you are not tired.

To enquire into it very deeply one must ask what is meditation. Not how to meditate, not what are the systems of meditation, whether Eastern, Far Eastern, Near East, or the present gurus with their – whether gurus from India or gurus from America, they have got systems, methods, which have all become money-making concern. It has no depth to it. So if you can abolish all that, put aside all that. That means you are free from all authority to enquire what is meditation.

To go into it one must be, as we said, be free from fear, pleasure. The ending of sorrow is the beginning of meditation. In meditation there is no motive – please understand this – there is no motive to achieve, to arrive, to become illumined or find illumination. All that is not meditation. Meditation means to have no measure. To have measure means time. Please understand all this. When you have measure, which is comparison – I am this, I will be that, or I'll have more, the better, the words 'the more', 'the better', the measurement, has completely come to an end in meditation – must. There is no motive or the will to meditate. But meditation implies a mind, a brain that is freed from the pain of existence. That's the beginning of it. And meditation means attention, to attend. Not that you attend. I don't know if you have gone into this question of attention. If you have, when you attend, when you give your attention to something, there is no centre from which you are attending. Right? Have you ever done this? Just watch when you attend, music, for example, when you go to a concert. Not the modern noise. When you go hear Mozart or Beethoven or Bach, when you listen attentively, in that attention there is no you attending. You are listening. Not that you are listening, there is only the act of listening. So, where there is attention there is no centre which is the self, the 'me', the psyche. That is meditation. To attend so completely and diligently there is nothing of negligence, then there is the beginning, the real depth of meditation, for in that there is no measure, no time, no thought. And out of that, or in that, there is deep abiding silence. That means the brain is utterly quiet, not chattering. The brain has its own rhythm. Let it act out of itself, but not the self imposing, thought imposing something on the brain. So the whole structure, the organism and the mind utterly quiet. I don't know if it has ever happened to you. It may happen occasionally when you are walking in a beautiful lane, in a wood of trees and birds and flowers, and the beauty of a sunset or a morning dawn, then one is... for a second or two you are quiet, breathless, watching the beauty of the world. But that is external.

But when the brain is quiet, though it has its own activity, quiet in the sense thought is not functioning, so time and thought come to an end where there is deep attention. And then in that silence, which is not the manmade silence, silence has no cause, then in that silence there is that which is nameless, which is beyond all time. Such a mind is a religious mind. And it is only such minds can bring about a new culture, a new society. And because that is eternal it has immense significance in life.

May I get up now? Please don't clap, because I don't know why you... If it entertains you, clap, but you are not entertained. It is not. A waste of energy. May I get up please?
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Dialogue with Michael Toms in San Francisco

Michael Toms: Born in South India and educated in England,  has devoted his life to speaking and counselling. He is regarded internationally as one of the great religious teachers of all time. Krishnamurti is the author of over thirty books, and has founded eight schools to spread his belief about the alleviation of sorrow. To some  is an enigma; he does not advocate social reform, nor does he encourage the guru-disciple relationship. Rather he suggests that we are the original creators of the chaos; what we see out there starts inside ourselves. He presents us with the ultimate challenge: the challenge of self-transformation, to move through appearances to truth, to liberate ourselves from all systems, all 'isms' and 'ologies', to move beyond the tyranny of the mind and body towards unity and wholeness, complete understanding and love. Join us for the next hour in exploring the depth and dimensions of his work as we speak with . My name is Michael Toms, I'll be your host.

Krishnaji, welcome. You've written and spoken a great deal about meditation, and certainly in America there is a great deal of misunderstanding about meditation, and I think it might be useful for you to speak about your understanding of what meditation really is.

Krishnamurti: I think we ought to talk over first what generally meditation is supposed to be. There is the Zen meditation, there is the Buddhist meditation, there are different kinds of Hindu meditation, and also they have introduced the Tibetan, Mahayana and the Hinayana, South and North, and also all the latest gurus who have come here talking about meditation. After all meditation, the meaning of that word, is to ponder over, to think over, to be concerned, to discern. It's not what we are talking about. All such forms of meditation is a kind of exercise of will, or an attempt to achieve something, a state of illumination, if you like to call it, a state of peace, a state of a kind of bliss and so on. Or it might be considered as a relaxation. One considers all these forms of meditation are really not meditation at all. We have gone into it very, very deeply, with all the people concerned of various types of meditation, they ultimately, after a great deal of discussion, they agree that their form of meditation is really an exercise of will, effort, a sense of achievement and so on.

The word 'meditation' is not only ponder over, think over and so on, but the word, both in Sanskrit, means to measure. To measure, and to be free of all measurement. I don't know if I am making myself clear.

MT: Yes.

Krishnamurti: To be free from comparison, from becoming. Here in this country they have used the word 'mantra' a great deal. The meaning of that word in Sanskrit, the root meaning of that word is consider not becoming, think about it, go into it. And also the word 'mantra' means to put away all self-centred activity. The depth of that statement, very few understand it.

So meditation is not separate something from daily life. If it is separate it merely becomes an escape, a romantic imagination and all that kind of nonsense. But real meditation is to be concerned with one's behaviour, one's relationship, not only with one's own little family but with the world, because human beings have created this society in which we live, which is rotten, corrupt, immoral and all the rest of it. And meditation is a form of understanding one's relationship to the world and one's relationship to nature, so it becomes not a self-centred activity of some kind of escape from daily boredom and weariness and the general nonsense of life, but it means a tremendous enquiry in which there is no illusion, no self-deception, no imaginative theories and escapes. I hope I am making myself clear.

MT: Enquiry implies a goal of some type. What are we enquiring after?

Krishnamurti: No. Enquiring into the whole nature of thinking, enquiring into the nature why human beings are behaving in this way, enquiring into or probing into the depth of life, what it all means, if there is something beyond the ordinary daily monotonous wearisome life. To enquire if there is something sacred.

So one must begin with doubt. That's one of the things in meditation: question, enquire, probe, doubt, and not follow any particular system because that is invented by thought, by another man. And also meditation means enquiring into the whole nature of yourself, your consciousness and so on. It is a very complex thing, not just meditate for twenty minutes and relax and carry on with your daily ugly brutal life.

MT: And certainly part of what you are saying involves us having to release the conditioning that we have all been programmed with as we've come through life.

Krishnamurti: That's right.

MT: Is there a method to that process of releasing conditioning?

Krishnamurti: No, you see the moment you use the word 'method', it means a process, a system, you practise day after day till you reach something.

MT: Like Zazen or something like that.

Krishnamurti: Yes. Which means your brain, which is already mechanical, programmed, if you follow a system, a method, you make it more mechanical, more routine, more stupid. Whereas this meditation, as you began to question, is something very, very complex. It is not just something you play with, it is part of your daily life.

MT: So it is important to bring meditation into every part of one's life.

Krishnamurti: Life is meditation, not you bring meditation. You understand, sir, you have to question, doubt. In Christianity that is denied, because if you doubted the authority of the church you were either burnt in the old days, or tortured. If you really doubted the whole structure of Christian mythology and Christian doctrine, it would be non-existent, you would destroy it. Whereas one of the things in Buddhism and Hinduism is you must begin with questioning, doubt, go into it, don't accept authority.

MT: Can the very non-acceptance, or non-believing, become a belief system?

Krishnamurti: Of course, you can make it. But to question why one has belief at all. Belief implies a sense of security in some form of ideal, in some form of god, and so on. That is, why should one have belief at all about anything? You don't believe sun rises and sun sets, you don't believe in the constellation of Orion, you don't believe London exists — it is there. Belief has really, like ideologies, have divided man: the communist ideology, the capitalist ideology and so on. One of the divisions in the world is brought about by ideologies, by ideals, beliefs. And so there is always conflict between human beings.

One of the questions is to find out if man can live without conflict. That requires tremendous probing, not just say, yes he can, or he cannot. Why do human beings live in conflict, why have they accepted conflict as the way of life for the last forty, fifty thousand years?

MT: Some people say it is human nature.

Krishnamurti: That's another slogan we accept. But we have never enquired why human beings live the way we do, why we always have wars, why each human being in his relationship with another, intimate or otherwise, is perpetually in conflict. You see, to enquire into that requires a great... not only intellectual comprehension but it requires self- examination, not examination according to some psychologist, whether Freudian and so on, but to actually enquire into yourself. And in enquiring one begins to discover that your consciousness with all its reactions — after all — do you want to go into all this? You are interested in all this?

MT: Yes.

Krishnamurti: I am talking, I don't know if you want me to go on.

MT: Please.

Krishnamurti: Some people don't accept, some psychologists don't accept consciousness, they say only there is action and reaction. Nothing else. Mechanical process. But if you go further into it you see that human consciousness, which is not only action and reaction, which is mechanical, biological and psychological, you also see that human consciousness is its content, what it is made up — which is faith, belief, superstition, illusions, fear, pleasure, ideals, ideologies, my country, your country, my god and your god, all that and more — if you want to go into it — is our consciousness, is what one is: a linguistic, psychological conditioning. Right? That's what we are. What we are is what every human being in the world is, psychologically. They suffer, they are in turmoil, uncertain, anxious, lonely, depressed, weary of this whole business of earning money, money, money. So if you go to India or Japan, anywhere in the world, every human being goes through this, whether black or purple, or blue or whatever colour they are, or whatever race they are, whether they are totalitarians or whether they are other. So human consciousness is not my consciousness or your consciousness, it is human consciousness.

MT: Of which we are part.

Krishnamurti: We are that. Not a part, we are that.

MT: We are that.

Krishnamurti: And therefore we are not individuals, psychologically.

MT: So I have to give up who I think I am. Yes.

Krishnamurti: Who you are is merely your name, your form or your bank account, if you have one, and your passport.

MT: Most of us become pretty identified with ourselves, we like ourselves and it's kind of a fearful thing to think about giving up ourselves.

Krishnamurti: No, it is not a fearful thing, it is a factual thing. One has lived in such fanciful illusions. If I think, sir, that I am an individual free to do what I like — this is what is happening in the world — right? — everybody wants to do what he wants to do, what he likes, and he calls that freedom, which is creating such havoc in the world. So in questioning all this, questioning what society is; society has been made by us, if we are in turmoil society is in turmoil. If our house inside is burning we will create an ugly society; we are violent, we create... we have divided the world geographically into America, Russia and India and Japan and so on. So nationalities have been one of the causes of war. It is glorified tribalism. Obviously.

MT: Well, one might say that nationalities and the separations that are created are really out of our mind because we tend to separate and compartmentalise.

Krishnamurti: Therefore, sir, that's why you begin to enquire what is thinking, what is thought, why thought has made this society, why thought has created gods and the churches — it is all the work of thought. I mean there is no question about it. You can't say it is divine revelation. One can say it but it has no validity. It is just a belief like any other belief.

MT: So there is a direct relationship between how we think and the world around us.

Krishnamurti: Yes. So one begins to ask, it is part of your question with which you began about meditation, why thought has created this. If you grant that thought, thinking, has brought about the great divisions in the world, why thought has brought about wars in the world — perpetual wars. At the beginning you killed one or two men with an arrow, now you can blast off human beings by the million. You follow? That is what we call evolution.

MT: We have created terms like 'mega deaths'.

Krishnamurti: Yes, sir. So what is thinking? Why has thinking become so extraordinarily important in the world? Technologically you must think to create this microphone, to create the aeroplane, to create the submarine, to create the neutron bomb, but we have also thought and created god. Right? God is our creation.

MT: So as you have said once or twice, god is disorder, because he is a reflection of our disorder. We have created that god.

Krishnamurti: Yes. If you accept... (laughs) it becomes so absurd, the whole thing. So we have to not only investigate what is thinking, and also we ought to probe into the whole question of what is intelligence.

MT: We usually associate with collecting knowledge in our brains as intelligence.

Krishnamurti: Being programmed in a certain way, using that program more cunningly. Once you admit, sir, that thought is responsible for everything — right? — both psychologically and technologically. Thought is limited. I think all scientists would agree to that. I have talked... one has talked a great deal to other scientists, they would all see this, obviously, because knowledge is limited. There is no complete knowledge about anything, at any time, in the future or now. Right? Perhaps you won't agree to this.

MT: When we think, we are thinking about things that have past already.

Krishnamurti: Which means what? Knowledge. Thinking is first the response of memory. If I had no memory I couldn't think. Memory implies... Memory is stored in the brain, memory is the response of knowledge, knowledge is experience. Right? Experience, knowledge, memory, thought. So as knowledge will always be limited, so thinking is limited. Thinking may imagine, it can imagine it is illimitable but it is still limited. I don't know if you follow.

MT: You are suggesting that chain can be broken.

Krishnamurti: Yes. Absolutely. But that requires, sir, not some kind of acceptance of authority. It requires examination, probing, questioning, doubting, which very, very few people are willing to do because they live in false security.

MT: You know in America, Krishnaji, there are probably more 'How to' books sold than any other type of book.

Krishnamurti: I know.

MT: Everyone is looking for how to, how do I do it.

Krishnamurti: Yes.

MT: Whatever it is, how do I do it.

Krishnamurti: And also the specialists are now becoming... are willing to tell you how to do it.

MT: Lots of people out there are willing to tell you, yes.

Krishnamurti: If you want to have your hair done properly you go to a specialist (laughs); how to raise a baby, how to think, what to do. So gradually — I don't know in this country if one is aware that you are all becoming slaves to specialists — how to make up your face, how to... The other day I heard the most extraordinary thing: as a woman was asking a specialist how to sleep with her husband. You follow, sir, it is incredible.

MT: (Laughs) Yes, it is. We pride ourselves about being a free people.

Krishnamurti: You see, that's what I am questioning. So, if we could go into the question of what is thinking, why thought has made life so utterly wearisome, cruel, bestial — you follow? — what it is now. If you once admit not only logically but actually, that human consciousness is not individual consciousness, it is the consciousness of all humanity. Right? That's very difficult, not only intellectually accept it but to feel it, then you become tremendously responsible for what you are doing.

MT: Once you feel that.

Krishnamurti: Of course.

MT: Krishnaji, when you say feeling the whole, there is a lot of energy behind those words when you say them and I am reminded about what you said about we are not being serious about the deeper issues of life, and relating that back to what you were saying, feeling the whole, perhaps the reason we don't feel the whole, or can't even think about or move ourselves to feeling the whole is because we are not serious about the deeper issues of life.

Krishnamurti: Sir, it is not a question of feeling it. You can imagine you are living in the whole, a feeling of wholeness of life. But one has to... What does wholeness mean? To be whole implies living a life in which there is no fragmentation — business life, artistic life, poetic life.

MT: A unified life.

Krishnamurti: Life is one. And we have broken it up. Broken it up professionally, as in career, psychologically, and religiously.

MT: It goes back to thinking again, a fragmented way of...

Krishnamurti: That's just it. So, sir, thinking has produced this world. No question about it. The marvellous cathedrals and the things that are inside the cathedrals which are considered sacred, but it is the invention of thought. All the Roman structure of hierarchy is the invention of thought. So, that instrument which is thought has produced this world: the chaos, the wars, thought has killed... Right? So, that instrument is no longer valid, which very few will accept. It is not valid because it is worn out, it is producing problem after problem. The politicians try to solve one problem, in the very solution of that problem they are increasing multiple problems. The scientists are doing the same.

MT: But there are well-intentioned, sincere, dedicated people who see the problem and feel that there are solutions that can be had by thinking.

Krishnamurti: Thinking. That's just it. So that instrument which human beings have used for thousands of years is worn out, is no longer valid, is no longer worthwhile because we are, both outwardly and inwardly, we are in a great crisis. Economically, socially, morally, in every way we are in a tremendous crisis and all this is brought about by thought. And if we once see that thought which human beings have used has no longer the quality of strength — you follow? — is no longer valid — if I can keep on repeating that word — then we must look to another instrument. Is there another instrument, or is man condemned for ever to this way of life which is brought about by thought? I don't know if you see this clearly.

MT: Yes, it is very clear.

Krishnamurti: So is it possible for human beings to find a totally different dimension, an instrument which is not the product of thought, which is altogether different? If I may point out, one says it is possible, there is such an instrument. Not the, you know, the scientists, the biologists and the doctors are dividing the brain into left and right and all the rest of it. After all, sir, look at this way, or put it this way: we have used knowledge as a means of achievement, and a great many philosophers and biologists say man will ascend through knowledge. Bronowski and others have said, step by step by step. That's called evolution. Evolution implies time. Time means a movement which is thought. Time is thought. And time as evolution, time as thought has not solved a single human problem, psychological problem — it has solved the problem of communication, problems of travel and so on and so on and so on — but psychologically, inwardly, knowledge has not changed man. He has been what he has been for the last fifty thousand years or more. And we say, give me time we will change. Time may be the enemy of man. I don't if you are following all this.

MT: Yes, I'm following.

Krishnamurti: So, is there another instrument which will radically, psychologically change the human... not only the human cells in the brain but also fundamentally psychologically. You understand? Now, one must question it, which means one must doubt the validity of thought, and see its place in the technological world, in the world of communication and so on, in the world of business and so on, and psychologically has it any place at all? We think it has. That is the illusion we live in because we want security. Right? Every human being wants security. The greatest intellect, and the poorest uneducated person who doesn't know how to read or write, he says, give me food, clothes and shelter, I don't care for anything else. We have lived in property, we know this. Is there security in the things thought has created?

MT: There doesn't seem to be security there.

Krishnamurti: I beg your pardon?

MT: There doesn't seem to be security in the things that thought has created.

Krishnamurti: No. It is a fact. In nationality there is no security. In the whole invention by thought of the churches and religions, there is no security there.

MT: Sometimes we fool ourselves into thinking there is.

Krishnamurti: That's right. So is there security? In the things that thought has created, if there is no security there, is there a security that is irrevocable, unchangeable? I say... one says there is. But to find that out one must move away from the whole time movement... time process.

MT: So one has to move outside of time.

Krishnamurti: Yes. Not scientific fiction time, but time is brought about by thought: yesterday, today and tomorrow. Yesterday is all the accumulation of a million years.

MT: Genetic memory.

Krishnamurti: That's memory. That's tradition. That's what I have been told, programmed. I am a Catholic, Protestant, or a Hindu, Buddhist, all that kind of silly stuff. So, is there an instrument, a way of living which is not the way of knowledge? When you put it that way it sounds crazy, but after examining it, discussing with you just now, if one understands the limitation of knowledge and therefore limitation of time, therefore you cannot possibly look to time to change, which is called evolution, then your brain is working totally on a different wave from the former. I don't know if you are following all this. Because you have set aside the importance of knowledge, therefore what is important is learning. Learning is not to accumulate — learning. So one begins to learn about fear, whether man can ever live without fear, because we must enquire into it otherwise we can't find the instrument. Whether you can live, not only psychologically, but deeply, most profoundly, whether the brain can ever find a place where it has no fear. We say there is such a thing.

MT: How do you know that you are not fooling yourself?

Krishnamurti: Oh, absolutely, because you begin with doubt, doubt of everything you think, you feel, doubt, question, probe into whether you are really... when you say there is a sense of freedom from fear, is that real? So you watch, you question, you look. Sir, you never accept a thing. Therefore there is no authority because man has sought security in authority: the church, the religions and so on. So when one rejects all that as being the invention of thought and therefore limited and so on, then your brain now is not cluttered up, is not conditioned by time. I don't know if you are following all this. Look...

MT: So it is a matter of recreating one's intention?

Krishnamurti: Not intention, there is no intention in this. You see, that's why you... Intention implies thought. I intend to do something. I intend to become a businessman, it is still... the very word creates the element of time. So one must be very, very careful in the usage of words.

MT: Rigorous.

Krishnamurti: No, yes, sir, rigorous. And the word must be understood by others, not your own meaning that you give to words. Time we understand, thought we understand, and we understand thought has come to its end. That's very difficult to accept for most people because they don't want to think, they don't want to look, they want, 'Please tell me how to escape'. The entertainment industry is now rampant: football, cinemas, the whole... all the religious ceremonies are entertainments.

MT: Well, clearly there is a lot of desire to escape from what we see as the world around us.

Krishnamurti: Of course, of course. So to find out if there is another instrument you have to exercise your capacity, your way of living, why knowledge has become so important.

MT: Are we coming to intelligence?

Krishnamurti: Yes, sir, I am coming to that slowly. Which means intelligence cannot exist without love. Love is not desire, pleasure, sensory sexual responses. We have made love into all that. We say, as somebody said the other day, sometime ago, that without jealousy I have no love. It sounds so appalling, so trivial.

MT: (Laughs) Yes, it does sound trivial actually.

Krishnamurti: But that person was very well-known, a writer and scholar and all the rest of it.

MT: Do you think love is something you can write about?

Krishnamurti: No, no. You can write it but if there is no feeling there, if your heart is not... has no love, how can you talk about it? You may, a poet like Keats may have had this feeling, I don't know. But I am saying there is no intelligence without love. And there cannot be love if you are ambitious, if there is conflict in you. And love is not the movement of thought. The picture it creates is not love. So love means the freedom from all conflict. It is not a negative state, but through negation you come to the positive. And when there is that love there is that intelligence, which is compassion. That intelligence is completely secure, that intelligence is security. But to come to that, one has to meditate — not all this silly stuff, moneymaking business — but one has to be very, very serious about all this, this isn't a passing thing for one day and then pick up another thing the next day. One has to... This is one's life. If one doesn't understand one's life, how can you have intelligence, how can there be love and so on?

So it is really, sir, a most... requires a clear brain, to think clearly, objectively, unemotionally, unromantically. And thought has created fear, pleasure, sorrow. Where there is sorrow you cannot love. I know people think if my son is dead there is sorrow. Right? Sir, I wonder if we realise that human beings have killed each other, and that has created enormous sorrow in the world. They are still doing it. How many women, men, wives, have cried about this. For thousands of years, and nobody stops it. They talk about peace on earth; they don't mean it. To have peace on earth one has live peacefully. And that peace cannot be brought about through legislation. Peace means a state of mind, brain, where there is no conflict, and therefore there is no limitation, no division. You understand? There is division now between the Arab and the Jew, the Muslim and the Hindu, the Christian and the non-Christian, and so on. So division creates conflict. Is it possible to live in this world now, married and all the rest of it, to live without division?

Sir, these are really very, very serious questions, not just pass on the television or radio for a few minutes. One has to give one's energy to find out all this, not just read about it or hope to achieve it some day or other. One has to give one's capacities, energies, thought into all this. And very few people are willing to do it. 'Tell me how' — they are all concerned 'how to'.

So, to come back to your question: meditation is love, and intelligence and compassion. Without that life has no meaning. You can be a millionaire, a great president, a prime minister, generals, or a businessman, all that has no meaning. Actually they are just... So to live a life in which there is no conflict means no division. You are no longer a Hindu, a Buddhist, a Christian, an ideologist and theorist. In this way, sir, to live gives... there is great beauty in this. Beauty isn't the perception of something beautiful. It is the way of living. And without love and beauty and sense of immensity of the universe, all this becomes rather trivial stuff.

There are several people we happen to know who say, 'You can't change the world', it will go on for the rest of their lives, the world will go on because they are conditioned, programmed — Catholic, Protestants and all the rest of it — and why waste your time on all this? Retire, go back to some monastery, or to some Himalayan cave or jungle and just live there. I don't accept... we don't accept that kind of thinking at all because if you retire into your monastery the thinking is going on. You may worship your particular symbol, your particular image, but it is still the product of thought. So through thought you cannot achieve the immensity of life.

MT: So we have to move beyond thought.

Krishnamurti: Yes. Not move — give it its right value. To come here to your house, you had to follow certain roads, you had to think, you had to watch — there thought is necessary. To learn language thought is necessary. To go from here to there thought is necessary. But psychologically, inwardly thought has no place. But to see that, in the seeing of it thought has its right place. But we don't take time to look at anything.

MT: We are supposed to have dismissed time, Krishnaji.

Krishnamurti: Yes, sir. We never look at the moon, never look at a tree, live with it, look at it, see the beauty of it, see the strength of it, the quality of it, or the moon, or the stars — we never look. All that we are concerned is to... pleasure, money, and money gives you freedom, power, position, all the rest of it. One is not depressed or optimistic or pessimistic, these are facts. When you look at facts it is neither optimistically or pessimistically. It is so. That thing is red, that's all.

MT: Just like meditation is love.

Krishnamurti: Yes, sir.

MT: Krishnaji, I want to thank you for being here with us today.

Krishnamurti: No, please.
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First Public Talk in San Francisco

One should be clear what the intention of these talks are. They are not to inform or to instruct, not to do any kind of propaganda or programme the audience in a different direction. Sorry, people are coming in.

From the beginning we must be very clear that you are not being told what to do or what to think. We have been programmed enough. But this talk and tomorrow's talk is that we should think together, look at the world it actually is, what is going on, together, without any bias, without any prejudice, to look at the world that man has created. That each human being throughout the world has created this society. This society is corrupt, immoral, and it always has had wars. From time beyond measure they have had wars. They used to kill with arrows, now you can blast whole generations, and millions of people. This is called advancement, evolution. There is poverty all over the world. In the part of the country where the speaker comes from — he has lived in poverty, he knows what poverty is.

And there are religious divisions throughout the world: the Catholic, the Protestant, the Muslim, the Hindu, the Buddhist, the Tibetan and so on. There is a great deal of conflict throughout the world — economically, socially, nationally. And one wonders what is the cause of all this, why there is so much division, so much struggle, so many problems multiplying. Any problem that is being solved brings about other problems. Why there are wars; there are about forty wars are going on now. All the religions and the politicians and so-called leaders talk about everlasting peace. To have peace in the world one must live peacefully. And there is the threat of nuclear war brought about by different ideologies: the communist ideology, the democratic ideology. The one completely totalitarian, controlling one's thoughts, actions, movements and so on. In the so-called democratic world there is more freedom to do what one likes, each one expressing what he wants to do — his thing.

And what is the answer to all this? Who is responsible for all this — the chaos, the disorder, the insecurity, the sense of great confusion — who has created this society in which we live? And what is our relationship to that society? What's our relationship to the wars? As the speaker said, and I hope we are serious enough to consider all these questions, observing without any bias whatsoever at the events that are taking place in this world, what is our responsibility to all this? To the wars they are preparing, the Generals and the politicians are having a marvellous time, inventing new ways of destruction, total destruction. And there have been demonstrations all over the world against a particular kind of war, the nuclear war. Europe is in a turmoil about this. And nobody, including the highest so-called religious leaders, or the politicians, or the recent invasion of gurus into this country, have ever talked about ending all wars.

So one must ask, if one is concerned seriously, whether it is possible to live in this world, both outwardly and inwardly, psychologically inside the skin, as it were, and outwardly, to live in peace, to live without conflict, man against man, man against woman, and all the rest of it. When one looks around objectively, sanely, rationally, as one must if one is to live in this beautiful earth which we are gradually destroying, who is responsible and what can each one of us do about it?

So please, as we said, we are looking at all these problems together. Not that the speaker looks at it and you just listen to it. This is not a lecture as it's commonly understood. Lecture is upon a particular subject, to instruct, to inform. We are not doing anything of that kind. Together, you and the speaker, are investigating the cause of all this misery, the confusion, the chaos, the utter callousness of human beings.

To understand all these problems, which are becoming more and more complex, and life is becoming extraordinarily difficult and dangerous, one must question, doubt, be sceptical, not gullible. That is for most of us rather difficult because specially in this country the authorities, the specialists are taking us over. You don't know what to do, you ask a specialist about almost everything — your sexual life, the way you must think, how to do your face, how to dress, and so on. We think we are free, we are not. We are going to probe into all this together. Please, this is not an entertainment, and we want to be entertained. The whole entertainment industry, the television, the football, all the entertaining books and magazines have so conditioned us that we want to be told what to do, to be entertained, to run away from ourselves. And this is not a talk of that kind. This is very serious because we are concerned very deeply to understand the cause of all this. Why human beings have become what they are after forty, fifty thousand years or more. Why human beings outwardly have changed tremendously; the whole technological world, and the extraordinary things they are doing. But inwardly, psychologically we remain more or less what we have been for thousands of years. That's a fact. It's not something invented by the speaker. The so-called evolution which is the time process, time sequence of a million years, or less, or more, has not changed fundamentally man. And is man, human beings, what will make them change radically so that we live on this earth peacefully?

So we must examine together. The speaker means together, you and the speaker look at all these facts. Not as a democrat, or a republican, a communist, or a Hindu, Buddhist, and all that nonsensical division, but look at all this, face it. And who has done all this mischief, this misery, this nastiness in the world? Human beings throughout the world have created this society in which they live. Society is not different from us, we are the society. You cannot possibly bring about a change in society if you yourself as a human being do not fundamentally, basically, change. That's an obvious fact. If you and I, or another, consider that society is something that has existed in spite of us, if we think that, that is a fallacy. It is not a communist conclusion, dialectical materialism; it is obvious fact that we as human beings living on this earth have created the society, and the society then controls us, shapes us. It is like a tide going in and out. It's this constant reaction between us as separate human beings and the society in which we live. What we are — our agony, our suffering, our confusion, our disorder — society is what we are. And there is no question or doubt about that.

You may disagree, but please examine it. Let's use our brains to look, to observe what we are. Not according to any psychologist, modern or recently ancient, not according to some philosopher, or according to a book, but to see what we are, actually. If we are in conflict we bring about conflict in the world. If each one of us want to live peacefully — and that's again a very complex problem, whether man can ever live on this earth peacefully — there must be end to conflict both inwardly and outwardly. And whether that is possible, living in the modern world, to live without a shadow of conflict. We are going to together examine that question.

One of the factors is that we are trained to solve problems — biological problems, architectural problems, engineering problems and so on, scientific, religious problems, from the days we spend in school, universities and so on, our brain is trained and educated to solve problems. So we have made our life into a vast complex problem to be solved. That again is a fact. And we are only dealing with facts first. And when we are able to look at the facts clearly, without any resistance, without any direction, then we can go beyond the facts.

So first of all we must look at the fact that we live in disorder. Our life is confused, unhappy, a struggle, aggressive, competitive, and so is the society. We are violent people, human beings throughout the world, perhaps derived from the animal, the apes and so on, as biologically we are violent people. We get so angry so quickly, we hate people, you are jealous of people, and so on. Violence is not merely physical. Violence is most complex and deep psychologically. And so we have created a society that has become appallingly dangerous.

So first we must examine, probe together, why this condition has been brought about in the world, and why we human beings live as we do, endlessly working, working, working, quarrelling, having rows, miserable, frightened, unhappy, lonely, depressed and so on. We must look what we are first and then we can affect the society in which we live. So the transformation of society is not important, but what is important, essential, is, can our brain, which is the centre of all our thought and emotions and feelings, can that brain which has been conditioned, can that brain change radically? We are saying, the speaker is saying that it can fundamentally, deeply can bring about a mutation. We will talk about that presently.

It is not a matter of acceptance. As we said, please, always have a doubt, question, never accepting anything from another, because all leaders have failed. We have had leaders galore, politically, religiously, but they have not brought about order in our lives, nor happiness, security. So one must totally reject psychologically — please bear that in mind — totally, completely reject any kind of spiritual authority. Because we create the authority. If we are disordered, live in disorder, confused, uncertain, that very uncertainty, confusion and disorder brings about the authority. Politically also. I saw this case in Italy with Mussolini and other leaders; where there is disorder in us, that disorder creates the authority, the dictator, the tyrant.

So our concern is, can this disorder in our lives end? And then only can we live peacefully, orderly, a sense of security and certainty. It is most extraordinary, one of the things is, that we always start with certainties — that god exists, that heaven is there — of course that is old fashioned, but it is still there. About 800 million Catholics believe all that, so do the Hindus, but the Buddhists have no god, but they have created the Buddha into a god. So we live in disorder. What is the cause of this disorder? If one can find, not in abstraction, intellectually, but actually find what is the cause of this disorder. There may be many causes, or only one cause. And if one can discover for oneself, not to be told by another, including by the speaker, if we can find the cause the effect then can be radically changed because the cause can be ended. If one has some kind of disease the causes can be found diagnostically, then that cause can be ended. Similarly if we can find the cause of this conflict, these wars, these religious absurd divisions, then the causes can be eradicated completely. So we are probing into this question.

One observes there is great division in the world — geographically, nationally, religiously, politically, economically, racially and so on — there is tremendous division in this world. That's a fact. In this division man has sought — including woman, forgive me if I don't include the woman. When I say man, woman is included in it. Don't get annoyed or assert yourself when I don't mention the woman. It is all becoming so absurd. (Laughter) Really it's childish, and we are all supposed to be grown up men — and women. (Laughter)

We are asking: are we aware of this division first of all, outwardly, linguistically, and inwardly? We are so fragmented. Again this is a fact. Now what has brought about this division? And what has brought about these terrible wars? Because consider we have had two appalling wars in this century, consider how many women and men and wives, husbands, mothers and so on have shed tears, maimed, the so-called heroes who have killed more. The wars seem to have no end. And we are responsible for it. So we are considering why this division exists in the world, actually. Who has brought it about? Who is responsible for it? All those people that are being killed, near this country and far from this country — who is responsible?

So we must first ask why this division exists. Each one of us wants to live in security. That is natural. That's instinctive response, to have food, clothes and shelter. Every human being in the world, the most ignorant, uneducated, the most sophisticated human being wants security both outwardly and inwardly, to be safe. And this division, national division, has made that security impossible; outwardly, wars, you are being threatened by another country, by another ideology, and so you say you must protect yourself. This is what the politicians and all the so-called leaders are saying, because each one of us sought security in division. The family, we thought there we can be secure in the family. From that the nation; the nation is only a glorified tribalism. So, we sought security in individuality and we sought security in family, in various forms of division, religiously and so on. So when one realises, actually not theoretically, not intellectually, but actually in daily life that where there is division there must be conflict. That's a law, a natural law. If there is a division between the man and the woman, the husband and wife and so on, there must be conflict between them. This is so. That's why in this country, and other countries, there are so many divorces, each one wanting his own way, each one wanting to express himself fully, urged on by the psychologists: 'Don't restrain, do whatever you want immediately'. (Laughter)

The gurus throughout the world, not only imported from India and the Far East, you have your own peculiar gurus too here, (laughter) the gurus have created this division too — my guru is better than your guru, more powerful, more assertive, more money, more property, because we all want to be secure. And that security is being denied outwardly by war. You may be secure now but what about your children, grandchildren and so on? This earth is not just for one's particular life, or the duration of a particular life. We are meant to live on this earth happily, without suffering, and not only you but your grandchildren, generation after generation. And this division has denied all that. So is there an end to division? And what has brought about this division? We see security, but much deeper than that, what is the cause of all this?

I hope we are together in all this. We are thinking together. The speaker is not trying to stimulate you, he is not acting as a drug, intoxicant. But together, with strength, with clarity, looking at all this. Our lives, our daily monotonous routine life, lonely, occupied, going to the office from nine to five for the rest of one's life and then die, following some crazy guru, crazy leaders. I do not know if you are aware what is happening, specially in California, each one has his own particular little song, his own particular little guru, his own particular nonsense. So we are probing, please this is very serious, we are probing into what is the cause of all this, apart from security. Man wants security and that security is being denied by his own actions, by his own life, by his own lack of integrity, by his own lack of sanity, intelligence. We will go into the question of what is intelligence a little later. So who is responsible?

Thought is limited because all knowledge — all knowledge, present, past and future — all knowledge is limited. There is no complete knowledge about anything. The scientists, the biologists, the chemists, engineers, whatever they have learnt, whatever they have accumulated through experience as knowledge, is always — one won't say everlastingly — knowledge in the future or in the past is always limited. That again is a fact. As all experience, whether your personal experience or the experience of humanity — there is no difference between humanity and yourself — all the accumulated knowledge of past centuries is limited. And thought is the response of knowledge, response of memory held in the brain. And so thought has brought about this division because in itself it is limited. If you are thinking about yourself, as most people do unfortunately, from morning until night, about themselves, about their problems, whether they are doing the right thing, or whether they are following some bearded guru and so on, that very thinking about yourself is limited. And any action that is limited must invariably bring about division. That's clear. That's factual. That's not imaginary or an intellectual conceptual theory. Where there is division — between the Jew and the Arab, between the communist and the so-called democratic, where there is division between the Catholic, Protestant, Buddhist, all this has been brought about by thought.

Thought has built the great cathedrals of the world, the great temples, the great marvellous mosques, and all that which is inside the temples, the mosques and the cathedrals and churches, are put together by thought. Thought has been evolving slowly from a great many thousand years, and thought has put together the religious life, the monastic life, the celibate life, the life of so-called particular religious life. And thought also has created the marvellous world of technology: the computer, the extraordinary instruments of war, the submarine, the carrier, and so on, so on — marvellous surgery, engineering; you must have time to learn a language, a skill — all that is brought about by thought. I am sure nobody can deny that. It is so obvious. And thought also has brought about this division as me and you, psychologically. The psyche, the 'me', the ego, the personality with all its tendencies and idiosyncrasies, with its peculiarities, is brought about by thought. The psyche is the essence of thought. What you think, what you feel, what you imagine, your illusions, your aspirations, your gods and all the rituals is the result of great deal of thinking, a thousand years and more of thinking. Without thought there is no thinker. The thinker is thought.

So thought is responsible for all this. And thought is the content of our consciousness. You may not like to use the word 'consciousness'. Modern psychologists may say there is only action and reaction, nothing else. But action, reaction, has the movement of time, memory, thought. Thought with its reaction and action has put together the content of our consciousness. Please be patient in your investigation, if you are at all probing into what is being said. It is not that you are being instructed or informed. You yourself, sitting there, looking at yourself. Your consciousness with its action and reaction, with its beliefs, ideals, aspirations, fears, the pursuit of pleasure, loneliness, the agony, the anxiety, the uncertainty, the constant suffering, is the content of your consciousness. Again there is no doubt about it, it is a fact.

This consciousness is common to all mankind. You go to India or Far East, they may have a different form of culture, outward behaviour, outward manners, or no manners, but their consciousness — they suffer like you, they are lonely like you, they are unhappy, uncertain, anxious, desperately lonely, just like you. So your consciousness is not yours. It is the consciousness of humanity, of which you are. You are humanity. You are not separate from other human beings. You are the rest of mankind. This is not a theory but an actual daily fact. You go to the office, being kicked around there. (Laughter) This happens in India and Japan, in Russia. You quarrel with your wife and husband and so on; this happens too in other countries. This is a daily common factor. Please realise the truth of this. For god's sake, see what we are all doing. Your consciousness is not yours, it is the whole of humanity, therefore you are the entire humanity. Therefore you are not an individual. You may think, or you may have the illusion that you are individual. That has been created by religions, that you are an individual soul, and a different word is used in India. This has been... this illusion has been created from childhood. It is one of our conditionings. A fragments says, 'I must fulfil', 'I am more important than anybody else'. But it is still a fragment. And the fragment is making tremendous mischief because it clings to its division. You are a fragment of the whole of humanity, and when you give importance to the fragment, as you do, your whole culture is that. You are being encouraged by the politicians, religions, psychologists and so on — ambitious, greedy, competitive. The fragment is this. And so you are maintaining the division. And therefore you are utterly, completely responsible for wars because you are insisting that you are American, another insisting he is an Indian and so on. Not only there is the division, linguistic division, but ideological division. So, thought has been responsible for all this.

It is not a question of ending thought, or asking how to end thought. That's one of our favourite conditionings, 'how to', 'tell me what to do'. But thought has its place. Otherwise you couldn't go from here to your house, you couldn't speak a language, you couldn't drive a car, you couldn't possibly do all the technological things that one has to do in daily life. So thought there is necessary, knowledge there is necessary. But is it necessary in the psychological world? We are going to examine that very closely, deeply, taking one thing after another. We are asking: psychologically, inwardly, inside the skin as it were, is knowledge — please listen to this a little bit attentively, if you will kindly — is knowledge, which is the movement of time, thought, that movement, is it necessary in our inward life, psychologically, inside? We are going to find out, we are going to question. And I hope you are questioning with the speaker.

We live in disorder. That's a fact. Thought has brought about this disorder, which is again another fact. So we have to examine whether this disorder of our daily life can end. Not seek order. Through negation of disorder there is order naturally. Through negation the positive is always there. So we are going to find out what is the cause of this disorder. How does it express itself? To see this disorder we must look first at relationship in our life, in daily relationship with man, woman and so on. Why is there disorder in our relationships? Not with the universe, or cosmos, or something outside, far away, but actually in our relationship with each other. Relationship is the most extraordinarily important thing in life. If we had no relationship we wouldn't be here. The man who retires, or the nun into a monastery, or the man who disappears into the hills, or takes to a life of mendicant, as they do in India, there are those people who are very learned, they are not mere mendicants — they too are related. They may abandon their own particular family, abandon their name and take on a new name, but they too, the hermit, is related to the earth, to his neighbour, to nature.

And to come nearer, which is you, your wife, your husband or whatever it is, there is disorder in our relationship. Why? One dominating the other, each one wanting to fulfil in his own way, each one earning his own livelihood — you know all that is going on in this modern civilization, specially in this country. They may meet sexually but otherwise they are totally unrelated because each one pursues his own individual inclination, his own ambition, his own greed, his own... and so on. So our relationships are like two parallel lines, never meeting, so maintaining perpetual division. And this division, with all its anxieties, quarrels, jealousies, you know — you know much better than the speaker does — your family life. That life is in disorder. And can that disorder in relationship end? Because that is the closest thing we have. To go very far you must begin very, very, very near, which is you. And can the disorder in this relationship end? Please ask yourself this question. If you say it is impossible, man has always lived this way, he has always been conditioned this way, as some of the philosophers, writers, psychologists, professionals maintain, that the brain cannot be... in its conditioning can only be modified, can never be completely free from conditioning. We totally disagree with that, personally.

So, why is there this division between man and woman and so on? Has not each one of us not only his own image about himself, what you should be, what he must be and so on, an image about himself, he has an image about his wife, or husband. That image has been accumulated for ten years, or one day, or fifty years. I am sure you are aware of this. The relationship is between these two images, which thought through time has put together. So there is actually no relationship. There is relationship between two images which time has put together. Now, one asks, can one live in this world without a single image? Not only about your wife and husband and so on, but about anything, without a single image. I don't know if you have even thought about all this, if you have thought about it, if you've gone into it, and if you have questioned it, probed deeply into the question whether it is possible to live without a single image. Is love an image? Is love thought? Desire? Pleasure? Remembrance? Is that love? Or perhaps you never even use that word. You might say you love your wife, or your girl and so on, but behind it, behind that word there are a great many complex reactions.

So one begins to ask how is this, whether this — not 'how' — whether this image building can ever end? I hope you are asking this question, being aware of your own images, how you look, your vanity which is a part of your image, your arrogance, your aggressiveness, your ambition to become something psychologically — why have you an image at all? But to find out whether it is possible to live in this world without a shadow of an image requires a great deal of investigation, which is part of meditation. Meditation is not some silly practice, following some absurd system — which we will go into if we have time tomorrow. Meditation is this, to find out for oneself whether it is possible to live without a single image about yourself or another. When there is that freedom there is love then. Love is not then memory, knowledge. It is something totally outside the brain. And disorder exists as long as there is this idea — please listen, if you will — there is this idea of evolution. We are not talking about fundamental absurdities. There is evolution, from the child, from the baby into a grown up man. There is evolution as the seed which grows into a marvellous tree. There is evolution in learning. I don't know Russian, one doesn't know Russian but it needs time to learn, and that is part of evolution. To learn a skill requires time, that is also evolution. Time, thought, is the process of evolution.

So we are questioning, is there — please listen, if you will kindly and amicably — is there psychological, psychic evolution at all? I, you, becoming something. To become implies time, growth, like the seed into a tree. Is there psychological evolution at all? I know we accept that as a fact, that I will become something. Perhaps that is the result of being a clerk, becoming a manager, the manager becoming the executive, the executive becoming god! (Laughter) We carry that same principle into the psychological world, that I will become something, reach heaven, reach illumination, or whatever one aspires to. So, we are asking, questioning, doubting whether there is psychological evolution at all.

That is, the psyche, part of the psyche is violence. We all know what violence is, both physically and psychologically. Violence is a very complex problem. Violence exists as long as there is comparison, as long as there is imitation, conformity. Violence, we all are violent, inherited from the past. And it is a common effort to end violence through non-violence. Right? We are all saying this, propagated by several people from India, and Tolstoy and others. Pursue non-violence, politically, in other ways. Non-violence is a non-fact. It is an illusion, it has no reality. What has reality is violence. And when you pursue non-violence you are cheating yourself. Non-violence doesn't exist, it is an idea, it is a theory. But what exists actually is violence. And we are asking, as we said, this violence is part of your psyche, of you; will violence end through time, through evolution? I hope you are putting the question to yourself. That is, I will gradually... one will gradually understand, delve, find the cause, and gradually dissipate this violence. The moment you admit graduality and the future, that implies evolution.

Violence cannot end through evolution, now or in the future, because man has lived for million or less years, a thousand years in violence, it is part of his nature, part of his psyche, part of his consciousness, his action and reaction. You hate me and I hate you, you kick me and I kick you. That's what we are doing. That is what man has done for thousands of years. And we say to ourselves, some day it will end, through League of Nations — absurd, isn't it — through some divine action, through some mutation in the psyche, suddenly.

So is it possible to end violence, not some time in the future, but immediately? The whole content of violence, not the word only, but the significance of that word, the depth of that word, the content of that word, which is not merely the physical action but the whole movement of me, the ego, and you, separate, trying to conform, trying to imitate, trying to become. All that is part of violence. Aggression is violence. Competitiveness is violence. And to talk about being free from competitiveness is an anathema in this country. You abhor it. You will say, 'Doesn't all nature compete. Doesn't a tree struggle against other trees to find light'. But we are supposed to be human beings with some kind of intelligence.

So violence, we are asking, is it possible for it to end instantly, not gradually? It is a very serious question. We will see whether it is possible or not to end violence without any motive, because the moment you have a motive to end violence, that very motive becomes part of violence. I hope you understand all this. If, or when you want to end violence because it is profitable, because it is the right thing to do, or you think violence is anti-religious, you want to live a peaceful life, any kind of motive behind the act of ending of violence is the continuation of violence. I hope... one hopes you understand this. You can look at it for yourself. If you want to end violence it can't have direction, you can't have a motive which says, 'I will end it'. So we are going to find out, if there is time this morning, I think there is — half past twelve, we will go on. May we? You aren't too tired? Aren't you?

Audience: No.

Krishnamurti: I am surprised! (Laughter) One is surprised because this is a very serious matter. You have listened for an hour and a half. If you are working, if your brain is active, enquiring, questioning, doubting, you must be... your brain must be tired because you are not used to this kind of thinking, looking. But we will go on.

We are asking the question — when you ask a question there is doubt behind it, there is scepticism. And scepticism, doubt, clarifies the brain — which is against all your religion. You don't doubt your guru, you don't doubt your religious authorities, you don't doubt the whole rigmarole of religious entertainment. So when you question whether violence can end instantly, the whole complexity of violence, you are doubting, questioning, asking, asking yourself. Now let's find out, probe together whether it is possible to end violence completely so that you can live in this earth peacefully. Because if you are violent you cannot possibly live peacefully. That's not a motive. But the fact is we are violence — violence between man and man, woman and man, and so on. What is violence? It is a reaction. It is a response. It is there, inherited perhaps in the very genes themselves. We are asking, can all that end?

How do you observe? Observe a tree, observe the lovely sunset or the beauty of the sky in the evening. How do you observe things? When you look at the new moon, just over the horizon, a slip of light, hardly perceptible, when you look at it, what is your reaction? Do you say, 'How beautiful it is', and turn away to other things? Do you ever look totally, completely, attentively at anything? Do you ever look at your wife, or your husband, or your children completely, without any reaction of parent, and all that business? Just to look. Can you look at a tree without naming it? Can you look at that moon, full moon of an evening, when the heavens are clear and all the evening light is awake? Do you ever look at it without the word, without all the remembrance of full moons of yesterdays? Just to look at it. When you so look at it there is a totally different movement going on. It is not the movement of thought, it is not the movement of pleasure, it is not a remembrance of something past. You are looking at it as though for the first time in your life when you don't name it.

So can you move from the outer, which is looking at the moon, move inwardly to this whole structure of violence, look at it, without any reaction, without naming it as violence. That sense of clear observation without any motive, without any reaction, bias, just to look at this extraordinary thing we have called violence. It is like looking at a great precious jewel. It is not yours, or mine, but it is there in your hands. When you so look at it so completely attentively, that which has been called violence with all its movement ends totally.

You are not, please, you are not learning from the speaker how to observe. You are learning for yourself what it means to observe. Observe the hall, be aware of the nature, the structure of the hall in which we are, the rain, the clouds, those extraordinary clouds full of light and depth and quality, just to observe all this. And so one can learn... one can observe what it means, violence means. And when there is such observation with great attention — because you cannot observe if there is no attention. The word 'attention' means to grasp, to go out and take. We are not using... meaning in that sense. To attend. To attend to what you are saying, to attend to your thoughts, to attend diligently at this violence which has brought such great misery to human beings. When there is such pure attention, which is the gathering of all your energy, to focus on this fact of this reaction called violence, there is an ending completely of that violence. Please don't accept it from the speaker. He is not your authority, he is not your guru, he is not a professional. But you are observing this fact for yourself, seeing the truth of it.

Right, sirs. We will continue tomorrow, if we may, go into fear, what the nature of time, fear, pleasure, whether there is an ending to sorrow, and meditation. There is no time this morning so we must stop, but we will continue tomorrow.

May we get up? (Clapping) If you are clapping for yourself, out of your own enthusiasm, it is all right. But you are not clapping for the speaker.
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May we continue where we left off yesterday morning? We were talking about together having a conversation, friendly, unbiased, careful examination of what is going on in the world, and what is going on in ourselves, in our behaviour, in our ways of life, and we came to the point yesterday about disorder and relationship. And we were pointing out in our conversation together how important relationship is, because all life depends on relationship. All existence, all activity is a movement in relationship. And there is conflict in our relationship however intimate it may be, or it expresses itself outwardly. If we are violent, greedy, aggressive and so competitive and so on, we human beings create a society out of the pattern of our own self. We came to that point yesterday. And as we have got to talk about this evening... this morning, pleasure, fear, sorrow, and whether there is an ending to sorrow of mankind. And we will also go together in our conversation about death, and perhaps if there is time, and we will make time, go into the whole question of a religious mind, and which means the investigation of what is meditation, not how to meditate, but what is the nature and structure; structure means movement, this movement of meditation.

So, as we said yesterday, this is not an entertainment, something romantic, sensational, exotic, nor mere intellectual investigation, exploration which satisfies only a part of our own self that is the intellect, and most of us are satisfied with the appreciation and understanding verbally the intellectual activity. But we are concerned with the whole of life, not with theories, not with beliefs, not with some new philosophical concepts, but we are dealing with our daily actual life. Why human beings after living on this earth for so many thousands of years are still what they are: violent, aggressive, brutal, the naughtiness and the ugliness and the brutality of wars. We are together, if you are serious, and one hopes that you are, because only the serious people live rightly, not the flippant, not the generation that does what it likes. So together we are going to investigate the nature of fear because that is part of our life. It is in the very deep recesses of our own brain, this fear that has been the human lot from the beginning of time. And apparently nobody seems to have gone into it very, very deeply — some may have, and perhaps some of you have — to find out for oneself, not to be told, not to be persuaded, not to be rewarded, but to probe into the nature and the structure of fear. I hope we can do it all together.

To understand the nature of fear we must also first investigate what is time. Time by the watch, the chronological time, time to learn a language, a skill, time to go from here to there, time to evolve an intellectual concept and put it into action. Time is necessary for the acorn to become the great tree, to construct a robot. In each, time and energy and knowledge. So there is physical time. Now we are asking: what is time in the psychological world? What is time where the psyche is concerned? I hope we are together in this. It is a pleasant morning, I don't know why we are cooped up here. (Laughter) But since we are cooped up here let us be a little serious, at least for this morning. Because we are going to talk over many things. That requires a great deal of attention, that demands your energy, not just casual listening and saying, 'That was an enjoyable talk'. This is not to be enjoyed. This is a very serious matter. And since man has carried fear, a great burden, all the days of his life, one must find out if it is possible at all whether this fear can end. And in the probing into the question of fear one must go also into the question of time. We live by time — we get up in the morning, go to the office, come back home, and this whole process of time is involved. There is physical time — sun rises, sun sets — and we must find out for ourselves, not to be told, not to be suggested, discover for oneself the nature of time in the psychological realm. Time has built up the egotistic, the personal, the whole psychological world. We think time is necessary in that area. And we are questioning whether the psyche, the 'me', the ego, the self, the centre from which all action takes place, whether it is caught in illusion and therefore pursues the idea of time; whether the psyche, the you, has evolution at all. Or there is no future for the psyche, for the 'me'. The future is the movement of the past, modified by the present, and continues as the future. So the past is maintained, however modified. The past is the accumulated knowledge, experience. The past is the observer. I hope all this is clear. The past is the knowledge that we have accumulated, whether it be of yesterday or thousands upon thousands of yesterdays. That's the past. That past meets the present; the present environment, society and so on. And the past gets modified, slightly changed, but the past remains as the past, and continues as the future. This whole cycle is called time. The accumulation of knowledge in the physical world or in the scientific world needs time. That is, acquiring more and more knowledge, however limited that knowledge is. But we are asking: is time necessary at all? Or time is a factor in the psychological world and the evolution of the psyche, that is, the 'me', the ego, the self, has a future. I hope... one hopes this is all clear. May we go on if it is clear?

Knowledge, which is the accumulation of experience, which is tradition, which is the past, is in fact time. Now, we are questioning whether fear which is part of time, whether fear has a process of evolution, gradual growth, ending. Or the future has no time at all. That is, the ending of fear instantly, not gradually. Are we together in all this? Somewhat together? (Laughter) Because our concern is whether fear can end, ever. Or it is the lot of man, as sorrow, to have fear to the end of his days. We tolerate it, we accept it as a part of life, and we try to escape from fear. Fear being something that is painful, dangerous, to be avoided; fear of some incident of the past, continued as memory, and that memory breeding fear. We all know what fear is. Not a particular form of fear — fear of darkness, fear of something or other, but we are concerned with the root of fear, what is the cause of fear. And in asking that question, to discover for oneself the root of it. Not merely the clipping off the branches of fear, the various expressions of fear. If you want to cut down a tree you don't trim the branches, you cut at the very root of the tree.

So we are asking what is the root of fear, and whether that is possible, in the discovering of it, whether it can end, totally, completely. Not partially, not it ends sometimes and begins again. Which means the brain — the speaker is not a specialist in the brain, but he has observed very carefully not only in himself but in the activities of humankind — this fear exists among the animals, and that fear is rewarded or punished. So we depend on reward and punishment. But in the understanding of fear one must go into very, very deeply. That is, we enquire into time, which I think is fairly clear, and also is thought the cause of fear?

Thought is time; they are not two separate activities. Thought has created fear. That is, psychologically one remembers some incident that caused fear and that incident is recorded in the brain and the brain then is afraid of that incident happening again. So thought is responsible for fear, as time is. This is a fact. This is not an invention by the speaker, but when one observers these two elements, time and thought, bring about fear. And out of fear we create a great many illusions. The illusion of god — I hope you don't mind... saying this (laughter) — the illusion that one can escape from fear by forgetting it, suppressing it, denying it, or tolerating it. Fear has done a great many horrible things in life; things that any sane man would never do. Fear of war, being destroyed, your homes, yourself, your relations and all the rest of it, but we never enquire into the cause of wars, which we went into yesterday: separate tribalism, and whether it is possible to live without any nationality, without any of division — we talked about it yesterday.

I do not... one does not know if one realises we are in a great crisis. Not only outside as war, but also a crisis in our lives, crisis in our consciousness. We are trying to stop a particular kind of war, nuclear war and all the rest of that of business, and that fear, that in finding security in division, that fear... No, the desire to find security in division which creates fear, then that fear brings about wars. I hope we all following all this.

Please, we are thinking together. We are walking down a lane in a wood, sitting down on the ground, looking at all the magnificent trees, and talking about serious matter, like two friends who are concerned with the world and with themselves. And in their conversation this question of fear arises. They are asking themselves whether this fear can ever end completely. And one of the friends says it can, it is possible. So one must understand, not intellectually, superficially but very deeply that time and thought are involved in the causation of fear. Now, the friend says, I can't stop time or thought, it is impossible to stop it. But the other friend says it is not a question of stopping it, it is not try to exercise will in order to stop it, but to understand where time and thought are necessary and where they are not. So the friend says time and thought are necessary in the physical world — learning a language, a skill, and so on. To put together a computer requires time, and thought and knowledge. There it is necessary, the friend says. And the other says yes, I accept that. That is natural, it is inevitable, it is necessary. But in the psychological world my brain has been conditioned through time, through thought, so to understand the nature of fear one must understand why the brain — I hope you are following all this, we are two friends talking together — my brain is conditioned by knowledge, which is experience, and that experience and knowledge has been the process of evolution, both outwardly, and, I thought, inwardly. But you are suggesting that what we consider necessary psychologically is an illusion, not a fact.

So they discuss the matter because they have plenty of time, it is a lovely morning, the birds are singing, and the shadows, numberless, of the trees on the ground. It is a pleasant, lovely morning, and the subject is not morbid, but they have to find out. And it is important to find out. So one of the friends says, 'if one can understand the necessity of time and thought, where it should be, but has it any place in the area of the psyche? That is, the psyche is put together by thought, and thought says, I will become better. The 'better' is the movement of time. The 'better' is measurement. The 'more' is measurement, comparison. Now can one live without comparison whatsoever? Of course you have to compare between two cars, two houses, two gardens, two machines and so on. But why should we live always comparing inwardly? Is it possible, he asks his friend, to live without comparison whatsoever? That is, never compare, never try to become something more, because the self, however evolved, however becomes better, will still be the self, still be very, very refined selfishness. So, when one realises the fact, the truth that thought is necessary and time in the physical world, then thought and time have no place in the psychological world. We will explain it a little more, if you will bear with it.

Why does the brain record every incident? Naturally it records when you drive a car carelessly in an accident, and it has recorded the accident as painful or just avoiding injuries, it is recorded. There the recording is necessary, the recording is knowledge. But why do we record inwardly? Why does the brain record if you insult another or flatter another? Which is, when you record the insult you are building up gradually enmity, violence. So is it possible not to record psychologically anything? This is meditation, to find out. It isn't just a verbal dissertation, a verbal argument or deduction. This requires a great deal of enquiry, a great deal of attention, giving your energy to find out. And, the friend says, it is possible not to record anything in the psychological world. Which means the self as we know it is not. And therefore you have tremendous energy that can be used intelligently, wisely, sanely, in the physical world.

In talking about fear, we also should be concerned with pleasure. Why man has pursued pleasure above anything else — above fear, above sorrow, above anything else, even god — if you believe in god. Why? Why the West and the East — there is really no West and the East, there is not Eastern thought and Western thought, there is only thought which can be expressed in the East in a different way, and in the West perhaps in another way, but thought is the ground upon which all human beings live, exist. It is neither East nor West. Expressions may vary, and we cling to expressions. So, we are enquiring why pleasure has become so important. Not that there is not pleasure, a delight in watching a sunset or the rising of a moon or seeing something beautiful, not only in museums but in the world of nature. To see a tiger in the wild is an extraordinary thing. And what is pleasure? Is it memory? When the actual fact of pleasure... of something happening there is neither pleasure or displeasure, there is just the happening. But a moment later thought says that was a most pleasurable thing I have had; and that means the remembrance of something that has happened before, and that remembrance as pleasure and pursuing that pleasure. And we are caught up or conditioned in fear, in pleasure. Reward and punishment. That's the way of our life.

And we are not advocating the ending of pleasure, which would be stupid, but to understand why the brain, thought, your whole energy, is spent on pleasure, entertainment, whether the entertainment be religious, in a church or a cathedral, or on the football field, or sexually, sensory pleasures. Why are we a slave to all this? To answer a definite, say this or that, would be rather unnecessary, but if one understands the whole movement of it, which is to understand desire. Why are we so crippled, or pursue so energetically desire? What is desire? I wonder if one ever has asked this question. Or the moment you see something you like in the window and you go in and feel it, and you buy it. But you never ask, perhaps, what is the nature and structure of desire. Why man has tried to escape from desire — all the monks, the sannyasis of the world. The word 'sannyasi' is used in Sanskrit and so on. Why has man tried to escape from desire, suppress desire or overcome desire and so on? You cannot possibly suppress desire, it is always there. Whether that desire is identified with a symbol, with a person, a concept, that desire is still there. Desire exists in the monk; desire to be saved by some imaginary person, and so on.

So we are enquiring into the nature of desire because that is part of pleasure and part of fear. What is desire? It is important to understand this, if one may point out. In this world desire is rampant. The whole commercial world is based on it, and also in the technological world, ambition, success and all that. So what is desire? We live by sensation, sensory responses. That's natural. Seeing something clear, beautiful, that very seeing and the contact, physical contact with it brings about a sensation. This is a fact. Then thought creates the image — you in the car, you in that shirt or you in that garden, house, or whatever it be. There is sensation then thought creates the image — you in the car or in the house; at that moment desire arises. Are we together in this, somewhat? One wonders why you find it all so difficult. You're all making a tremendous effort I hope — I didn't mean 'I hope' — you are making effort to understand the speaker. Don't, if I may say so. Understand your own desire. Look at it: desire to be beautiful, desire to be tall, desire to be successful, desire to be noble, desire to find out if there is god — you know all the whole business of desire. The objects of desire may vary but it is still desire.

So we are saying sensation is natural, is obviously a fact, and when thought creates the image, then at that moment desire begins. This is again a fact carefully looked at and examined. So if one understands that very clearly, even intellectually because we are all... first we say understand intellectually, but that understanding is very, very partial. It is not real understanding, because when there is depth of understanding there is action. So, to observe this whole movement of desire, as we pointed out, to observe it, not wanting to change it, control it, suppress it and so on, but to be totally aware, giving one's whole attention to the whole movement of desire. That very attention becomes intelligence. That intelligence will know when desire must act and not. So intelligence is the factor which then acts where desire is concerned.

So we ought to go also, next question, into the nature of what is love. We have got so much to talk about. Is love desire? Apparently it has become that. Is love pleasure? Which now is common; love is equated with pleasure — sensory, sexual, and so on. Is that love? To understand the nature and the beauty and the depth and the quality of love and compassion, one must understand what is suffering, why human beings suffer. This has been one of the major problems of humanity because all human beings, however well placed, however powerful, suffer. And common man, the man who doesn't know how to read or write, he suffers because he has lost his wife or son, or husband, and wants to know why they are gone. He's shed tears, seeks comfort, but suffering goes on. The suffering of these wars, the bombing, killing many people, and all their friends dead, wives and their mothers, their husbands crying. I wonder if we are aware how the world is suffering. Not only personal suffering, the pain, the agony of loss, the loneliness, the unbearable sense of separation, and that suffering is not only so-called personal but it is the suffering of whole of mankind. We have tried to escape from it, saying that one person has suffered for whole humanity, but that suffering still goes on. You have all shed tears. You see the poor man in a far away village, and he will never know a clean bath, a hot bath, clean clothes, ride in a car, not that he should ride in a car, but he sees all the others, and there is the suffering of that man. Suffering has existed from time immemorial till now. We still suffer, and we have never been able to resolve it, end it. Because where there is suffering there can be no love. I know it is difficult to accept that statement. When you suffer you are only concerned with yourself, or with suffering of mankind. Concerned, wanting to help.

I wonder if you have ever asked why we seek help at all from another. You are all sitting here, and I hope, one hopes, the speaker hopes that he is not helping you. Right? Because it is a matter that you yourself have to understand and nobody in the world can help you. That appears to be a cruel statement but it is not. We have had a thousand helpers, leaders, politicians, or the present politician is no good but the next one will be better, and we keep this game going. The helper is the helped. I wonder if you understand that. So, when we suffer we are always wanting comfort, to be helped out of it. And there are people who will do this, help us to escape from it. But the deep-rooted agony goes on. Superficially you may smile but the agony of pain and loneliness goes on. And one asks whether there is an end to all that. If my son dies, he is gone. But the memory of it remains. The memory of playing together, talking together, walking together, holding hands, looking at the trees and the beauty of the earth. That son is gone but the photograph, the picture, the memory remains. That is, the memory is something of that is gone. So memory is not actual, living, it is something that is finished, gone. And we think that is disloyal to move away from all this memory. It is like living with a dead thing. Again, can we look at it without running away from it? Observe the nature of this suffering, remain with it, not run away or suppress or seek comfort. That is, to give all your attention to the loneliness. Then if one so gives whole attention to that there is an ending of that loneliness, that division. So there is a possibility there is an ending to sorrow. Then only love is. Then love is not pleasure, is not desire. It is as strong, as deeply-rooted in one's heart as one of those marvellous trees. It can never die.

And we also talk over together what is death. It is not a morbid subject, but one should consider death because it is part of our life. It is part of our existence. My brother and my mother, my son may die. But we all are going to die, that is inevitable, that is the one absolute fact. Whether you die of old age, senile, gaga, or you die through an accident, some disease, and so on — death is inevitable for all of us. Thank god! (Laughter) Imagine a world where all the people who are dead living. It would be impossible. So we are enquiring, the ending, which is called death. The ending of what? The ending of one's bank account? (Laughter) Don't please laugh, this is much too serious. Perhaps you are laughing because you see what it means — the ending, the total separation from your family, the ending of all the things that you have cherished, the ending of your memories, idiosyncrasies — the ending. Ending of your attachments — to a picture, to your furniture, to your house, to a person, to an ideal, to an ideology and so on — attachment. That's what it means. Death means the ending completely of all attachment.

And is it possible to live a life without any attachment? Because that is what is going to happen. We are concerned mostly what happens after, after death. Is there a continuity of me, the self? The whole world of the East believes in some form of incarnation next life, called reincarnation, but what is it that reincarnates? The psyche? Not your bank account, surely, (laughter) but the psyche, the 'me'. The 'me' is put together by thought. It may think that 'me' is super, super something, but it is still thought. The psyche, the 'me' is time and thought, pain, anxiety, loneliness, a sense of utter futility of all this life, the weariness, and so on. That's me. There is no doubt about that. That's me — my name, my form, my bank account if I have one — all that is me. That they believe will continue next life. So that each life will become more and more — less and less, rather — conflict, less and less loneliness and so on. That is admitting the psyche has evolution, which obviously seems so absurd.

So, are we concerned with what happens after death, or are we concerned what happens before death, this whole life? It may be the life of ten days or the life of eighty years. What is that life? The life that you lead, what is that life? Not what happens when you die, which becomes so unnecessary, rather infantile, but what is your life — pain, ambition, failure, depression, anxiety, uncertainty, conflict — all that's your life. That's a fact. You can't escape from it. And in that life you are attached — to your memories, to your experiences, to your knowledge, to a person, to an ideology. And when death comes it is the end of everything that you are attached to. So, please just listen, for the fun of it even. Is it possible to live a life in which there is no psychological attachment whatsoever? Which means living with all your capacities and energies, and at the same time dying, which is the ending of attachment. Not committing suicide, that's too... But a life that is so totally aware of all its activities, its thoughts, its actions, and its actions based on attachment for example, and ending that attachment now while living with all your capacities. That is living with death all the time. You understand all this? That requires also deep meditation.

Questioner: Why?

Krishnamurti: We ought to talk over finally, if we have time — there is plenty of time — what is meditation? The very word means to ponder over. That is the dictionary meaning. To ponder over, to think over, to be concerned, to be concerned diligently, using common sense. So we are going to find out together what it means to meditate. Not how to meditate. If you ask how to meditate, another, then you want a system, a method, a practice. When you practice, if you are a pianist you practice, and you practice the wrong note, you are practicing the wrong note. So this is what is considered meditation: following a system, a method, and practising that method, that system. This has been brought over in recent years by those Indians who think, or know, how to meditate. And they have made a lot of money out of it, enormous amount, fantastic amounts because people in this country are very gullible. (Laughter) There has been the different types of meditation — transcendental, Buddhist meditation, Zen meditation, the Tibetan form of meditation, the Hindu. They all come over here — I don't know why; I know why — money! In India if you talk about meditation they know all about it already. At least they think they do. Here it is something new. And you live on fads — right? — change from one thing to another.

So we are going together find out what is meditation. Which is to ask what is a religious mind, what is religion? One can see what religion is not. Religion is not all the things that are going on in the world, the churches, look at what happens in the churches, in the cathedrals, in the temples, in the mosques, in the Tibetan shrines and so on, that's all put together by thought, of centuries of thought. And is thought sacred, and the things thought has created, apart from the technological world? Is thought and the thing that it has created, are those things sacred? Please ask this yourself. The content of a church, the practice, the mass, the rituals that are daily perpetuated in the name of god, in the name of saviours, in the name of — all over the world they have their own particular gods. In India there are, I believe, one believes, one is told, 330,000 gods! It is nice to have so many gods. (Laughter) You can choose any one of them according to your pleasure, according to your comfort, according to your personal inclination, but to have only one god is rather tiresome.

Questioner: Why?

Krishnamurti: Please.

Questioner: Why is it tiresome to have one god?

Krishnamurti: Just a moment, please. Wait. May I — I am not being rude — may I finish the talk, and if we have time you can ask the question. I hope you don't mind my saying this.

All that is put together by thought. So one asks, is thought sacred, holy? Or is it only a material process? Thought is a material process, stored in the brain, in the very cells of the brain. The cells are matter, and thought is the outcome of knowledge, experience and so on, so thought, whatever thought creates is not sacred. So meditation is to find out if there is anything sacred or not. But if you practice, following a system and so on, it is merely making the mind, brain, more dull, more repetitive, mechanical. If I practice some system of meditation — yoga, breathing, you know, I won't go into all that business — if you practice all that, your brain which should be extraordinarily active, full of energy, have a sense of deep perception, that brain if you keep on repeating, repeating, repeating, becomes more and more mechanical, more and more dull. And those people who have meditated for twenty five years, and we happen to know a great many of them, are extraordinarily dull people. (Laughter) (Clapping) I am not laughing at it. They have spent their life on something that's so cruel, that's so limited, that's so mechanical, so superficial.

So we are going together find out what is a religious mind. The brain is conditioned — by our culture, by our knowledge, by our experience, by all the impressions that we receive, conditioned by newspapers, television, by the books we read and so on, the beliefs, the faiths, all that has conditioned our brain. The language — I question whether language ever conditions the brain but that is a different matter altogether. We are conditioned, the brain is conditioned. And when the brain is not conditioned then it has got infinite capacity. As is shown in the technological world, it has got extraordinary capacity. Look at all the things it has invented, from the most convenient things to the most complex, subtle things. But psychologically we are conditioned, the brain is conditioned, and therefore its energy is very, very limited. And meditation is to find out, come upon that freedom which comes from total unconditioning. When the brain is totally unconditioned then the mind is the religious mind. Not the mind that believes in some ideology and all the rest of that immature stuff. So we are going to find out together, if you wish, if you are concerned, if there is something utterly beyond thought, something that is sacred beyond all words, something that is not measurable, something that is totally free from all contamination of thought.

When you begin to enquire, when one begins to enquire one must put aside totally and completely the whole world of belief and faith and all the things that thought has put together as religious activity. Totally, completely. You are neither a Hindu, Roman Catholic, Protestant, Buddhist, Tibetan, and Zen — all that is finished because you have understood them. Not that you have read all about it or talked to a great many people about these various matters, but you see they are all the activities of a material process which is thought. So if one is really concerned, enquiring, probing, doubting, all illusion through doubt ends. That is, then you give complete total attention.

Illusion, the word 'illusion' means, the root meaning, etymological meaning both in Sanskrit and English, which is Latin and Greek, illusion is to play with something. To play with something. And we play with illusions. So all illusions... there is an ending to all illusions. You are then only facing facts and nothing else. The fact that there is no attachment. Not the pretension of not being attached. That there is no psychological fear. And in this meditation there is love and compassion. That love is not within the brain, because love is outside of it. It is not the effort and the convenience of thought. Where there is love there is compassion, passion for everything in life. And where there is compassion and love there is intelligence. Not the intelligence of books and cunning thought and professorial minds, or the intelligence of great knowledge. The very word 'intelligence' is something totally different.

Now we can... When there is that complete attention which comes about naturally, not learning what attention is, going to a college or somebody to learn and practice attention which becomes so silly. To be so diligently aware in life, whatever one is thinking, doing, and when there is that total attention the brain is silent. It is not everlastingly chattering. The brain then becomes quiet, though it has its own rhythm. Then in that stillness of the brain and mind there is that which is not to be measured by words, that which is holy, which is completely utterly sacred, which is the strength of all life, which is the basis of all life.

May I get up please? Don't clap.
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Ojai

Conversation with Jonas Salk in Ojai

Krishnamurti: I think any serious man must be concerned about the future, what is going to happen to mankind.

Jonas Salk: Yes.

Krishnamurti: Especially if one has children; what is their future? Are they going to repeat the same old pattern, which human beings have been doing for a million years, or more or less? Or is there going to be a fundamental change in their psyche, in their whole consciousness? That is really the question, whether it is – not the atomic war or conventional war, but it is man against man.

JS: Yes. I am sure you must have an opinion about that.

Krishnamurti: Yes. I don't know if I have an opinion; I have observed a great deal, I have talked to a great many people in my life, and there are very, very few who really are concerned, committed to something to discover if there is a different way of living, a global relationship, global intercommunication. Not merely stumble over language; not the religious and political divisions and all that nonsense, but really find out if there is... if we can live on this earth peacefully, without killing each other endlessly. I think that is the real issue we are facing now. And we think the crisis is outside of us; it is in us.

JS: It is in us.

Krishnamurti: The crisis is in our consciousness.

JS: There is an expression that comes from a cartoonist, it's Pogo who says that we have met the enemy, the enemy is us.

Krishnamurti: Yes.

JS: And so what you are saying is that we have now come face to face with ourselves.

Krishnamurti: Yes, with ourselves and with our relationship to the world, both externally and inwardly.

JS: So that the fundamental issue with which we are confronted is relationship; relationship to ourselves and relationship to each other, and I might even go so far as to say to the world and to the cosmos.

Krishnamurti: Yes, sir.

JS: We are really confronted with that eternal question of the meaning of our lives.

Krishnamurti: The meaning of our lives, yes, that's right. Either we give a meaning to our life intellectually, fix a goal and work towards that, which becomes so artificial, unnatural, or understand the whole structure of ourselves. Either, I feel now, we have advanced so extraordinarily technologically – fantastic what they are doing, as you know – but in the other field, in the psychological field we have hardly moved. We are what we have been for the last umpteen years.

JS: Even at the point of having developed what we call artificial intelligence.

Krishnamurti: Computer and so on.

JS: Computers and such devices, and are beginning to focus our attention on how we use this artificial intelligence without...

Krishnamurti: ...destroying our...

JS: ...recognizing the need that we have to learn how to use our own natural intelligence.

Krishnamurti: Sir, have we natural intelligence, or have we destroyed it?

JS: It's innate, and we destroy it in each individual as they come along. I think we are born with that natural intelligence, but I sometimes think...

Krishnamurti: I really would like to question that, whether we are born with natural intelligence.

JS: We are born with the capacity, with the potential for that, in the same way as we are born with the capacity for language.

Krishnamurti: Yes.

JS: But then it must be exercised, it must be activated, it must be brought out in the course of life's experiences. And it is for this reason that we really have a need to understand what I like to think of as the conditions and circumstances for evoking that potential.

Krishnamurti: As long as we are conditioned...

J: ...we are always conditionable. That's in our nature.

Krishnamurti: Yes. But is it possible to uncondition ourselves, or must it go on?

JS: Are you asking, is it possible to uncondition the individual who has become conditioned?

Krishnamurti: The individual who becomes conditioned by society, by language, by the climate, by literature, by newspapers, by everything he has been shaped, impressed, and influenced, and whether this condition can ever... whether he can ever step out of it.

JS: With great difficulty, because it does have a tendency to become fixed, and it is for this reason that we must give attention to the young, to each new generation that are brought into a new context and are shaped by that context, shaped by those circumstances. We have an opportunity with new and as yet unshaped, unformed minds to influence them in a healthier fashion than has been true until now.

Krishnamurti: One has had, especially my... if I may speak about it, had lots of young people, thousands of them I have come into contact... one has come into contact. From the age of five to twelve they seem intelligent, curious, awake, full of energy and vitality and beauty.

JS: Yes.

Krishnamurti: After that age – the parents are responsible for it, society, newspapers, their own friends, the family – the whole thing seems to drown them, make them so ugly, vicious, you know the whole human race has become like that. So is it possible to educate them differently?

JS: I think so. I have said in something that I wrote not so long ago, that we are in need of an immunizing education. The analogy that I am using is of immunizing against a crippling disease.

Krishnamurti: A crippling disease, quite.

JS: And in this instance I have in mind the crippling of the mind, not merely the crippling of the body. And I believe...

Krishnamurti: If we could go into that a little bit, what cripples the mind. Basically, not superficially of course. Basically, if I may ask, is it knowledge?

JS: Wrong knowledge.

Krishnamurti: Knowledge, I am using the word 'knowledge', whether it is right or wrong, but knowledge, psychological knowledge, apart from the academic knowledge, scientific knowledge, the knowledge of... technological knowledge of the computer and so on, leaving all that aside, has man inwardly been helped by knowledge?

JS: Are you referring to the kind of knowledge that comes from experience?

Krishnamurti: The whole question of knowledge. Knowledge is after all the gathering of experience.

JS: I see two kinds of knowledge. I see the organized body of knowledge that comes, let us say, through science; and then I see the kind of knowledge that comes through human experience.

Krishnamurti: Human experience – just take human experience. We have had probably over seven thousand years, wars.

JS: Yes.

Krishnamurti: And wars now have – in the old days you killed by an arrow or a club, two or three people or a hundred people at the most, now you kill by the million.

JS: Much more efficiently.

Krishnamurti: Much more efficiently. You are up in the air and you don't know whom you are killing. It might by your own family, your own friends. So has that experience of ten thousand years of war, or five thousand years of war, has that experience taught man anything about not killing?

JS: Well it has taught me something. I see no sense in it, there are others who share that view, growing numbers, there are growing numbers of people who are becoming conscious and aware of the absurdity of that kind of behaviour.

Krishnamurti: After ten thousand years? You follow my...

JS: I follow you.

Krishnamurti: We must question whether there is a learning at all. Or just wandering blindly. If after ten thousand years, or less or more, human beings haven't learnt a very simple thing: don't kill somebody, for god's sake. You are killing yourself, you are killing your future. And that hasn't been learnt. Right?

JS: It has been learnt by some, but not by all.

Krishnamurti: Of course there are exceptions. Let's leave the exceptions. Exceptions will always be there, fortunately.

JS: Fortunately...

Krishnamurti: Fortunately.

JS: ...that's very important.

Krishnamurti: Of course, fortunately. But the majority who vote for war, for the presidents, for prime ministers and all the rest of it, they haven't learnt a thing. They'll destroy us.

JS: If we let them.

Krishnamurti: It is happening.

JS: The ultimate destruction has not happened yet. You are quite right, you are quite right. But we must become conscious and aware of that new danger. And something must arise within us now.

Krishnamurti: Sir, I would like to go into this because I am questioning whether experience has taught man anything, except to be more brutal, more selfish, more self-centred, more concerned with himself and his little group, with his little family, with his little... The tribal consciousness which has become national consciousness, glorified, and that is destroying us. So, after ten thousand years, more or less, has not taught man don't kill, there is something wrong.

JS: I'd like to offer a suggestion, a way of looking at this problem, at this question. I'd like to look at it from an evolutionary point of view, and speculate that we are evolving through a period of time, in which the exception to which you refer earlier, you referred earlier, may some day become the rule. Now how might this happen? It has to happen or else there will be nothing to speak about after the event.

Krishnamurti: Of course.

JS: Therefore we are confronting a crisis now.

Krishnamurti: That's what we said.

JS: That crisis is imminent, it gets closer and closer.

Krishnamurti: Yes, sir.

JS: And it is for this reason that we may very well have to enter the arena ourselves in a conscious way, and as we are speaking about this, fully conscious of what we are saying, aware of the risk and of the danger, some effort must be made, some way must be invented to raise the consciousness of the world as a whole, as difficult as that may be.

Krishnamurti: I understand all this, sir. This is – I have talked to a great many politicians – this is their argument. You, and people like you, must enter the arena.

JS: Yes.

Krishnamurti: Wait a minute. We always deal with a crisis, not what has brought about the crisis. When the crisis arises we are so concerned – answer the crisis, don't bother about the past, don't bother about anything else, just answer the crisis.

JS: That's wrong.

Krishnamurti: That's what they are all doing.

JS: I understand that. And that's why they need your wisdom, and they need the wisdom of others like yourself who see the future, those who can anticipate, who can see the handwriting on the wall, and will act before the wall begins to crumble.

Krishnamurti: Therefore I am just saying, shouldn't we go and enquire into the cause of all this?

JS: Yes.

Krishnamurti: Not just say well, here is a crisis, deal with it.

JS: No, no. I agree with you.

Krishnamurti: That's what the politicians are saying.

JS: Well I won't play that game, and I am not suggesting that we do.

Krishnamurti: Only silly people play that game.

JS: Yes.

Krishnamurti: Foolish people. But I mean the cause of all this is obviously the desire to live safely, protected, security inward. I divide myself as a family, then a small group of people, and so on and so on and so on.

JS: We are going to discover that we are all one great big family.

Krishnamurti: Ah!

JS: And our greatest security will come from being concerned about others in our family. It will be of no great advantage to us to have others suffer and be a threat to us as well as to themselves, which is the state of affairs now with nuclear war.

Krishnamurti: Therefore I am asking whether we learn through suffering – which you haven't – right? – whether we learn through kind of agony of wars – we haven't. So what makes us learn, change? What are the factors of it, depth of it? Why have human beings, who have lived on this poor unfortunate earth for so long, they are destroying the thing on which they are growing, the earth, and they are destroying each other. What is the cause of all this? Not speculative causes, the actual, deep human cause? Unless we find that we will go on for the rest of our days.

JS: That's quite right. You are asking for the cause...

Krishnamurti: Or the causations, which has brought man to this present crisis.

JS: As I see it, the need for... to satisfy the needs for survival under circumstances of threat, when there is something to be had, something to be gained by war, war is something that men engaged in. Now when the time comes when nothing is to be gained, and everything is to be lost, a second... we maybe give a second thought.

Krishnamurti: But we'll have lost, sir. You understand? Every war we are losing. Why haven't we learnt that? The historians have written about it. All the great scholars have – you follow? – and man has remained tribal, small, petty, self-centred. I am asking what will make him change? No, the immediacy of change, not future, gradual, because time may be the enemy of man. Evolution may be the enemy.

JS: Enemy – evolution may be the only solution.

Krishnamurti: Or – if man hasn't learnt after all this suffering, and is going on perpetuating this thing, what...

JS: He hasn't evolved sufficiently as yet. The conditions have not, as yet, been propitious for solving the problems that precipitated war.

Krishnamurti: Sir, if we have children, what is their future? War? And how am I, if one is a parent, how is he to see all this? How is one to awaken, to be aware of all this going on, and their relationship to what is going on – and if they don't change this thing will go on endlessly.

JS: Therefore a change is imperative.

Krishnamurti: Yes, sir, but...

JS: How are we going to bring it about?

Krishnamurti: Yes. That's what I am asking. Change is imperative.

JS: I understand that.

Krishnamurti: If the change is through evolution, which is time and all the rest of it, we are going to destroy ourselves.

JS: But I think that we have to accelerate the evolutionary process. We must do it deliberately and consciously. Until now we have been evolving unconsciously, which has led to the condition that you have just been describing. A new change must occur, a different kind of change, a change in our consciousness, in which we ourselves, using our intelligence.

Krishnamurti: So I am asking, what are the causes of this? If I can find the causes – every cause has an end. So if I can find the cause, or causes, or the many causations that has brought human beings to the present state, then I can go after those causes.

JS: Let me suggest another way of looking at it: let us assume, for the sake of argument, that the causes that have led to this will persist unless some outside intervention is brought to bear to change the direction. Let me suggest the possibility of looking at the positive elements in human beings, and strengthening... the possibility of strengthening those.

Krishnamurti: That means time.

JS: Everything in the human realm occurs in time. I am suggesting that we accelerate the time, that we foreshorten the time, that we not leave it only to time and only to chance, that we begin to intervene in our own evolution to that extent, and we become the co-authors of our evolution.

Krishnamurti: I understand that. Now I am asking a much more... a question perhaps may not have an answer – I think for myself it has an answer, which is, can time end? This way of thinking, that give me a few more days before you slaughter me. During those few days I must change.

JS: I think time ends in the following sense: that the past ends and the future begins.

Krishnamurti: No. Which means what? For the past to end, which is one of the most complex things, memory, knowledge, and the whole urge, the desire, the hope, all that has to end.

JS: Let me give you an illustration of the ending of something and the beginning of something new. When it was observed that the earth was round not flat there was a change in perception, and from that point on the earth was no longer seen as flat, it was seen as round. The same thing was true for the revolution of the sun around the earth, which then became apparent that it was the earth that revolved round the sun.

Krishnamurti: Galileo, he as nearly burnt by the church for this.

JS: Indeed. Indeed. And the same thing is likely to happen again.

Krishnamurti: Sir... So my question is this: is time an enemy or a help?

JS: We must use time to our advantage.

Krishnamurti: How am I to use time? That is, I have a future – right? – I have another hundred, fifty years to live, and can I during those fifty years shorten the whole human experience, shorten the content of my consciousness, and in the very shortening bring it to a very, very tiny point so that it is gone? Has the human brain the capacity – it has infinite capacity in one direction, technological, infinite capacity, we don't seem to apply that extraordinary capacity inwardly.

JS: Let's focus on that.

Krishnamurti: Yes, that's what I am saying.

JS: That's the central issue. I agree. I agree.

Krishnamurti: If we could focus that tremendous energy on this, we would change instantly.

JS: Instantly. There you have it.

Krishnamurti: I know, sir. Now what will make man to focus that capacity, that energy, the drive on this one point? Sorrow hasn't helped him; better communication hasn't helped him; nothing has helped him, factually – god, church, religions, better statesmen, latest gurus, none of that.

JS: That's right.

Krishnamurti: So, can I put all that aside and not depend on anybody? – scientists, the doctors, psychologists, nobody, and say...

JS: What you are saying is that the means has not yet been invented for accomplishing what you have in mind.

Krishnamurti: I don't think it is means – the means is the end.

JS: I accept that.

Krishnamurti: Therefore don't look for a means. See that these people have not helped you in the least. On the contrary, they have led you up a wrong path. So leave them.

JS: They are not the means.

Krishnamurti: They are not the means.

JS: Because they do not serve the ends of which we are speaking.

Krishnamurti: They are not the means. The authority outside is not the means; so inside. That requires, sir, tremendous – I don't like to use the word 'courage' – to stand lonely, to be alone, not depend or be attached to anything. And who is going to do this? One or two.

JS: That's the challenge.

Krishnamurti: So I say, for god's sake wake up to that, not the means, not the end.

JS: I share your view as to where the solution lies. I share your view that it is perhaps the most difficult of all of the things with which human beings have been confronted, and it's for that reason it's left to the last. We have done all of the easy things,. For example, we are manipulating artificial intelligence, but not our own intelligence. And it is understandable because we are in a sense both the cause and the effect.

Krishnamurti: Cause becomes the effect, the effect becomes the cause, and so on, we keep in that chain.

JS: Yes. Now since we are at a point at which the human race can become extinct, it seems to me that the only invention, if I may use that term, that we are awaiting now to bring that to an end, is to find the means for exercising self-restraint upon all of the factors and conditions and circumstances that have led to war in the past.

Krishnamurti: Yes, sir. I wonder, sir, if I may – it may be irrelevant – the world is bent on pleasure. You see it in this country more than anywhere else, tremendous drive for pleasure, and entertainment, sport, which is, be entertained all the time. In the school here the children want to be entertained, not learn. And you go to the East, and there they want to learn. You have been there.

JS: Yes.

Krishnamurti: They want to learn.

JS: And that's pleasurable too. And it can be.

Krishnamurti: Of course, of course, of course, of course. So if man's drive is to find and continue in pleasure, apparently that has been the historical process – pleasure whether it is in the church, all the mass, all the circus that goes on in the name of religion, or on the football field – that has existed from the ancient days. And that may be one of our difficulties, to be entertained by specialists, you know, the whole world of entertainers. Every magazine is a form of entertainment, introducing a few good articles here and there. So, man's drive is not only to escape fear, but the drive for pleasure. They both go together.

JS: They do, that's right.

Krishnamurti: Two sides of the same coin. But we forget the other side, fear, and pursue this. And that may be one of the reasons why this crisis is coming.

JS: It will not be the first time that a species will have become extinct. I think we must ask the question whether or not there are some cultures in some societies that are more likely to endure than others, that have the characteristics and attributes that are necessary to overcome the problems, the weaknesses to which you have been drawing attention. It seems to me that you are prophesying a time of great difficulty and of great danger. And you are pointing out the differences that exist amongst peoples and amongst cultures and amongst individuals, some of whom, exceptions there may be, could well be the exceptional ones that will survive and will endure after the holocaust.

Krishnamurti: (Laughs) That means one or two, or half a dozen people surviving out of all the mess – no, I can't... that would be...

JS: I am not recommending that. I am simply giving a picture, a number, a quantity and a quality to it so as to make people aware of their responsibility in respect to that future.

Krishnamurti: Sir, is it responsibility implies not only to your little... to your family, but you are responsible as a human being for the rest of humanity.

JS: I think I said to you, told you the title of an address I gave in India, which was, 'Are we being good ancestors?' We have a responsibility as ancestors for the future. I share your view completely. And the sooner we become aware of this and begin to address ourselves to this consciously as if it were an imminent threat.

Krishnamurti: Again, I would like to point out, again there are exceptions, but the vast majority who are not, in the way of looking at things, are elected governors, presidents, prime ministers, or totalitarians, they are suppressing everything. So, as the majority elect those, or the few gather power to themselves and dictate to others, we are in the mercy of... we are in their hands – even the most exceptional people. So far they have not done it; they may say, 'You can't speak here anymore, or write any more. Don't come here'. You understand? So there is one side the urge to find security, to find some kind of peace somewhere.

JS: Would you be willing to say that those who are now ruling and leading are lacking somehow in wisdom?

Krishnamurti: Oh, obviously, sir.

JS: Would you say that there are some who have the wisdom with which to lead and to guide?

Krishnamurti: Not when the whole mass of people want to be guided by somebody they elect, or don't elect, they are by the tyrannies. So, what I am asking is really, how is a man, a human being, who is no longer individual – for me individuality doesn't exist, we are human beings.

JS: That's right.

Krishnamurti: We are humanity.

JS: We are members of the species. We are cells of humankind.

Krishnamurti: We are humanity. Our consciousness is not mine, it is the human mind.

JS: That's right.

Krishnamurti: Human heart, human love – all that human. And by emphasizing, as they are doing now, individual, you fulfil yourself, do whatever you want to do, you know the whole thing, that is destroying the human relationship.

JS: Yes. That's fundamental.

Krishnamurti: And therefore there is no love, there is no compassion in all this. Just vast mass moving in a hopeless direction, and electing these extraordinary people to lead them. And they lead them to destruction. My point is this has happened time after time, centuries after centuries. And if you are serious, either you give up, turn your back on it – I know several people who have said to me, 'Don't be a fool, you can't change man. Go away. Retire. Go to the Himalayas and beg and live and die'. I don't feel like that, but...

JS: Nor do I.

Krishnamurti: Of course. They have seen the hopelessness of all this. For me, I don't see either hope or hopeless. It is not... I said this is the state of things, they have got to change.

JS: Exactly.

Krishnamurti: Instantly.

JS: Exactly. All right. Let's... having agreed upon that, where might we go from here?

Krishnamurti: I can't go very far if I don't start very near. The 'very near' is this.

JS: All right, let's start here. Let's start right here and right here.

Krishnamurti: Right here.

JS: What would we do?

Krishnamurti: If I don't start here but start over there, I can't do anything. So I start here. Now I say, who is me who is struggling through all this? Who is I, who is the self, who is... What makes me behave this way? Why do I react? You follow, sir?

JS: Oh, yes, I follow you.

Krishnamurti: So that I begin to see myself, not theoretically but in a mirror of relationship – with my wife, with my friends, how I behave, how I think – in that relationship I begin to see what I am.

JS: Yes, that's correct. You can see yourself only through reflection in another.

Krishnamurti: Through relationship.

JS: Relationship.

Krishnamurti: In that there may be affection, there may be anger, there may be jealousy – I discover in all that monstrous creature hidden in me, including the idea that there is something extraordinarily spiritual in me, all that I begin to discover. The illusions and the lies that man has lived with. And in that relationship I see if I want to change, I break the mirror. Which means I break the content of my whole consciousness. And perhaps out of that breaking down the content there is love, there is compassion, there is intelligence. There is no other intelligence except the intelligence of compassion.

JS: Well, having agreed on what the ultimate resolution can be, and having agreed that one has to begin here now.

Krishnamurti: Yes, sir.

JS: Here and now.

Krishnamurti: Yes, sir. Change now. Not wait for evolution to throttle you.

JS: Yes. Evolution can begin now.

Krishnamurti: If you like to put it that way. Evolution in the sense moving from this, breaking down to this, to something which thought cannot project.

JS: When I use the term, 'evolution can begin now', I am speaking of a mutational event.

Krishnamurti: A mutation, I agree. Mutation is not evolution.

JS: But I am going to add one other factor that I think is important. I believe that individuals see the world in the same way as do you and I – there are others besides ourselves. They are others besides ourselves who see the problem this way, who see the solution that you speak of. Now let us refer to individuals such as that as exceptional, extraordinary. We might even think of them as unusual, as mutations, if you like.

Krishnamurti: Biological freaks. (Laughs)

JS: If you like. Curious in some way, different from the rest. Can they be gathered together? Can they be selected? Will they select each other and come together, and become a force?

Krishnamurti: They come together, not select each other. They come together.

JS: I am using the term in the sense coming together because there is some sense of recognition, something that draws them together, it's some self-selecting mechanism. Now can you imagine that making a difference?

Krishnamurti: Perhaps a little.

JS: Can you imagine anything else making a difference?

Krishnamurti: Not imagine, sir. I see – could we put it this way, sir: death has been one of the most extraordinary factors in life. We have avoided it, to look at it, because we are afraid what it is. We cling to all the things we have known, and we don't want to let that go when we die. We can't take it with us, but... etc., etc. Now to die to all the things I am attached to. To die. Not say, 'What will happen if I die, is there another reward?' Because unless this... dying and living go together.

JS: Yes, death is part of life.

Krishnamurti: Part of life. But very few move in that direction.

JS: I agree. We are talking now about the same exceptional individuals.

Krishnamurti: (Laughs) And I am saying those exceptional individuals, have they – I am not pessimistic or optimistic, I am just looking at the facts – have they affected mankind?

JS: Not sufficiently, not yet. Not yet, not sufficiently. My contention is...

Krishnamurti: That they will affect in the future.

JS: ...that if we do something about it consciously and deliberately we can make it happen sooner.

Krishnamurti: Whether consciously and deliberately may not be... another continuation of the self-centredness.

JS: Ah, but that is part of the condition it must not include. I understand that. That must be excluded. It must be species-centeredness, if you like – human being, humankind-centeredness, humanity-centeredness. It cannot be the same self-centredness to which you have been referring until now. That will be the mutational event.

Krishnamurti: Yes, sir. End of the self-centredness.

JS: Yes.

Krishnamurti: Do you know, they have tried to do this through meditation, they have tried to do this by joining Orders, by renouncing the world – the monks, the nuns, the sannyasis of India. If I may point out something rather interesting: once when I was in Kashmir I was walking behind a group of sannyasis, monks, there were about a dozen of them. And it was a beautiful country, a river on one side, flowers, spring, birds and an extraordinary blue sky. And everything was really laughing, earth was smiling. And these monks never looked at anything. They kept their heads down, repeating some words in Sanskrit, which I could gather what it was, and that's all. Put on blinkers and say... there is safety. That's what we have done, religiously, politically. So I say one can deceive so enormously. Deception is one of our factors.

JS: Deception and denial. Negation.

Krishnamurti: We never – sir, we never start, as in Buddhism and Hinduism, with doubt. Doubt has an extraordinary factor – cleanses your...

JS: Absolutely, yes.

Krishnamurti: But we don't. We don't doubt all that is going on around us.

JS: That is very unhealthy, and healthy doubt is necessary.

Krishnamurti: Scepticism. (Inaudible)

JS: Yes. We must question rather than accept the answers that have been given us.

Krishnamurti: Of course. So, nobody can answer my problems. I have to resolve them. So don't create problems. I'm going to be... I won't enter into that. The mind that is trained to resolve problems, solutions, such a mind is always finding problems. But if the brain is not trained, educated to solve problems, it is free from problems. It can face problems but it is essentially free.

JS: There are some brains, if you like, some minds that create problems, and some that solve problems. And what you are posing now is the question: can we solve the ultimate problem, the ultimate question with which we are confronted? Which is, can we go on as a species, or will we destroy ourselves?

Krishnamurti: Yes. Death. That's why I said death – I brought it in earlier. Death to things that I have gathered psychologically.

JS: We have to accept the death of those things of the past that are no longer valuable, and allow the birth of those new things that are necessary for the new future. I quite agree that the past must come to an end.

Krishnamurti: Oh yes, sir.

JS: War must come to an end.

Krishnamurti: That is – you follow? – that means the brain must record the – record.

JS: Yes.

Krishnamurti: But the brain is recording.

JS: Constantly.

Krishnamurti: Constantly. Therefore... it is recording then it plays the tape.

JS: It is recording and it is recognizing.

Krishnamurti: Yes, of course.

JS: It is re-cognizing. It is re-examining what it already knows. Now we must at this point in time recognize what has happened in the past, and become aware that there must be a new way.

Krishnamurti: Which is, don't record. Why should I record? Language and so on, let's leave all those out. Why should I psychologically record anything? You hurt me, suppose. You say some brutal thing to me, why should I record it?

JS: I would relegate it to what I call the 'forgettery'.

Krishnamurti: No, no. Why should I record it? Or somebody flatters me, why should I record it? What a bore it is to react in the same old pattern.

JS: It records itself, but it must be relegated.

Krishnamurti: No, watch it, sir, whether it is possible not to record at all. Psychologically I am talking about, not the recording of driving a car or this or that, but psychologically not to record anything.

JS: Are you able to do that?

Krishnamurti: Oh yes!

JS: You must be able to discriminate between what you record and what you don't record.

Krishnamurti: The memory is selective.

JS: Yes, and that was why I used that humorous way of putting it: you select by putting some in the place of memory, and some in the place of 'forgettery'. A way of selecting that which you choose...

Krishnamurti: Not 'choose'. I have to record how to drive a car.

JS: Yes.

Krishnamurti: Record how to speak a language. If I have to learn a skill, I have to record it. In the physical world I have to record: from here to go to my house or to Paris, I have to do various – I have to record all that. But I am asking why should there be recording of any psychological event? Which then emphasizes the self, the 'me', the self-centred activity and all the rest of it.

JS: Well let's deal with that for a moment because it seems to be very central to what you are saying, and to what I implied earlier when I used the term 'self-restraint'. I think we are talking about the same category of phenomena, the need perhaps to liberate ourselves from those experiences in life that make us vindictive, that make it difficult for us to join together, to relate to those who may have injured us in the past. And we see this amongst nations now, between religious groups and others, who are incapable of forgiving the present generation that had nothing to do with the perpetration of events at some previous time in history.

Krishnamurti: Yes, sir.

JS: Therefore we are now beginning to approach the question that I posed earlier: what is it that we must do, what might we do now to deal with the cause of the effects that we want to avoid? You have identified these as psychological. You have identified these as within the human mind.

Krishnamurti: So the first thing I would say is don't identify yourself with anything – with a group, with a country, with a god, with ideologies – right? – don't identify. Then that which you identify with must be protected – your country, your god, your conclusions, your experience, your biases and so on. This identification is a form of self-centred activity.

JS: Now let us assume for the sake of argument that there is a need to identify with things, or to relate to things or to each other. This is the basis for religion, which means – it comes from the word 'religio', to tie together – and there is a need that human beings have for relationship. Now they may very well enter into relationships that are harmful, that in fact are self-destructive. Now is it possible to address ourselves to the kinds of relationships which, if developed, would allow us to relinquish those that are now harmful? For example, the most fundamental relationship is to ourselves, not in the self-centred sense, but to ourselves as members of the human species, and to each other.

Krishnamurti: That is my relationship as a human being with the rest of humanity.

JS: Yes.

Krishnamurti: Now, just a minute, sir. Relationship implies two: my relationship with you, with another. But I am humanity. I am not separate from my brother across the ocean.

JS: You are not.

Krishnamurti: I am humanity. Therefore if I have this quality of love, I have established a relationship. There is relationship.

JS: I think that it exists. I think you have it, and your brothers across the sea have it, in all of the countries of the world this exists, but we are taught to hate. We are taught to hate each other. We are taught to separate ourselves from the other. There is a deliberate...

Krishnamurti: Not only, sir, taught, but isn't there this feeling of possessiveness in which there is security and pleasure? I possess my property, I possess my wife, I possess my children, I possess my god. I am trying to say this sense of isolating process is so strong in us that we can't train ourselves to be out of this. I say, see the fact that you are the rest of mankind, for god's sake see it.

JS: Well what you are saying is that we are both individual and also related to the rest of humankind.

Krishnamurti: Ah, no, no. I say you are not an individual. Your thinking is not yours. Your consciousness is not yours, because every human being suffers, every human being goes through hell, turmoil, anxieties, agonies, which every human being whether West or East or, North, South, are going through. So we are human beings, not, I am a separate human being therefore I am related to the human beings; I am the rest of humanity. And if I see that fact I will not kill another.

JS: Now contrast that with what exists today.

Krishnamurti: What exists today: I am an individual, I must fulfil my own desires, my own urges, my own instincts, my own – and all the rest of it, and that is creating havoc.

JS: Now we want to transform one state to another.

Krishnamurti: You can't transform.

JS: All right, what can you do?

Krishnamurti: Change, mutate. You can't change one form into another form. See that you are actually, the truth, that you are the rest of mankind. Sir, when you see that, feel it in your – if I may use the word – guts, in your blood, then your whole activity, your whole attitude, your whole way of living changes.

JS: All right.

Krishnamurti: Then you have a relationship which is not two images fighting each other, a relationship that is living, alive, full of something, beauty. But again we come back – the exception.

JS: They exist. Now let's focus on the exceptions for a moment because we have already established those that are the predominant species, shall we say, the predominant variety. And let's, as a practical matter, address ourselves to the role that the exceptional ones might have in bringing about the kind of change that would be tantamount to a mutation event for the species as a whole.

Krishnamurti: Suppose, sir, you are one of the exceptions.

JS: Yes.

Krishnamurti: I am not supposing, please, I'm...

JS: I understand.

Krishnamurti: What's your relationship with me who is just an ordinary person? Have you any relationship with me?

JS: Yes.

Krishnamurti: What is that?

JS: We are the same species.

Krishnamurti: Yes, but you have stepped out of that. You are an exception. That's what we are talking about. You are an exception and I am not. Right? What is your relationship with me?

JS: I am...

Krishnamurti: Have you any?

JS: Yes.

Krishnamurti: Or you are outside trying to help me.

JS: No, I have a relationship with you and a responsibility because your wellbeing will influence my wellbeing. Our wellbeing is one and the same.

Krishnamurti: No, sir. You are an exception. You are not psychologically putting things together. You are out of that category. And I am all the time gathering – right? – putting, you know all the rest of it. There is a vast division between freedom and the man who is in prison. I am in prison, of my own making and the prison made by politicians, books and all the rest of it – I am in prison, you are not, you are free. And I would like to be like you.

JS: And I would like to help liberate you.

Krishnamurti: Therefore what's your relationship? A helper. Or you have real compassion, not for me, the flame of it, the perfume, the depth, the beauty, the vitality and the intelligence it – compassion, love. That's all. That will affect much more than your decision to help me.

JS: I agree with that. We are in complete agreement. That's how I see the exceptional. And I see that the exceptional individuals possess the quality of compassion.

Krishnamurti: Yes, sir. And compassion cannot be put together by thought.

JS: It exists.

Krishnamurti: How can it exist when I have hate in my heart, when I want to kill somebody, when I am crying how can that exist? There must be freedom from all that before the other is.

JS: I am focusing my attention now on the exceptional.

Krishnamurti: I am doing that.

JS: And do those have hatred in their hearts? The exceptional ones?

Krishnamurti: Sir, it is like the sun, sir. Sunshine isn't yours or mine. We share it. But the moment it is my sunshine it becomes childish. So all that you can be, like the sun, the exception like the sun, give me compassion, love, intelligence, nothing else – don't say, do this, don't do that – then I fall into the trap, which all the churches, religions have done. Freedom means, sir, to be out of the prison; prison which man has built for himself. And you who are free, be there. You follow? That's all. You can't do anything.

JS: I hear you say something very positive, very important, very significant. I hear you say that there does exist people, individuals, a group of individuals, who possess these qualities for emanating something that could help the rest of humankind.

Krishnamurti: You see that's the whole concept – I don't want to go into that, that's too irrelevant – that there are such people who help, not guide, tell you what to do, it all becomes so silly. Just like sun, like the sun giving light. And if you want to sit in the sun, you will sit in it; if you don't, you will sit in the shade.

JS: Yes. And so it's that kind of enlightenment...

Krishnamurti: That is enlightenment.

JS: ...that we are on the verge of receiving. And I think that that is what you have given us today.

Krishnamurti: Is that finished? It is time. It's eleven o'clock. Right, sir.
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May one remind you, if I may, that this is not an entertainment. It's nice to sit under trees on a lovely morning, cool, fresh, but in spite of all that, this is not in any way to entertain you; neither intellectually or emotionally or to try to convince you of anything. We are not doing any kind of propaganda. Nor is this a lecture, as it's commonly understood; on a particular subject to be informed, to be instructed. It is not a lecture. But together we should look at the world as it is, the whole world, not a particular part of the world or a particular group, or be concerned for the moment with our own particular problems, of which we have many, but to look at the whole world, the whole earth upon which human beings are living.

This world in which we live has been broken up into various forms of nationalities, linguistic differences, nationalistic, patriotic divisions, religious divisions: the Buddhist, the Hindu, the Tibetan, the Muslim, the Christian; and also the recent religion of Communism, Marxism; the totalitarian states through certain parts of the world where there is no liberty, freedom to think what you like, to do what you like. Wars are going on in different parts of the world. Human beings are killing each other for some idealistic, nationalistic or racial division. Human beings are slaughtered by the latest machinery of war. We are not judging, nor looking at all this from any prejudiced point or from any bias; but we are looking at it together to find out for ourselves why this is happening: why there is so much misery in the world; so much confusion; great uncertainty. And the world is becoming more and more dangerous to live in.

In this part of the world you may not have wars, but you are preparing for war. And in this world there are a great many institutions, foundations, organizations, little groups with their particular leaders; the gurus with their absurdities; each person or each group, each community is separating itself from others. This is what is happening all over the world; more so in this part of the world where each one wants to do what he likes; to fulfil himself, to express himself, to assert himself. There are threats of various kinds. This is what is actually going on in the world.

And when one looks at all this: the terror, the suffering, the bad management, inefficient management of governments, each country preparing, accumulating the instruments of war, perhaps helped by religions. And when one looks at all this quite objectively, without any bias, one must ask, if one is at all serious, and I hope – one hopes that you are, not only this morning for an hour but this is a human problem. It's a great crisis. nd who is responsible for all this?

One can easily say that it's the environment, the society, the mismanagement, and so on. But in spite of all that, if we can look really seriously, objectively – not as Americans and Hindus or a particular group, but look at all this; take a journey together to find out for ourselves without being told, without being instructed or informed, who is responsible for all these terrible things that are going on. Not only in the technological world, which is becoming more and more complex; such tremendous advancement: computer, the robots, the missiles, the submarines, you know, all that's what's happening: great surgery, medicine, all that. Looking at all this, one asks not only what is one to do, but also, who is responsible, who has brought this about: the chaos, the confusion, the utter misery of man.

And this society, in which we all live, this society is corrupt, immoral, aggressive, destructive; and this society has been going on for thousands of years modified or primitive; but it is the same pattern being repeated thousands of years upon thousands of years. These are all facts. This is not the opinion or the judgment of the speaker.

So, as one must ask, and I hope you will ask, who is responsible? And what is one to do, confronted, facing this enormous crisis; if one is at all aware of this crisis?

Is the crisis outward, outside of us – economic crisis, social crisis, crisis of war; the building of enormous armaments, the appalling waste of all this. And inwardly, psychologically, we are also very confused. There is constant conflict, struggle, pain, anxiety and so on, inwardly. Please remember, this is not a lecture; we are together taking a journey into the whole structure which mankind has created, the disorder that human beings have brought about in this world. So there is misery, chaos, confusion outwardly, in the sense in society, economically, religiously; and inwardly, that is psychologically, the psyche, the consciousness, with its content is pain, beliefs, struggle, and so on, and so on, so on. Which we'll all go into during these three talks here. And since you have taken the trouble to come here you must ask: what are you going to do about all this? Turn to leaders? Better politicians? This one isn't good, but the next one will be better; and the next one will still better. And so we keep this game going. We have looked to various so-called spiritual leaders, the whole hierarchy of the Christian world. They are as confused, uncertain as we are.

If you turn to the psychologists or the psychotherapists, they are like you and me: confused. And there are all the ideologies: Communist ideologies, Marxist ideologies, the philosophical ideologies, the ideologies of the Hindus and the ideologies of those people who have brought Hinduism here; and you have your own ideologies. You follow all this? The whole world is fragmented, broken up, as we are broken up, driven by various urges, reactions, each one wanting to be important, each one acting his own self-interest. This is actually what is going on in the world, wherever you go; the most poverty-ridden villages in India or the most highly sophisticated people in the west, it's the same issue, the same problems: poverty, hunger, man against man; one ideology against another ideology. This is the actual fact. And what are we all going to do about it all? Who has been responsible? Is each one of us responsible? You and another, are we responsible? Please, do ask this question of yourself. Please, for this morning, if you will, be serious for an hour.

If you look to another to instruct you, to guide you, to tell you what to do – and there are people who will do all that, and they too have not through the centuries helped man to bring about a different world: neither so called spiritual leader – one doesn't like that word 'spiritual', it's an ugly word – nor so called statesmen. So where will you look? If you don't look for leaders, and all leaders are like the led, and the various gurus are, like the disciples, greedy, money-making – you know all that stuff that's going on. So, if all the leaders in the world have failed, not only in this generation but in the past generations, and in the future generations, leaders have not helped, Statesmen throughout the world (if there are any, which I doubt, at the present time), they too have not brought about a different society; put an end to wars. So where will you look? The priests have failed, organizations, institutions have lost their meaning; they have not helped: the foundations, the little groups, the little self-assertive selfish little gatherings, none of that has helped to bring about a change in man.

And man has not changed, though he has evolved from the animal to the present so-called civilized human beings; during all long evolution psychologically we are still rather primitive. That's a fact. So where will you look for help; and can anyone help?

Please, if one may remind you again and again, this is not a lecture. It is not that the speaker is going to tell you what to do or what to think, but together you and the speaker are looking at all these problems, facing them, not avoiding it, not running away. And we have been trained, educated to run away, to seek some kind of comfort, some kind of an answer from somebody. The books can't answer this question. All the religious books cannot possibly answer this question. So knowing no leader of any kind, the local or the imported, the very erudite, the philosophers, the psychologists, none of them have helped man to change himself psychologically. And we are facing a very dangerous world: one ideology, like the Russian Marxist ideologies facing the so-called democratic ideologies.

So there is nobody you can turn to. I wonder – one wonders if you really realize that. Nobody on earth or in heaven is going to help you. You can pray, and that which you pray to is the creation of your own thought. One wonders if you actually face this fact, or surreptitiously, in our anxiety, in our confusion, we turn to another. And probably you are all here for that; if you are not curious, if you are not saying, what is he going to talk about, let's hear for a few minutes, and if it doesn't interest us, we'll get out. It's a nice morning, let's go out for a picnic. But one is confronted with this very, very serious problem of life, realizing that there is nobody that can help us, nobody on earth, or any outside agency. God is the creation of thought, of man, out of his fear, out of his anxiety, desire for comfort, seeking somebody to help. The thought has created this so-called entity, God. That's a fact.

So, realizing all this, facing all this, each one of us is responsible for all this; for any kind of war that is happening in the world, the war that's going on in Beirut, in Vietnam, and I believe about forty five wars are going on now. Because in ourselves we are divided, fragmented, in ourselves we are nationalistic, patriotic – patriotism is not the love of land. If you love the land, you don't want to destroy the land, as it is being destroyed right throughout the world. Each one of us wants to fulfil, immediately. Whatever is the desire, fulfil it – encouraged by the psychologists. So, each one of us is responsible as long as we are violent, as long as we are in disorder, as long as we are trying to fulfil our own particular urges, competitive, aggressive, brutal, angry, violent – which we are. Again, this is a fact. As long as we are all this, our society is going to be that. So we have created this society and nobody else. And to bring about a change in society, in the world – I wonder, one wonders if you really realize what is happening? If you are not too self-centred, occupied with your own particular little problems and desires, pleasures, I wonder, one wonders if you are really aware in spite of the newspapers and so on, aware what is happening. And if you are aware, not merely intellectually observing the things that are taking place, you must be greatly concerned; not only for yourselves, but for your grandchildren, children, for the future. What's the future of man? These are all fundamental questions that one must ask. Not ask someone else, ask oneself.

So, who has been responsible? And, what can each one of us do? What's our action, facing this, not only crisis outwardly, but crisis in ourselves. How has all this been brought about? We have evolved technologically from a bullock cart to the jet, and so on; tremendous evolution. But inwardly, psychologically we have hardly moved. We are still very, very primitive. So what shall we do?

To find out one must be not only free to look, free from all bias, free from all conclusions; the word 'conclusion' implies to conclude ,to shut down. We conclude a peace, that means ending of a certain war; conclude an argument, that means to end that argument. So without any conclusion, without any bias whatsoever – if that's possible, and it is possible if you are willing, not from a self-centred point of view. If you look at all this, is thought responsible for all this? Thought that has created the extraordinary world of technology, the inventions, the extraordinary communications, the subtle surgeries, medicine; the whole infinite movement in the technological world, thought has been responsible for all that. Right? Again, that's a fact. Nobody can deny it.

Thought also has created nationalities, divisions, and hoping in divisions to find security. You believe (if you believe) in a particular form of religious ideology. That again is the activity of thought not only political divisions that exist in the world, the religious divisions that exist in the world, the marvellous architecture, the great cathedrals of the world and the small churches, and all the things that are in the churches and the cathedrals, in the temples and mosques throughout the world, are put there by thought: the rituals, the ceremonies, the costumes of the priests when they perform; all that is the result of thought. Do you accept that?

Questioner: No!

Krishnamurti: I thought you wouldn't. You are thought, aren't you? You are memories, you are remembrances, you are the past; the past which is the accumulation of experience and knowledge; with your tendencies. You are memories. Right? A simple fact. Subtle, sublimated, crooked, one thought suppressing another thought, thought is utterly responsible for all the things that are going on in the world.

Please examine it, don't deny it or say it's right or wrong. Look at it. Have the patience, courage and be serious enough to look at it. It's easy to say no or yes, but to see the truth of it, the actuality of it: what you believe is the activity of thought. Your relationship with another is the remembrance of thought. So you are basically a bundle of memories. You may not like the fact; you may reject it; but that's a fact. If you had no memories of any kind, you would be in a state of amnesia, in a state of utter blankness, vagueness, vacant. This is a hard thing to face.

So thought is responsible for the divisions: religious, political, personal, racial, the wars that are going on between the Jew and the Arabs, between various religious groups, it's all the result of thought. Do you really accept that? If you do, see the fact; see the truth of it. Not the superstition; not some exotic idea; not something imposed upon you by the speaker.

So if you see the truth of it, objectively, impersonally, without any bias whatsoever, then the question arises: can that thought be aware of itself? Please listen to all this, if you will kindly. If you don't want to listen, it's all right too.

What is one then to do with thought? If, and it is a fact, that thought has brought about this disorder in the world, then who is to put order in the world? Who is to bring about order in the world? Or in oneself? The world outside, apart from nature, is the result of our activity: our activity of thought has brought about disorder in ourselves. So the society is in disorder. Unless we put order in the house, there'll be no order in society, in our relationship. That's a fact!

Now, who is to put order in us? Who is to bring about, out of this disorder, clear, strong, irrefutable order? Is the thinker separate from thought? You understand all these questions? Are you interested in all this? If you are not, why are you here? Just to sit under trees and look at the blue sky; and look at those lovely hills? You can do that too. But since you are here, and since the speaker has come a long way, we must together understand this question and find an answer for ourselves, not be told like children! To find answer which is right, correct, precise, true, and not depend on anyone.

Therefore we must examine together. We have separated thinker and thought. The thinker is always correcting thought. Have you observed it? Controlling it, denying it, shaping it, putting into a mould. So the thinker we think is separate from thought. Please, go into it slowly, I'll go into it patiently, let's go together; it's a long journey we are taking, so if you take a long journey, you must carry things lightly, patiently; hesitantly. And to take a long journey, you must begin very near; which is you.

So, the question arises, that there is a division between the thinker and the thought. The thinker is always correcting thought, controlling it: this is right, this is wrong, this should be, this must not be; and so there is a division between the thinker and the thought. Right? That's clear. Is that division real? Or fictitious? There is no thinker without thought. Is this all a little bit complex? It doesn't matter. It's up to you. There is a division between the thinker who is the past and the thought that is taking place now. And the thinker says that thought is correct or wrong, right and so on. He controls it, so there is a division between the thinker and the thought. So that is the basis of fragmentation in us. Right? Are we together in this? At least a little bit.

We are asking why, in human beings, inwardly, Psychologically, there is this division, as there is division in the world: the separation, this fragmentation of human beings, Christian, Jew, all the rest of it. What is the root of this fragmentation? The root of it is, there is a division between the two, the thinker and the thought. There is no thinker apart from thought. The thinker is the past, so is thought. Thought is the result or response or the reaction of memory. Memory is the result or reaction of knowledge. Stored in the brain, knowledge is experience; in the scientific world, in the technological world, even the inward world, psychological world, knowledge, experience, memory, and the response of that is thought. That's a fact. And where there is knowledge, knowledge is always incomplete; either in the present or the future or in the past. There is no complete knowledge about anything. There can never be. Even the scientists, biologists and archaeologists and so on, they do admit knowledge is limited.

Where there is limitation of knowledge, there must be limitation of thought. When you say, "I am a Christian," it's limited. When you are thinking about yourself, your problems, your relationship, your sexual pleasures and fulfillment, that's very, very limited. And thought is limited. It can invent the limitless, but that is still the product of thought. It can invent heaven; or hell or whatever – it can invent, it is still limited. So where there is limitation, there must be fragmentation. I wonder if you are following all this? Please do follow this, because it's your life. We are talking about daily life. So where there is limitation there must be conflict. When I say I am a Hindu, it's limited. When I say I am a Catholic, obviously. Where there is limitation there must be division. Where there is division, there must be disorder. And we live in disorder.

In the old world, there was order of some kind, because they followed certain traditions. In the modern world, tradition is thrown overboard, and there is nothing left, so you do what you want to do. And each one of us in this world is doing what he wants to do; his thing. And look at what chaos it's bringing about: politically, with the lobbies, each individual following his own particular inclination religious or otherwise. I wonder if one is aware of all this, of what we are all doing. The immense propaganda that's going on, in the name of religion, in the name of this or that.

So, our question then is, in our relationship, intimate or otherwise, in our actual daily relationship, there is fragmentation. The wife or the girl or the boy or the man follows his own inclinations, his own desires, his own sexual demands and you know all that. There are two separate entities having a relationship – perhaps sexual – but otherwise they have no relationship at all, actually. That's a fact. Each one is pursuing his own ambition, his own fulfillment, his own urges, inclinations, the obstinacy of each one. And we call this conflict relationship.

That relationship is brought about – this division, which is not relationship at all. You may hold the hand of another, embrace another, walk together, but inwardly you are separate from the other. That's a fact. Do face it. And so there is perpetual conflict between the two.

And if one asks, is it possible to live in relationship with another without conflict? The hermits, the monks, those who live in solitude whether in the great mountains of India or in this country. Relationship is the greatest thing in life. You cannot live without relationship. You may withdraw from all relationship, finding that relationship is painful; always living in struggle, conflict, possessing and not possessing, jealous, you know all that happens. There are those who withdraw from all relationship. But they are related, they cannot possibly escape from any kind of relationship.

So is it possible, as it is necessary, to live in relationship without a single shadow of conflict? You are asking this question, please, not the speaker. This is an important question, a deep, fundamental question. If they cannot live in relationship with each other without conflict, then you will create a world which is full of conflict. Even the quail agrees.

So we are asking, what is the cause of this conflict, of this disorder; in ourselves, in our relationship, and the disorder that exists outside of us? What is the actual fact of relationship? The fact, not romantic, you know, all that kind of sentimental stuff, but the actual fact, the brutal fact of it. Because if one doesn't really understand the beauty, the depth, the vitality and the greatness o+ relationship, we do make a mess of our lives.

Is our relationship based on memory? Is it based on remembrances? Is it based on the past incidents accumulated as various images, pictures? If it is remembrance, if it is various images, then all that is the product of thought. Then one asks is thought love? Do please ask this question of yourself, not that I am prompting you. You are all grown-up people; I hope. Is the accumulated knowledge of each other – which must always be limited and therefore that very knowledge is the root of conflict – is that knowledge, that conflict, is that love? Not love of some romantic idea: love of God, love of, you know all that kind of stuff, love between human beings, a friendship, a sense of communication, communion, nonverbal, verbal.

So, is it possible to live with another without a single image: without a single remembrance of the past which has given you pleasure or pain. Do think, look at it.

And is it possible not to build images about the other? If you do build images about the other, which is knowledge, then it is perpetual division. Though you may have children, sex, and so on, but it's fundamentally division. Like the Arabs and the Jew, the Christian and the Muslim and so on. So where there is division there must be conflict. That's a law. So can I, can you, can each of us have a relationship in which there is no conflict whatsoever? Yes, sir, go into it.

This is part of meditation; not all the silly things that are going on in the name of meditation. This is meditation, to find out; to probe into oneself; whether it is possible to live with another happily, without domination, without suppression, without the urge to fulfil, all that kind of childish stuff. To live with another without any sense of division. The division must exist as long as thought is in operation, because thought is limited; because knowledge is limited. And in that division there is great pain; anxiety, jealousy, hatred; me first and you after.

To observe this fact, to observe, not say, I must have no division, that's all silly. To observe the fact that you are first divided, like to parallel lines never meeting – except perhaps sexually – otherwise two separate lines, two separate rows, two separate railway lines each pursuing the other, his own way; clinging to each other. All that brings about great misery in one's life. So to observe the fact, that you are divided; delve deeply into the fact. When you say, my wife, my girl friend, or this or that, look at the word, feel the word, the weight of the word, the weight of the word 'relationship.' To weigh the word means to hold the word.

To observe the whole implication of relationship; not only human relationship, but also the relationship with nature. If you lose relationship with nature, you lose relationship with man. To observe; to observe without any bias, to look at it, to feel the division, and when you so observe, which I hope you are doing it, when you so observe, that very observation is like a tremendous light put on the the word 'relationship.' You understand? To observe; we'll go into it. To watch; which means to watch without any direction; without the word without any motive, just to watch all the implications, the content of that word 'relationship.' To live with that word; even for an hour, for tea minutes, for a day, find out! To live with it. To so observe, which means live your complete attention to that. When you attend completely, the obstacles, the division disappears. It's like bringing great energy to something that is being broken. You understand all this?

So it is possible – not that you should accept what the speaker is saying; he is not an authority – it is possible to live without a single conflict.

But you may live without conflict, but the other may not. You understand the problem? You may have understood, gone into the question of relationship; shed tears, laughter, humour about it; weighed the word, lived with the word; you may have seen and gone into it, and comprehended it, seen the truth of it. But the other may not. Right? Your wife may not or your husband may not, or the girl friend may not, and so on. Then what is your relationship with the other? What is the relationship between a very, very intelligent man and a stupid man? Suppose you are very intelligent, in the ordinary sense of that word for the moment, which is not intelligence at all, suppose you are very intelligent, then what is my relationship to you? I am dull; I am rather stupid, I cling to my own prejudices, obstinate, my own opinions, and I am rather stupid, what is your relationship to me then? Go into it, please look at it. You will tolerate me? Be sympathetic with me? Be kind to me? That means there is still the division. You understand?

So when the conflict ends – suppose you have ended it – does it imply that there is the sense of love in it? We'll talk about love later on, or the implications of that word, and the depth of that word, the beauty of that word. But, when you have that quality, that perfume, and I haven't, and I am your wife or husband or whatever it is, your father, mother – it's strange in this country, the fathers and mothers don't count any more. They are packed away in some place; right? Sent to old women's home or men's home. Go to Asia, where there is no Social Security, the father and the mother live with their children. And that's why they say, we must have children. That's one of the reasons why population is growing so tremendously. There must be a boy, a boy especially, because when the parents are old the children will look after them. Here, all that's gone. Please consider all this when you talk about relationship with nature; how we are destroying the world, polluting the world, the air. the earth, the sea; destroying the beauty of the earth. And the beauty of relationship, to live completely at peace with one another.

Talking about peace, can there be peace in this world? Not in heaven, that's an old, old traditional disease. Can there be peace between human beings, whatever their colour, their race, their language, their so-called culture? And to find that peace, there must be peace between you and another, between you, your wife, your children. You understand? Can there be peace? Which means no conflict. Where there is no conflict, there is something far greater than the activity of thought. That's an actual fact, if one comes to the truth that to live without conflict. Which doesn't mean you become lazy, a vegetable; on the contrary. You have tremendous energy. Not to do more mischief, but to live rightly.

Second Public Talk in Ojai 15th May 1983

May we go on with what we were talking about yesterday and continue with it? It's a lovely morning and I'm glad we have such a nice day.

We were talking, weren't we, about the general chaos in the world, not only in society and the divisions that religions are creating throughout the world, the threat of war, and the general chaos, and we were asking who is responsible for all this mess. And we were saying, weren't we, that thought, which has so extraordinarily evolved technologically, but psychologically, inwardly, we are still very, very primitive. And this primitivism – if there is such a word, I doubt it – is creating this misery and confusion. And from there we talked about relationship. How without relationship there would be no humanity, without relationship there would be no existence at all. Relationship, we said, was one of the most important things in life. And that relationship is generally, with most people, based on remembrance and things past. And we went into it somewhat in detail yesterday morning; I don't think it would be necessary to go over it again. Remembrance and pleasure, we said, is not love. Desire to achieve, to become something, denies that perfume which we call love. That's where we stopped yesterday, and we briefly talked about peace.

Man has evolved probably a million years or less or more biologically, and man has always been crying for peace on earth; pacem in terris, the old Latin phrase. And apparently there is no peace in the world. Without peace we cannot possibly flower; we can possibly, not evolve, but see the extraordinary depth of life, the beauty of it; the immensity of all living things. One must have peace. And that peace is denied wherever there is poverty. In this country, there is a great deal of poverty too, though this society is affluent. As you go further east, poverty increases: Africa, Middle East, and India and so on. Where there is poverty, which no special nationalistic government can ever solve, because it's a global problem; a problem of the whole world, not of a particular government, whether it is totalitarian, Marxist, or so-called democratic. And poverty, not only outwardly – if you have lived in a country where there is immense poverty, you see the effect of it: the degradation, the utter slavery of it; the brutality. We have lived through all of it. And this poverty, not only of the mind, and the poverty of the mind is not enriched through books, through institutions and organizations and foundations or forums – that mind is enriched when one understands the whole existence of oneself and one's relationship to the world at large.

And religions have not encouraged or brought about peace in the world. They talk a great deal – all the Christian world talks about pacem in terris, peace in the world – but religions have divided man. There are the Catholics, the Protestants; I don't know how many religious groups there are in this little village, probably dozens of them, institutions and foundations, each trying to tell the other fellows what to do; or inform them. Religions have prevented peace, they have had wars – 'Hundred Years' War in Europe; torture; all the brutality of this particular culture based on certain religious concepts, dogmas and beliefs. And religions throughout the world, in India and Far East and Near East, have prevented man from right relationship with humanity. These are all facts. There has been 5,000 years of war. This is historically stated, and we are still going on with wars; killing each other – perhaps in the beginning with a club, now you evaporate man, vaporize man by the million. We have not psychologically evolved, inwardly. And as long as we are primitive psychologically, our society will be equally primitive.

And can there be peace on this earth? This is a very, very serious question. Not only in oneself to live peacefully, without conflict, is that at all possible? Or man, is condemned forever to live in conflict. (Is that bothering you? The aeroplane? All right.) Is man forever condemned to live in conflict, in wars? Or is there a way out of all this? Certainly not through religions, as they are; not through political organization, whether it is democratic or totalitarian or Marxist. Nor through divisions of nationalities. As long as you remain an American, and the speaker remains a Hindu or a Buddhist or Muslim, we'll have no peace on earth. Nor the racial divisions, as the Jew, the Arab, and the Hindu, and so on. Nor culturally. So it's a very important question to ask of ourselves; not of another, not whether governments can bring about peace. Governments are created by what we are. They have been structured, put together by our own demands.

So, one asks, is it possible to have peace on this earth? This has been a cry for centuries; long before Christianity came into being. 2,500 years ago the Buddha was talking about peace. And we are still talking about it. And so realizing all this, what is one to do? Individuals, so-called individual effort to live in peace doesn't affect the whole world. You may live peacefully in this lovely valley; quietly, not too ambitious, not too corrupt, not too competitive; and live here quietly. Perhaps get on with your wife or your husband, but will that affect the whole of human consciousness? Or, the problem is much greater, much more profound. To find that out, if we are at all serious – and please, if one may remind you, this is not an entertainment, this is far too serious. We have to think together; not the speaker thinks and explains and describes, but together look, like two old friends, sitting under the shade of the trees, and talking about all this, not merely intellectually, but their hearts are disturbed. They are greatly concerned about what is happening in the world and what is happening to themselves. Like two old friends who have an amiable conversation; not convincing one or the other; not stimulating one or the other; not sticking to one's opinions and judgments and conclusions; two old friends who have lived together, walked together, seen many things of the world. You and the speaker are like that; so that we can think together, not what to think, or how to think, but think, observe together; observe the same tree, the skies, the birds, and the astonishing beauty of the mountains. And so together, actually together, not you listen to the speaker, but together explore into this question; the question being – one puts to the other – can we live not only you and I, but the rest of humanity? Because this earth is ours, not the American or the Irish or the English or the French, it's our earth. We are its guests. We have to live here peacefully.

And the one says to the other, what is the cause of all this? If one can find the cause, then the effect can end, the symptom. War is a symptom. The cause is very, very deep, complex. As when you can find the cause of a disease, that disease can be cured. So the two friends – I hope we are friends talking over together – two friends say, what is the cause of all this? Why have human beings become like this? So thoughtless, only concerned with themselves, and nothing matters except their own desires, their own urges, their own impulse; their own ambition, their own success; whether the success be in business world or in the professorial world. And also psychologically, inwardly, we want to be somebody, become somebody. So please, one says to the other, do listen carefully what I am telling you. Is there psychological evolution at all? That's a very, very serious question. That is, is there a becoming at all, psychologically? And that becoming, inwardly achieving, from 'what is' to 'what should be', from misery to some form of happiness, from confusion to enlightenment, which is to become – from that which is to what should be; that is becoming.

That becoming implies time. And this becoming, each one trying to become psychologically something, may be the same movement as physically to become from a clerk to whatever it is – bishop. No – local priest to become a bishop; like a clerk to become an executive. It's the same movement, the same wave, brought over to the psychological realm. I hope – the friend is asking the other – I hope I am making myself clear. He says, you are not quite clear. Go into it a little bit more.

In all religions and psychological world, the idea of change is to become. Right? I am confused, I must change this confusion to become clear. I quarrel with my wife, but the change to stop that, or to end that quarrel is to move from the violence to non-violence. That is, there is always the attempt to be something which is not. Right? So the friend says, that's fairly clear; fairly, not too clear. But we'll go on with our conversation; it's a lovely morning, we have plenty of time, the sun is warm, and the shadows are many. And the shadows matter as much as the sun. There is great beauty in the shadows; but most of us are concerned with light, enlightenment, and we want to achieve that. This very psychological achievement may be one of the factors of conflict in life. So – my friend says – let's examine that fact. What is it to become? I hope my friend is very interested – and I hope you are too; and listening to this conversation; which is you and the speaker. You and the speaker. There's no friend outside you and the speaker. So, he says, is that the fundamental cause of division? Division must exist, the other explains, as long as there is the psyche, the self, the 'me', the ego, the person, separating himself from the other. But the other says, this has been a long history, this is what the human condition is; that we have been trained, educated to accept both religiously and economically and so on that we are individuals, separate from the rest of mankind, separate from an other. And the friend says, is that so? Are we really individuals? I know this is the tradition, this is what all religion have said – separate souls in Christianity, and the Hindus, and so on. But together, you as the friend and the speaker as the other, are going to examine whether we are really individuals at all. Be patient, please. See all the implications of it before you deny or accept. Now you accept it; it's your condition, as an individual, free to do what you want to do. And the totalitarian denies this; they say you are just a cog in the whole social structure.

So we are questioning not only the psychological becoming may be an illusion, and also psychologically we are not separate; because you suffer, you are confused, you are unhappy, you are anxious, uncertain, insecure; you may have security outwardly – even that is becoming more and more uncertain. There are millions unemployed in this country; and in England. Four million people are unemployed in England; a small country. And the unemployment in India is something they don't know. This unemployment is causing great misery, unhappiness, and conflict, hate.

So we are questioning together – you and the other friend are questioning – whether we are individuals at all. Or, we are like the rest of humanity; the rest of humanity is unhappy, sorrow-ridden, fearful, believing in some fantastic romantic nonsense; they go through great suffering; uncertainty, like you. And our reaction, which is part of our consciousness, is similar to the other. This is an absolute fact. You may not like to think about it, you might like to think that you are totally separate from another – which is quite absurd. So your consciousness, which is you: what you think, what you believe, what your conclusions, prejudices, your vanity, arrogance, aggression, pain, grief, sorrow, is shared by all humanity. That's our conditioning; whether you are a Catholic or a Protestant or whatever you are.

So, our consciousness is your essence, what your life is. That is the truth. And so you actually share the rest of humanity; you are the rest of humanity. You are humanity. This is a tremendous thing to realize. You may believe in a certain form of a saviour and the other believe in certain form of ideologies and so on; belief is common to all of us; fear is common to all of us; loneliness, the agony of loneliness is shared by the rest of humanity. So when one realizes the truth of that, becoming – that is, to change from 'what is' to 'what should be' – has a totally different meaning. The friend says, I don't understand that at all. What do you mean by that? The friend says, I don't quite know, but let's examine it. I hope you are all following all this; because it's your life, not mine. It's your daily life – whether you live in this valley, New York or other big cities, all the cities of the world – it's our life. We have to understand that, not from another, but to examine the facts of our life; to look at ourselves as you look at yourself when you comb your hair or shaving: objectively, sanely, rationally, without any distortion, seeing things as they are, and not be frightened or ashamed; but to observe.

So the friend says, all my life I have tried to change from 'what is' to 'what should be'. I know violence, disorder, I've known all that very well. And that disorder and violence, I've tried to change; that is, to become from violence to non-violence; from disorder to order. Now is there – the other friend says – is non-violence a fact? Or just an imaginary conclusion, a reaction from the fact of violence? I hope we understand each other. I am violent; I project the idea of non-violence, because that's part of my conditioning. I have lived in disorder and I try to seek order; that is, to change 'what is' to 'what should be'. That's part of becoming. And that may be the cause of conflict. And so let's examine that carefully. You're examining it, not the speaker is examining it. I must constantly – one must constantly remember that. And the speaker will constantly remind his friend that it's not a one-sided conversation; it's not one-sided communication. We are both of us friends, you and the speaker are observing all this. The speaker is expressing it in words, but you are also observing it, not only the words but the fact. So the friend says, can this violence end? Not become non-violent. Can envy, greed, fear end? Not become courageous, free from this or that. That's the question. So the other friend says, I'll show it to you. Only perhaps this may be new to you, so please kindly listen most attentively.

First realize what we are doing; that is, 'what is' to become the ideal, which is 'what should be'. The ideal is non-existent, is non-fact. But 'what is' is a fact. Right? So let's understand 'what is' and not the idea of non-violence, which is absurd. This has been preached by various people in India, beginning with Tolstoy and others. This is our tradition, this is our conditioning; this is our attempt to become something. And we have never achieved anything. We have never become non-violent. Never. So let's examine carefully whether it is possible to end that which is, to end that disorder or violence. End, not become something. I hope we understand each other. The becoming implies time. This is very important to understand. When we talk about fear, which shall presently, we'll go into the question of time; which is extraordinarily complex.

So, sir, let's understand whether it's possible to end what is; not to change 'what is' into that which we would like to be. We'll take the question of violence. And if you prefer disorder, both are the same; it doesn't matter what you take. Violence is inherited from beyond all time, from the animal, from the ape and to us. We have inherited it. That's a fact, we are violent people. Otherwise we wouldn't be killing anybody; we wouldn't be hurting anybody; we wouldn't say a word against anybody; but we are by nature violent. Now what is the meaning of that word? To hold that word, feel the weight of that word, the complications of that word. Not merely physical violence: the terrorist throwing bombs; those terrorists who want to change society through various forms of disturbance and bombing and so on, they have never changed society. And there are the terrorists who do it for the fun of it. Violence is not only physical but psychological, much more. Violence is conformity, because to conform to something, not understand 'what is', but to conform, imitate. And violence must exist as long as there is division outwardly and inwardly. Conflict is the very nature of violence. The friend says, yes, I see that. That's fairly clear. Now how do you end it? How do you end the whole complex question of violence? He says, I understand very well that to become non-violent is a part of violence. Right? Part of violence; because you have projected from violence non-violence. And I understand that very clearly, that projection is really illusion. So I have rejected that concept, or that idea, that feeling that you must become non-violent. He says, I understand that very clearly. There is only this fact. Now, what am I to do?

And the friend says, don't ask me – listen carefully – don't ask me, but let's look at it. The moment you ask what to do, or how to do, you put the other fellow as your guide. You make him your authority; therefore friendship ceases. Right? So together let's look at it. Being free, work together from the idea of non-violence; observe what is violence; look at it; give attention to the fact, not escape from it, not rationalize it. Don't say, why you shouldn't be violent, it's part of myself. But if that is part of yourself, you'll always create wars, of different kinds: wars between yourself and your wife, wars, killing others and so on.

So look at it without conflict; you understand? Look at it as though it was not separate from you. You understand all this? This is rather difficult. Which is: violence is part of you, you are violent, like you are greedy. Greed is not separate from you. Suffering is not separate from you. Anxiety, loneliness, depression, all that is you. But our tradition, our education has said, you are separate from that. Right? So where there is separation, where there is duality, there must be conflict. Like the Jew, Arab, I'm taking that, probably you'll understand that better. Between the conflict of two great powers, division, and so on. So, it's you; you are that. You are not separate from that. The analyzer is not different from the analyzed. Right The friend says, I follow this a little more. Go on, explain a bit more. He says, I will.

We observe the tree, the mountain, you observe your wife and your children, and who is the observer and who is the observed? Please, I am going into it carefully, follow this. Is the observer different from the tree? Of course he is different, I hope. The observer is different from that mountain. The observer is different from the computer. But, is the observer different from anxiety? The anxiety is a reaction, put into words as anxiety, but the feeling is you. The word is different – please follow this – the word is different, but the word is never the thing. The thing is the feeling of anxiety, feeling of violence. The word 'violence' is not that. So watch carefully that the word doesn't entangle your observation. You are following? Because our brain is caught in a network of words. When I say, you are an American, you feel very proud. When I call myself South African or a Zulu, I feel – you follow – something totally different. So one must be very careful that the language doesn't condition our thinking. This is quite a different problem. Right?

So the friend says to the other, observe this feeling without the word. If you use the word, you strengthen the past memories of that particular feeling. Are you following? This is the act of observation in which the word is not the thing and the observer is the observed. The observer who says, I am violent, that observer is violence. Right? So the observer is the observed. The thinker is the thought. The experiencer who says I must experience nirvana or heaven or what, is the experience. Right? The analyzer is the analyzed and so on. So look at that fact, of that feeling, without a word, without analyzing it, just look. That is, be with it. Be with this thing as is. Which means you bring all your attention to it. Right? By analyzing, examining, that's all waste of energy, whereas if you give your total attention, which is give all your energy to the feeling, then that feeling has total ending.

The friend says, are you mesmerizing me by being so vehement, by being so passionate about it? I say, no. I'm not stimulating you, I'm not telling you what to do. You yourself have realized that non-violence is non-fact, it's not real. What is real is violence. You yourself have realized it. You yourself have said, yes, I am violent; not I am separate from the violence. The word separates. But the fact of the feeling is me. Me is my nose, my eyes, my face, my name, my character, that's me. I am not separate from all that. When you separate, you act upon it. Right? Which means conflict. Therefore, you have fundamentally erased the cause of conflict when you are that, not separate from that. Is this clear? Right?

So we have – the friend says, I have learned something. I have learned a great phenomenon, which I have never realized before. Before I have separated my feelings as though I was different from my feeling. Now I realize the truth that I am that. Therefore I remain with it. And when you remain with it, hold it, you are out of that, that gives you tremendous energy. And that energy dissipates, ends that violence completely. Not for a day, not while you are sitting here, but it's the end of it.

So we can go on to the next question, if we have time. Oh, good, plenty of time. I hope you are not tired. We must now take up the question – two friends are asking – how to end fear? Because that's been one of our problems; from time beyond time, man has lived with fear. Fear of various kinds: fear of ending, death, fear of not gaining, fear of being a failure in life, fear of losing a job, fear of darkness, fear of what public will say; fear I might lose my wife, fear of so many kinds. Fear of being dull. When I see a bright man, intelligent, capable, alive, I am jealous of him; that's part of fear.

So, to understand the nature of fear, and the structure of fear; because out of fear we have created gods – you understand? If we are not afraid at all, we are the most liberated man on earth. Then you don't want gods. You are a god yourself. So to understand the nature of fear, we must examine very carefully time. Time is fear. I'm afraid of tomorrow; I'm afraid of that which has happened two years ago. Two years ago is the past; the past is time, and I'm afraid of what might happen tomorrow. That's part of time. I have a job, but I might lose it. That's time. Right? So we must understand, if we can, and go into this question very carefully, what time is.

Time exists not only physically, but psychologically. Time to learn a language, time is necessary to go from here to your home, time by the watch, time by the sun, rising and setting, the darkness of night and the light of day. There is physical time. To put together a computer needs time. You'll understand that better because you're all mechanically minded. That's hot a sneer, please. So time is necessary at a certain area. Now we are questioning whether time exists at all psychologically, inwardly. That is, the word 'hope' – don't get depressed by all this; just look at it – the word 'hope' implies time. I hope to be; I hope to become; I hope to achieve; I hope to fulfil; I hope to reach heaven, enlightenment. All that psychologically demands time. We are saying time in one direction, one area is necessary, whether this psychological time may be a total illusion. The word illusion implies, the root meaning, etymological meaning of that word is, to play; to play with something. We play with illusions. Because that's fun. We take great pleasure in having a dozen illusions. The more the better, because the more neurotic they are. The word – that's why we are examining the word itself, the root meaning of that word is 'ludere', to play.

So, is there psychologically tomorrow? Look at it, don't deny it – I am asking my friend – don't get upset about it. Don't throw up your hands and say, buzz off. Look at it, watch it. Don't deny it or accept it. And you might deny it because you are conditioned. And being conditioned, you might say, I can't live with the idea of not having hope. That involves conditioning. Is it possible not to be conditioned? All these questions are interrelated. Conditioned: what does that mean? To be limited. Our brains are conditioned. Please listen to all this – the friend is saying to the other, please listen to this. Because this is really important if you can understand it. Then you'll be an extraordinary person if you are free of your conditioning. Not that you will be extraordinary, therefore unconditioned, but understand it first, then naturally it happens. There are many scholars and scientists and others who say, human beings, the human brain will always be conditioned: by their language, by their food, by their clothes, environment, society, and all the rest of it. And you can modify that conditioning, but you can never be free from it. Great writers have written about it. We have discussed with prominent people who are convinced that human beings cannot be free from all conditioning.

So my friend says, tell me about it. Is it possible not to be conditioned? What is the factor of being conditioned? What causes the brain to be conditioned? First of all, it's conditioned, there is the demand for security. We're not advocating insecurity. Just listen to the whole story of it. We want security, both physically, which is natural – food, clothes and shelter, that's natural. Everybody in the world must have it, not just the few. And that security is denied when it is only for the few. There's poverty, therefore there must be conflict. So when the brain seeks – which is thought, naturally, you understand? The essence of the brain is thinking. That is the root, the nature of the brain, to think. But thinking has realized that it is in itself uncertain, therefore it seeks security. And that security through division – I am an American, my family, your family – and that security now is being denied; you can see it. So, is there a security which is not of time? You understand? Which is not of hope. You are following? Is there a security which is not put together by desire? Right? The friend says, yes; there is absolute security. Irrevocable security. The other friend says, show me. Don't be too clever about it. Don't say lot of things, just show me where there is security. But the other says, don't be so impatient. Look at it very carefully; that we need security; physical security. And that's being denied by all the division in the world: religious, political, racial, division of ideologies, wars. Physical security is gradually being eroded. So do something about that. So the desire to find security inwardly as separate human being is causing that. I hope you are following all this.

So find out if there is security inwardly. There is no security in attachment. Right? Attachment to my wife, to my friend, to my girl, to my man or attachment to an idea, to a concept, to an image. There's no security – right – in those. When you say, "I agree with you, there is no security in that," what happens? Before you had not examined this, you've just attached. But now, by examining it, there has been a radical change. You are following this? The brain has been conditioned by attachment. There in that attachment it sought security: to my wife, to my job, to an ideal; to some god. So, discovering that there is no security in any of that, what has happened to the brain? Please follow, watch this carefully. What has happened to your brain, which has been traditionally conditioned to be attached, hoping to find security in all this, and suddenly discovers there is no security in all this, what's happened to the brain? You follow this? There has been a total change. You understand all this?

As long as you cling to a particular comforting attachment, and in that attachment you sought security, and you find now, after very careful observation, that there is no security in that. The whole movement has moved away from it. So your brain is unconditioned. Right? And that unconditioning has been brought about because you saw the truth that in attachment there is no security. The seeing that there is no security in illusion is intelligence. That intelligence, the beginning of that, gives you absolute security in intelligence, not in attachment. You have got it? Right? Is this clear?

So, the friend says, now let's go back to fear. It's very interesting, all this, if you go into it; more fascinating than any cinema in the world. You take a long journey; an endless journey; that is, endless, infinite. Which implies, where there is intelligence, there is compassion. We'll go into that later.

So now, my friend and I are talking about fear. The friend says, is there an ending to it? Not for one day, or few hours, but the total ending of it. Because he realizes, he says, I realize what fear does. It darkens my whole life; it cripples my thinking; it's a physical shrinking; a nervous tension. I know very well, the friend says, what fear is. I know several forms of fear; but I am not concerned about the forms of fear, because if I can root out the cause, then I don't have to bother with the branches of it.

So the friend says, I am not concerned with the trimming of the tree of fear, but I am concerned with the ending of fear. Is that possible? Or must we everlastingly live with fear? Man has lived with fear, from thousands of years. And you come along and say, you can end it. What right have you to say it? Is it just another verbal friction Or is it a fact?

So the friend says, we'll go into it together. You must see it for yourself, not I see it and I tell you, and then you reject or accept; but together let's take the journey to find out whether it's possible to end fear; totally, psychologically. Then outwardly it will have its own expression. Right? When psychologically there is an ending of fear, then the ending has its own expression outwardly. Not the other way round. Is that clear? So the friend says, time is a factor of fear. That's a fact. And also thought is a factor of fear. I think tomorrow may be dangerous; I think I am going to be ill; I think what the public might say; I have a job but I might become unemployed.

So time and thought are the root of fear. Go into it slowly. We explained the nature of time. Right? Time is hope, time is becoming, time as learning how to drive a car and so on; outwardly and inwardly. Now, we see time is a factor of fear; obviously. That's clear. And also thought is a factor of fear. I am here; I might die. Thought says, I might die. So thought, without too elaborating the movement of thought, which is, thought is experience, knowledge from experience, knowledge is stored in the brain as memory, memory is the reaction to thought. And thought is always limited, because knowledge is always limited; experience is always limited. In the scientific world, in the biological world, however much knowledge they have, they have to have more, more. So knowledge now or in the past or in the future will always be limited. This is a fact. And so thought is limited. And whatever thought does, it's action is limited. So time and thought are the root of fear.

The friend says, yes, I see that, but how am I to stop thought? I say, don't ask how. That's the easiest question to ask. And whom are you asking? I'm your friend, I'm not your guide, I'm not your guru, I'm not your authority; don't ask anybody ever how. But observe! Look very carefully. If time and thought are the root of fear, which they are – please listen, the friend says to the other, please listen carefully: they are the root of fear. And it's not how to stop thought or time; but see the fact that thought is the originator of fear. Realize that, see it. But you need time to go, or thought, to go from here to there. Right? You are sitting here, you have to go home, that requires time and thought. Otherwise you couldn't move. But psychologically, time and thought have bred fear. And you are fear; you are not separate from fear. Right? So the examiner of fear is the examined. Right? The examiner who says, time and thought are the root of fear, after looking at it carefully, that time and thought is you. You are the trap of fear. Get it? You are fear. This is a revelation, you understand; before you said, I am afraid, I will do something about it. I'll run away from it; I'll become courageous, I'll be this, I'll be that. Therefore there is conflict in that. Right? Whereas now you see for yourself that you are that, time and thought. So you can't do a thing about it. Right? I wonder if you realize this.

The friend says to the other, do you realize the immensity of that statement, the depth of it, that you are that, therefore you cannot possibly do a thing about it. Which means what? All action with regard to fear has ended. Right? See what happens then. Before you acted upon it; now you are not acting, you are no longer the actor. You are that; you are both the actor and the act. Right? You are that. What takes place when you are that? This is – please, this is part of meditation – look at it very carefully; take it in your hands, like a precious jewel, and look at it. You are that when all movement stops. You understand? When you realize you are that, all movements naturally stop. Movement is a waste of energy. Therefore – you understand – when there is no movement, you have that tremendous energy to look. And therefore there is the ending of it.

The friend says, I am tired. You have taken a long journey together through valleys and mountains and the meadows and groves. I have understood a great deal. I have not learned. I have learned nothing, but I have observed, and that observance has brought great light, great intelligence; and that intelligence operates – not me operating on that. Right? 
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One thinks it is right to put questions, but to whom are you putting questions? To oneself, or to somebody that you hope will answer correctly, precisely, perhaps logically and sanely? Is the question more important than the answer? Does the answer lie in the question? Please, we are talking it over together. The question and the answer – are they similar? Or is the answer more important than the question? So we are going together to find out. In understanding the question, in delving deep into it, we might come upon the answer. The answer is not outside the question. When we go into that perhaps you will see it, we'll see it together, the full significance of that. If one puts a question, you expect someone else to answer it. In that is involved the whole problem of somebody who knows, and he will answer according to his knowledge, according to his information, his data, and so on. Is there somebody who will answer all our human questions, or we have to rely entirely upon ourselves, and not depend on anybody.

Please, we are talking the thing over together. We are not the final oracle, from Delphi. You know that? And in investigating the question, seeing what the question implies, perhaps in that very implication we'll be able to understand the answer. So the answer does not lie outside the question.

And it's important also to put the right question. Then one asks, what is the right question? A question can be quite superficial: what kind of food should I eat? There are lots of questions like that. Should I take exercise? Do you advocate yoga? Those are rather, one considers, rather superficial, though they have certain necessities. But to delve deeply into a question, and to find out why one puts the question. As we have been saying in all these talks, during all these years, doubt, scepticism are necessary: to doubt one's own thinking, questioning one's own attitudes and conclusions and perceptions, to be sceptical what another says, whether he is very learned, a specialist, and so on. Questioning, doubting, being somewhat sceptical helps the brain to clear itself. I hope we are following this together. Because our brains are rather clouded and conditioned. And one can put a question from that background and wait for somebody to explain, go into it, as the analyst and the analyser, and find out the answer from another. And as there are no leaders, no gurus, no specialists in the human problems, one has to understand all this oneself. I hope we are clear on this matter. If we are clear, then we can go on with the questions, can we?

I haven't read these questions.

Are you interested in this question?

First of all, we must be clear what we mean by art. The word 'art', from Greek and so on, Latin, is to join, to adjust, to put things together. That's the root meaning of that word. It also, in Sanskrit means measure, manner, use. The root meaning, we are talking of the etymological meaning. And the questioner asks: what is the role of art in our lives? Having seen what the root meaning of that word is, the root meaning, what is beauty?

Beauty is not something put together. So, we are going to enquire together into the meaning of that word, the significance of that word, the content of that word. I'm not a professor. I'm sorry to sit on a platform, which I don't like, but one has to do it for the convenience of others; otherwise you wouldn't see me if I sat on the ground. I would like to sit on the ground, but I have to sit here.

It's a very complex question, this. If we can go very deeply into it, it has great significance. Art implies, doesn't it, a flowing melodious manner of space, weight, grouping together, and depth. Are there some artists here? I said – the speaker said, a flowing melodious manner of space, depth and grouping together – of words, sentences, or a painting on a canvas or a sculpture or a poem, or literature. Is that right? A flowing melodious manner of space, of depth, of grouping certain things together: trees, people, words; all that is a form of art. Do you agree to this at all? That is, if there is no space, if you see something, say a painting – I hope somebody will correct me if I am wrong – if you see a picture, a painting by the masters, classical masters or recent ones – the really great painters – there is space, a sense of space. The figures are grouped together in a certain way; there is a certain depth to it, in colour, in the sense of movement, and it must be melodious. And when you see some of these paintings of landscape, they may paint a little cottage in a field, with a few trees, but there is space and there is depth of colour, proportion, a sense of harmony. Right? And that would be great painting.

And one has visited – as perhaps you have as a tourist, most of the major museums of the world, and one sees all these great masters, from Holland, Italy, England, America, and so on. So we are asking: what is beauty? Is beauty according to a principle? According to certain rules? You follow? Or, beauty is something entirely different, though there must be proportion and all the rest of it.

When we look at a mountain there, when you see those mountains, those hills: range after range, blue in the evening, and early morning when the sun touches it before everything else. When you see that, the reaction is either great silence – you keep quiet; there is space, enormous space, between you and that and beyond. And when you see such marvellous beautiful mountains, snow-clad against the blue sky, for an instant you become silent. The very beauty, the very grandeur, the majesty of the mountain keeps you, makes you absolutely quiet. You can say, the shock of beauty. I hope you are looking at those mountains, not at me. (laughter) The speaker is not important at all. But what he says may be important and may not be important, but you have to discover for yourself. So when you see something extraordinarily grand, of great height and depth then the very shock of that beauty drives away for the moment all your problems. There is no self wondering, worrying, talking to itself, there is no entity, the self, the me, looking. At that moment when the self is not, there is great beauty. Right? I wonder if you follow all this!

And the questioner asks, what is the role of art in our lives? I don't know. (laughter) But we're going to find out together.

Why should anything play a role? Please, this is an important question. Why should anything play a role in our lives? The greatest art is the art of living – the greatest, not the paintings, the sculpture, the poems, and the marvellous literature. That has its certain place, but to find out for oneself the art of living, that's the greatest art – it surpasses any role in life.

So, some of the great painters in their lives are neurotic: very, very disturbed lives, like Beethoven, and others, very disturbed. And that disturbance perhaps may help them to write great music. Or, if one led an aesthetic life – are we following each other? – aesthetic life, and that life is based on – life is based on relationship; there is no life without relationship. And aesthetic is the capacity of perception – right? Are we meeting each other or am I just talking to myself? Capacity to perceive, which means one must be extraordinarily sensitive. And sensitivity is not shouting, yelling. But sensitivity comes from the depth of silence. Shall I go on? It's no good going to colleges and universities to learn how to be sensitive. Or go to somebody to teach you how to be sensitive. As we said, aestheticism is the capacity to perceive, and you cannot perceive if there is not a certain depth of silence. If you look at these trees in silence – there is a communication which is not merely verbal, but a communication, a communion with nature. And most of us have lost our relationship with nature: with the trees, with the mountains, with all the living things of the earth.

And sensitivity in our relationship, to be aware of each other, is that at all possible? That's the art of living, to find out a relationship that is not conflict, that's a flow of a melodious manner of living together. You understand this? Without all the rows, quarrels, possessiveness and being possessed, fear of loneliness – you follow? – the whole cycle of human struggle.

The art of living is far more important than the art of great painters. It may be that we are escaping through music from ourselves through going into all the museums of the world and talking about them endlessly, reading about books on art. All that may be an escape from our own troubles, anxieties, depressions. So can we live an aesthetic life of deep perception? Be aware of our words, be aware of the noise of this country, the vulgarity of human beings. Because one learns far more in silence than in noise. This all may sound platitudes, but they are not. This requires a great deal of observation of oneself. That observation is prevented by any form of authority, looking to another to teach us how to observe; just to observe, watch, the way you walk, the way you talk, the noise, you know all that goes on. Then out of that comes the art of living.

Art, as we said, is putting things together harmoniously, to observe the contradictions in oneself, one's desires that are always so strong, to observe all that, not create an opposite of it, just to observe the fact and live with the fact. It seems that's the way to bring about a life of melodious harmony. Have we answered the question? Sir, don't bother to clap. I don't know why you do, maybe you like to feel that we have said the right things and you appreciate it, but what the speaker has said is what you are thinking, I hope, therefore, don't clap for the speaker.

Let's examine the question first. Is not the observation of thought a continuing use of thought and therefore a contradiction? When you observe that tree, are you looking at it with all the memories of trees that you have seen, with the shade under the tree under which perhaps you have sat, and the pleasure of a morning, sitting quietly under a tree looking at all the beauty of the leaves, the branches, the trunk, and the sound of the trunk. When you observe all that, are you observing through words, are you observing through remembrances? Or the memories of those pleasant evenings when you have sat under a tree or looked at a tree, then you are looking through the structure of words. Therefore one is not actually observing. Is that right? So, are we aware that we look at everything through a network of words? Words being the past meaning the usage of certain words with their content, with their remembrances and so on. That is, are you looking at a tree or a single star in the heaven, as it was last night with the new moon and Venus together – are you looking at it with words, or you are looking at the whole phenomena of yesterday evening without a single word.

So is observation a perception, a process of thought? Which is a verbal communication to each other, the usage of words which contain the past memories and incidents and so on, or there is pure observation without time – time being thought, time being memory. So please find out. Let's find out what we actually do. Can we look at a person with whom we have lived for a number of days or years without all the past remembrances and incidents, and the pleasures and the comforts that one has derived from that person, or the antagonism, you follow, the whole process of it? Can you observe as though you are meeting the person for the first time? You may remember his face or her face; of course, that is necessary, otherwise it's rather troublesome. (laughter) But to look at a person, to be so sensitive to a person, and that sensitivity is not possible when there is always the past memory projecting itself all the time. Right?

So from that one asks a question: can thought be aware of itself? This is a rather complex question; I hope – one hopes you don't mind looking at the complexity of it. Can thought, the whole process of thinking, can that thinking be aware of itself, or there is a thinker who is aware of his thoughts? You understand the question? Is this becoming difficult for you? You are interested in all this?

Krishnamurti: All right, sir. Let's have some fun. (laughter) Let's answer that question; we'll come back to this. One may live with another person, sexually or in relationship with another and take the responsibility – entire responsibility, both of us – and continue with that responsibility, not change when it doesn't suit you, when that other person doesn't satisfy you in various different ways. Right? Or, you go through marriage, which is, get a license, go to church and the priest blesses the couple, you know, and there you are tied, legally. And that tie, legally, gives you more the feeling of being more responsible. Right? That you are held by law. Are you waiting for me to answer this? You are held there by law, and with it goes a responsibility that one thinks is enduring, lasting. What's the difference between the two? You're legally controlled; it takes time to get a divorce; you have children and the children may hold you together for a while, till they grow up; and then when they grow up, you say goodbye to each other perhaps, or get a divorce and all the rest of it. If the other, which is not legalised marriage, and if there is a responsibility as much as in the other, and perhaps more, then what's the difference between the two? Either it is responsibility based on law, either the responsibility of convenience, necessity, comfort, and sexual and all the other demands – where is the question of love in all this? Right?

Each one of us – each one – wife and the husband or girl and the boy or whatever it is, are they ever together, except sexually? Whether they are legally married or not legally married, together. They may hold hands in public as they embrace each other in public, as they do in this country – right? In Asia, that's rather considered immoral, immodest, and they do it quietly by themselves in their house. So what's the difference between the two? And where is love in all this? Please answer this question for yourself.

Is love the pursuit of desire? Is love pleasure? Sexual and other forms of pleasure? Is love mere companionship, depending on each other? Is love attachment? Go on, sir, enquire all this. And if one negates intelligently – because you see the reason of it, that attachment is not love, nor detachment, remembrance of each other's past incidents and pressures and insults and all that, living together day after day, month or year after year, the stored-up memories, the pictures, the imagination – all that's not love, surely. When you negate all this, which is, through negation you come to the positive. But if you start with the positive, you end up with negation. That's what you are all doing. Right? Am I saying things which are true or incorrect?

So, that gentleman asked a question: why doesn't the speaker talk about all that? Sir, what is important in life? What is the root or the basic essential in life? As one observes more and more, in television, and literature, magazines, and all the things that are going on, it is becoming more and more superficial – quick answers. If you are in trouble, go to a specialist; they'll tell you what to do. It's all becoming so superficial and vulgar – if one may use that word without any sense of derogatory or insulting. It's all becoming so superficial and rather childish.

And one never asks what is the fundamental question or fundamental necessity or the depth of life. Surely not beliefs, not dogmas, not faith, not all the intellectual rigmarole, whether in the Communist theology or the Catholic theology, Marxist theology or Lenin or St Thomas Aquinas: they're all the same – theories, conclusions and ideologies, based on belief, faith, dogma, rituals. So all that is becoming more and more in one's life, outwardly, very, very, very superficial. Just out there. And we live like that. This is a fact, I am not saying anything which is not so.

And it's a marvellous world of entertainment, both religious and football, anything to escape: yell, shout, never quiet conversation, never look at anything quietly, beautifully. So what is the fundamental, basic demand or basic thing that is really of utmost importance in one's life?

Questioner: Do you want us to answer?

Krishnamurti: You can answer, sir, if you want to.

Questioner: The answer is compassion. Compassion.

Krishnamurti: I know, I know, I've heard it. When you use that word, are you again using that word superficially or there is compassion in you? You understand? When you say, yes, compassion, that becomes utterly superficial; you have already stamped it. The word 'compassion' means passion for all, not just for your family. And you cannot have compassion if you are attached to any belief, to any dogma. If there is not complete freedom, there cannot be compassion. And with compassion there is intelligence. So if you say compassion, love is the root of all things in life, in the universe, in all our relationship and action, to find that out, to come upon it, to live with it and act from there – then marriage or not marriage – then you are no longer an individual, there is something else, entirely different from one's own petty little self.

Right, sir? Is there another question you would like to ask on that level? Or can we go on with this question, which is really quite important, if we can go into it seriously. We asked: can thought be aware of itself?

That is, thought has created the thinker – right? – separate from his thought. Isn't that so? Have you got it? That is, there is the thinker who then says I must be aware of what I think; I must control my thoughts, I must not let my thoughts wander. So there is the thinker separate from his thought. And the thinker acts upon the thought. Right? Now, is the thinker different from thought? Or the thinking, thought, has created the thinker. You understand the question? There is no thinker without thought. Right? Do we meet each other on this? Please, because this is rather important, because if we can find out why this duality exists in us: the opposite, the contradiction, the 'me' and the thought, the 'me' as the thinker, the one who witnesses, the one who observes, and the thing to be observed. That is, the thinker then controls thought – right? – shapes thought, puts thought into a mould; but is the thinker different from thought? Has not thought created the thinker?

Questioner: I can see it logically.

Krishnamurti: Wait, sir, first of all let's be logical. (laughter) Or let us see it intellectually, which is what? Verbally. Verbally I can see very clearly that there is the division between the thinker and the thought, and thought has created the thinker. So the thinker is the past, with his memories, with his knowledge, all put together by thought, which has come into being after experiences and so on, so it is the whole activity of the past, the thinker. Agreed? Clear? And then it says, thinking is something different from me who is the thinker. Right? You accept that logically, intellectually – why? Not you, sir, but we all do. We all say, yes, I understand it intellectually very quickly. But why? Why do we say that: I understand it intellectually?

Questioner: It seems obvious.

Krishnamurti: No. No. Go into it, sir, why do we say, first reaction, I understand intellectually. Why? Is it not because we never look at the whole thing. We only look at something intellectually. Now, the speaker explained very carefully, logically, the thinker and the thought. And you accept that logically. And I say, why do you do that? Why does one do that? Is it that the intellect is highly developed with most of us, or developed much more than our sensitivity, our immediate perception. Right? Of course. Because we are trained from childhood to acquire, to memorise – right? – to exercise the brain, certain parts of the brain, which is to hold what has been told, informed, and keep on repeating it. So when you meet something new, you say, I understand intellectually. But one never meets the new totally, whole, that is, intellectually, emotionally, with all your senses awakened, you never receive it completely. You receive it partially – right? And the partial activity is the intellectual activity. It's never the whole being observing. You say, yes, that's logical. (laughs) And we stop there. We don't say, why is it that only part of the senses are awakened? Intellectual perception is partial sensitivity, partial senses acting. To create a dynamo, to do that you have to think intellectually. In creating a computer, in putting computer together, you don't have to have all your emotions and your senses, you have become mechanical, and repeat that. So the same process is carried when we hear something new, say I understand intellectually. We don't meet it entirely. So the statement has been made but we don't receive it totally.

So the problem arises, sir, out of this: why is it that we never meet anything, especially when you see a tree or the mountains, or the movement of the sea, with all your senses highly awakened. Why? Is it not that we live always partially? That is, we always live in a limited sphere, limited space in ourselves. It's a fact. So to look, if you will now, look at those mountains with all your senses. Which means when that act takes place, all your senses – your eyes, your ears, your nerves, the whole response of the organism which is also the brain, receive, look at that whole thing entirely. Then when one does, there is no centre as the 'me' who is looking. Right?

So we are asking: can thought be aware of itself? This is rather a complex question, because this requires very careful observation. Thought has created wars – right? – through nationalism, through sectarian religion, Catholic, Protestant, Hindu, Buddhist. Thought has created all this – right? You are quite sure? God has not created all this: the hierarchy of the church, the Pope, all the dress, all the rituals, the swinging of the incense, the candles – right? All that paraphernalia that goes on in a cathedral or in a church is put together by thought, copied, some of it, from the ancient Egyptians and so on, from the ancient Hindus, Egyptians, Jews and so on. It's all thought. Right? So God is created by thought.

A man who has no fear whatsoever of dying, living, problems, no fear whatsoever, does he need god? So thought has put all this together. One can see what thought has done, step by step – right?

So thought can be aware of its own action; you are following? I wonder if you are following all this. So that there is no contradiction between the thinker and the thought, between the observer and the observed. When there is no contradiction, there is no effort. It's only when there is contradiction, which is division, there must be effort. So to find out whether it's possible to live a life without a single shadow of effort, contradiction, one must investigate the whole movement of thought. And one hasn't the time or the inclination; one is too busy, too much to do. But one has plenty of time when one wants to do something: when you want to play golf you have any amount of time.

So to find out what's the activity of thought, to watch it – that's part of meditation.

I don't quite know what it means. Oh, yes, it can, by taking a pill. No? By taking a drug; get drunk. Look at the question. He wants something readily, you don't want to squeeze the orange, but you buy the orange in a tin. You follow? Something readily, quickly.

Have you ever enquired into what is silence? What is silence? What is peace? Is peace between two wars? That's what's happening: what we call peace, it's between two wars. This war, like the next war, is to end all wars. Do you understand that? You have understood that phrase? This war, like the next war, is to end all wars. That is, is peace between two noises, is peace between two wars, is peace between two rows, quarrels? So what is silence? It cannot naturally be bought in a shop or a pharmacy – right? We would like to buy it quickly and get on with it. But silence cannot be bought nor peace cannot be bought. Right? If that is so, what is silence?

Silence must mean space, mustn't it? I can be very silent in a small space. Enclose myself, shut my eyes, and put a wall round myself, concentrate on some potty little affair, and in that there can be certain amount of peace, certain amount of silence. Right? I can go into my den, my reading room or quiet room and sit there, but the space is limited when I do that. Not only my little room, but in my brain also, the space is very, very limited. Right? Because most of us have never even asked about, thought about all this.

So what is space? Is space from one point to another? Is space a limited dimension? Or, space without a centre? Therefore, without a centre, therefore no border. You understand? As long as I have 'me', my problems, my selfish demands, my, my, my, it's very limited. Right? That limitation has its own small space. But that little space is a form of self-protective wall, to remain in there, not to be disturbed, not to have problems, not to have – you follow? – all the trouble and so on. So, as for most of us, that space of the self is the only space we have. And from that space we are asking what is space. I wonder if you follow all this? Am I making the question clear?

Questioner: Sure. You are saying we've got to have space, so that we can have an understanding of silence. We need to have space so that we can have an enjoyment, find the time for the pleasure of silent melody; space; we can't enjoy or understand silence or have silence without space.

Krishnamurti: Of course. Space to understand, space to enjoy. But always that's limited, isn't it? So where there is limitation, there cannot be vast space. That's all. And space implies silence. Noise doesn't imply space. I don't know if one sees that. All the noise that is going on in towns, between people, and all the noise of modern music – there's no space, there is not silence anywhere, just noise. It maybe pleasant or unpleasant, that's not the point.

So what does it mean to have space? Space between two notes on the piano; that's a very small space. Or silence between two people who have been quarrelling, and later on resume the quarrelling. Right? All that is a very, very limited space, so is there a space that's limitless? Not in heaven, not in the universe, but in ourselves, in our whole way of living, to have space: not imaginative, not romantic, but actual feeling of vast sense of space.

Now, you will say, yes, I understand that intellectually. (laughter) But to receive that question: what is space, what's the content of that, to receive it, entirely, with all your senses, then you will find out what it is, if there is such a vast space which is related to the universe.

What time is it?

Questioner: Quarter to one.

Krishnamurti: May I go on with one more question? You aren't tired?

I think it is necessary to understand the meaning of that word, those two words, guru and mantra. They are two Sanskrit words. Guru: do you know what it means? The root meaning of that word, I've been told by many Sanskrit scholars, the real meaning is 'weight'. W-e-i-g-h-t, you know. And also it means, one who dispels illusion. Right? And also it means, one who points. Points – not the way, just points. (laughter) And one who does not impose his illusions on you, his stupidities on you. Please, this is the meaning of that word.

And also, the meaning, the root meaning of the word 'mantra' means to ponder over not becoming. And also it means, dissolve, put away, all self-centred activity. You understand? Ponder over not becoming, and also dissolve, put away, banish all self-centred activity. Right? Guru means all that, mantra means all this.

And the questioner asks, is there a true guru? In Northern India, they call an educator, teacher of a elementary school 'guru'. They call them guruji, because he is teaching, informing. Now, the word 'guru', has been brought over from that unfortunate country to this country, and they are making millions and millions and millions of money out of it. Telling you what to do, giving you mantras for $500 or $100 or $2, to repeat it. And when you repeat something constantly day after day, your brain becomes, what it is. (laughter)

And there is no right guru, there is only the wrong guru. Because nobody can teach you anything except for yourself. They can teach you how to read, write, mathematics, biology, and so on, but nobody can teach you what you are, about yourself and whether there is freedom from all that tradition, from all the tremendous conditioning of centuries. That implies you are the teacher and the disciple, there is no teacher or a disciple outside you> You understand the implication of this?

We depend on others, which is natural. I depend – one depends on the postman, on the doctor, on the computer expert; how to put together a motor; you depend on all that. On the pharmacist, chemist. And also we think it is necessary that we depend inwardly on others; on my wife I depend, of course in several ways I have to depend – she has to depend on me, I have to depend on her. But the dependence becomes gradually attachment and all the agony of attachment begins.

So learning about oneself is infinite. You understand? Learning is infinite. Not about books, that has certain limitations; all knowledge is limitation. Obviously, sir, obviously, right? There is no complete knowledge about anything, even the scientists admit it. They are always adding – more and more and more, so knowledge is always limited, now or in the future. And outward knowledge is necessary and that same wave, it continues inwardly, Right? That we must know ourselves. Right? The Greeks – before the Greeks – they said 'know yourself'. And 'know yourself' doesn't mean go to somebody and find out about yourself. It means watch what you are doing, what you are thinking, your behaviour, your words, your gestures, the way you talk, the way you eat, everything; watch. Not correct, not say this is right or wrong, just watch, And to watch there must be silence. And in that watching there is learning. And therefore when you are learning you become the teacher. So you are both the teacher and the disciple, and nobody else on earth.

I do not know if you have not noticed in this world, more and more, there are institutions, foundations, associations, for various things, outwardly and inwardly. Right? Foundation for right action, for right thinking – foundation; each holding on to his own little foundation. You might just say, why do you have foundations? I'll tell you. This foundation exists merely to maintain schools – ordinary schools – both in India, where there are six schools, in England, and here at Ojai. And to publish books and to arrange the talks, and nothing else! No spiritual – I dislike that word – no religious content behind that word.

So when one understands the meaning of the word 'guru', and 'mantra', they become very, very serious. Mantra means to dissolve the whole structure of becoming. So it means there is no evolution for the self, for the psyche. That's very complex, I won't go into that. And there is nobody that can free oneself, nobody outside, except one's own inward integrity, great humility to learn.
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Second Question and Answer Meeting in Ojai

May we go on with the questions?

One wonders, if one may, why you all come. I'm not insulting; I'm just asking. What is the motive of your coming? What is the background or what's the intention that we all get together here? Is it out of curiosity or trying to find out for oneself what it's all about – life, I mean; or you want to hear the speaker, or you want to gather what kind of person he is, either he is a hypocrite or sane or rational. I wonder why one comes to all these meetings, or goes to any meeting.

If one is sceptical, which I hope some of us are, and questions, not only what others might say, or what one might oneself do, but question, be doubtful of one's own judgements, evaluations, one's own case. Then that has extraordinary importance. But just to listen or hear a few words, agree or disagree, but if you could be very clear, the intention of our coming here, then that intention, if it is right and honest, has some kind of depth in it. If it's merely to gather a few ideas, few statements, I'm afraid that it'll have not much value.

So may we go on with the questions?

I wonder what one means – practical. The word practical means 'fit to act'. And also it has another meaning: action repeated, habitual action. And more complex explanations of that word.

Are we practical? When there are wars going on, after many, many thousands of years and the continuation of war, is that practical? Or it is a habitual performance. We have done this for thousands of years, killing each other not only with guns and other means of destroying people but calumny, hate, all the violent things that are going on in the world – is all that practical? Or we are so used to that kind of way of living, and we accept that as the most practical. And the questioner says, why don't you be more practical, and not so beastly abstract? The word 'abstraction' means to divide, to separate, to draw away, to draw away from the fact, to draw away from what one is, actually is; make an abstraction, to separate from that which we feel, which we realise to be so, and make an abstraction of it, separate from what we feel to what we should be. That's an abstraction. So the questioner asks, why don't you be more practical and not so abstract in what you are talking about?

So are we practical at all? Except perhaps earning a livelihood, having a skill, being a good carpenter, good chemist, a good writer or an excellent thinker. But to be practical, that is, to live a life, if one may point out – we are not advising, only fools advise, but just pointing out – because we are both of us thinking together what it means to be practical. We have defined the meaning of the word according to various good English dictionaries, and dictionaries are the common usage of words, and the meaning of those words. Practical means, doing, acting repeatedly: thinking, hating, calumny, all that, being violent: is that all practical? Or we are so used to it, we keep on repeating this action and reaction: you hate me and I hate you; you are violent, I become violent. You hit me, I hit you. This is the pattern that we have repeated through centuries.

You might say, have you not done something not practical? That is, have you done anything – you, the speaker – which is not reaction, which is habitual response, repeated action. We must be clear about what we mean by action. Either one has a moral action, action based on some kind of moral values, moral, aesthetic perception, and if one does something, if another does something which is not correct, which is not moral, then you have a certain relationship, certain responsibility to act. That may not be habitual, a repeated action.

And the questioner also wants to know: why are you talking in abstraction? Are we? Is the speaker talking in abstraction? Or he is pointing out what we are all doing, each one of us, not judging each other, not condemning or slandering, but watching.

In that watching oneself and others, if there is not that quality of silence, then from that watching you can make an abstraction from what actually is, separate it into an idea. The original meaning of the word 'idea' and 'ideals', the Greek meaning and so on, 'to observe.' 'Idea' means to observe. Not make an abstraction of what you observe. I observe the tree, the thing called tree, and I make an abstraction of it, separate it from my perception; from that, make an idea of it, and so the actuality of the tree and the idea of a tree are two different things.

Suppose I am afraid. That is an actuality, fear is an actuality. But the abstraction of that, which is to separate from the fact into, 'I should not be afraid' is an abstraction. Or, I must cultivate courage, that's an abstraction of the fact that I am afraid. So the idea, which we now accept, is something separate from the fact. Right? So when we are talking about abstraction, we mean bringing about a division between the actual, make an idea of it, and pursue the idea, not the fact. That's what we are doing all the time. The Communists have certain ideologies; very strong, brutal, and all the rest of it. So the so-called free countries have also certain concepts, values, judgements. There is poverty in the world. Now the abstraction of that is: what to do. And each one of us, or each group, or each political party, says this should be done, that should be done. So they are involved in ideas, not with the fact. You can't quarrel about a fact. Right? The sun is hot today; that's a fact.

So to solve a question like poverty, it's no good making an ideology about it, make an abstraction about it. But face the fact whether it's possible to solve poverty in the world. Not through ideas, through concepts. And that's only possible when there is a global relationship, not political relationship. That global relationship can only exist when there are no nationalities. Right? Obviously. And as poverty is increasing in the world, that poverty can only be solved, not by political parties or socialist parties or various type of parties, but the realisation that – which is a fact, not an abstraction – fact that as long as there are these divisions, which are abstractions from the fact, this problem of poverty cannot possibly be solved. Right?

Then one says, what am I to do? As a person living in a country that's full of nationalistic and patriotic spirit, what am I to do? Obvious, very simple: don't be a nationalist. Don't belong to any group, any association, you know, all the rest of it. As long as there is a separative action with regard to a problem, that problem will never be solved. Or rather, that problem in the resolution of that problem there'll be a thousand other problems. I hope this is clear.

So what we are saying seems to be fairly practical, practical in the sense, something that can be done. Not the habitual repeated action, but something that is practical, obvious, sane, rational. Right? Is the question answered? Or shall we go on to the next one.

Americans are supposed to be very practical people, and that's why they pollute all the rivers, pollute the air, destroy the forests, all the marvellous animals of the world – they're all very practical people. Killing baby seals – you know all that, what's happening. And we never question why human beings kill. Not make an abstraction of it but why do we kill, either with words, with a gesture, with some kind of tricks and so on. Or actually kill each other and nature and the animals of this world. Why has killing become a pattern of our life? You might say, we have done this for the last million years – that's the habitual, repeated action. And so that we call very practical. We never question these so-called practical, habitual, repeated actions: going to the church every Sunday – if you do at all – or obeying some clique or leader, a small group, enclosing itself and resisting everything else – why do we do all this?

Is it that we want security? And is there security in separation? In division? There is a marvellous example of what is going on in Beirut, or the Israelis and the Arabs. We're all one, human beings, and we have separated ourselves into races, religions, and keep to that pattern, that programme. We have been programmed, like a computer, and we keep on repeating that. And that we call very practical.

So is it possible to be somewhat different? – I was just going to say, impractical!

Do you want to go into this question? Why are you so eager? Not about the other – the other question was being practical and not abstract, not talk in abstractions. This is our life; this is our everyday life. Those who are lucky, they have their own means and they don't have to work endlessly. There are very few of such type. And there are those who have been fortunate or unfortunate to gather money that doesn't necessarily belong to them and live a secluded, somewhat selfish life. And those people who have to earn daily bread from nine to five, factory, office, labour, carpentry and so on, we spend a great deal of energy in all that. And so we, the questioner says, I have very little time to enquire into this business of selfishness and intelligence. I have not much energy. My energy is dissipated, in work, in doing. Right? Is that so?

One has to work, as society is structured, one has to work to earn a livelihood. Or you can live on dole, or what is called Social Security. If we really enquire how we waste our energy, not, all my energy is taken away through daily work, but we should enquire really how we waste our energy; whether it's possible to conserve energy and use it when necessary, and retain it when it's not. Am I making myself clear?

How do we waste our energy? Please understand my question. Not how to use energy, that energy which demands enquiry into being unselfish and intelligence, but rather let's enquire, approach this question from a different point of view, which is, to find out how we waste energy. Right? Then it'll be very clear. Do we waste energy by chattering? Endless talk? Right? Most of us do – endless talk. And is it a wastage of energy to be constantly in conflict – in the office, at home, and so on? Right? Is not conflict within oneself and outside, a wastage of energy?

Not how to be free of conflict – for the moment – but to observe how we waste our energy: conflict, the concept or an illusion that we are individuals, and so fighting everybody – right? – against everybody; enclosing ourselves in a little, neurotic state, building a wall round ourselves through fear, and so on. That's also a great deal of wastage of energy. Right? And to pursue an ideal is a wastage of energy, not the ending of a fact. I don't know if I am making myself clear.

Suppose one is violent; you pursue non-violence, which is non-fact. The pursuit of non-violence is a wastage of energy. Whereas to understand the nature of violence, go into it deeply, the complexity of violence, and see if it is possible to end it – that's not a wastage of energy. But to pursue a non-fact, which is the ideal, whether it's a political ideal, or Marxist ideal, Communist ideals, is a wastage of energy. Isn't it a wastage of tremendous energy, building armaments against each other? No? I don't know if you have been listening to some of the television explanations of how Russia is building up its armament, and America – as you listen to it very carefully, it all seems so insane. So extraordinarily irrational. So one wonders if one is going mad. Probably most of the people who are involved in all this are rather neurotic in different ways. Probably most of us are.

So to find out for oneself how we waste our energy. And the greatest waste of energy is to be concerned with oneself. No? Because to be concerned with oneself, with one's neurotic state, and to be unaware of it, to be concerned with one's own issues and one's own problems, one's own achievements, is a very, very limited energy; it's very limited. And therefore your energy is limited. But when there is freedom from that there is immense energy. But to be free from that concern with oneself and with one's hurts and in return wanting to hurt others; that concern with oneself is bringing about great chaos in the world. To seek one's own enlightenment, following your own particular little guru, is such a wastage of energy. We'll talk about it more when we talk about meditation. So is it possible not to waste energy along all these lines?

And if you have that energy, what will you do with it? Will one become more mischievous? More violent? More beastly? So in the conservation of energy – you follow? – which comes about by understanding the wastage of energy, conserving that energy, not that you conserve energy; when there is energy not wasted, there is energy. In the discovery how you waste your energy, there is the beginning of intelligence. Right? That intelligence is not wastage of energy. That intelligence is extraordinarily alive.

One cannot possibly be intelligent if one is selfish. Right? Selfishness is part of division; separation: I am selfish and you are selfish; in our relationship we are selfish. So to understand the nature of the wastage of energy, not only superficially, but very, very deeply. Out of that investigation, probing, questioning, one comes to a certain quality of energy which is the outcome of intelligence, not merely setting aside wastage of energy. I wonder if you understand this. Can I go on with it or do you want to go to the next question?

So we really should ask also here: what is intelligence? Are those people who are very, very learned, are they intelligent? I'm not saying they are not, I'm questioning. Are those people who are politicians and building armaments and so on, are they intelligent? Is intelligence merely the activity of thought? However that thought be attenuated, more subtle, more complex. Is the very activity of thought intelligence? I hope you are questioning. One hopes that both of us are thinking together in this matter, in all these matters; not that the speaker is saying and you are listening, but together we are investigating this question of intelligence, as we did the wastage of energy and what is practical, what is abstract. So we are questioning together what is intelligence. We are asking: is thinking, however subtle, however complex, all the activities of thought, including invention, putting very, very complex machinery together, like the computer, like a robot, like a missile, or the extraordinary machine of a submarine, or these beautiful aeroplanes; they're all the result of tremendous activity of thought. And also the activity of thought is how we use them. Right? Basing on our ideologies, use, profit, various forms of motives.

So we are asking a very fundamental question: whether thought in all its extraordinarily complex activities and very superficial activities, is intelligence the root of thought? Thought is limited because thought is based on experience, knowledge derived from experience as memory stored in the brain, and the reaction to that brain is thought. If there is no memory, if there is no knowledge, if there is no experience, there is no thinking. Right? Every little thing on this earth, the smallest little thing, must have the quality of thought – instinct. But human beings like us, we have evolved – supposed to be. And our greatest instrument is thought. And that thought is actually very limited because knowledge is always – past, present and future – will be limited. Obviously. As in the scientific world, in the biological world, in the world of machinery and so on, so on, so on, anything born, brought about, put together by thought is limited. That limited thought can invent a limitless, but it's still the result of thought. Thought has divided the world into various religions and all the things that are in the churches, temples, mosques, are the inventions of thought. You can't get beyond that, that's a fact. And what thought has created, then we worship it. Marvellous self-deception!

So we are asking: is intelligence the activity of thought? Or it is totally outside the realm of thought, which then can use thought. You follow, not the other way around. I wonder if I'm making myself clear. So one has to enquire into the nature of intelligence. One must very carefully examine the only instrument apparently we have, which is thought. Thought includes emotion, sensory responses and so on, so on, so on. All that is centred in the brain, which is the whole structure of human beings.

The speaker is not an expert with regard to the brain, but one watches: one's own reactions, one's own responses, hurts, illusions, you know – watches. And when one watches silently, without any motive, then that watching reveals a tremendous lot. One learns a great deal more in silence than in noise. Right? That's a different matter. So are we intelligent? Therefore practical? Therefore never bring about a division.

We'll talk more about it when we talk about the whole world, what is the significance of death, suffering, and the great question of compassion.

I'm sorry, I've never talked about global vision. The speaker doesn't indulge in visions. Or in imagination. Or in fanciful romantic nonsense. He was saying, you cannot have peace in the world, physical world, if you have no global relationship. Not vision, something fanciful, Utopia, some ideal which is non-fact. The fact is that we are divided, as nationalities, religions, sectarian, little groups, smaller groups – divided. And there is this question of war, which is being heightened, threatened. And whether man wants to understand the nature of peace, which is very complex. Outwardly there must be a global relationship which means no nationalities, no religious divisions – Catholics, Protestants, Hindu, Buddhists and all that business. He is not talking about business at all. This is practical; the other is impractical. To kill each other by the million through atom bombs and so on is most impractical. But apparently our minds are so conditioned that we stick to the impractical.

The questioner says or asks: you travel about a great deal but I must stay with my family in one place and so my horizon is limited. Do you mean to say your house, your family, prevents you from having a global outlook on the world? Right? I'm asking this question, if I may. One may live in a small village, work endlessly or live some place where your neurotic attitudes and all that can have full play – but while you are living in a small village, you mean to say one can't have a global attitude, a holistic approach to life? I am asking this question most respectfully: does one have to travel all over the world to have global attitude? Most of you have travelled probably all over the world; tourists do, and wherever the tourists go, they destroy that place. I know there used to be lovely villages and towns, not these enormous hotels and so on, before the tourists came. (laughs) And when the tourists come, you know what happens. Food becomes more expensive, tourists are cheated – you know all that business. So: what is it to have an outlook, a feeling rather, of humanity? What does it mean to have a feeling that the whole world, human world, is you?

The human world has great troubles, great anxieties and miseries and confusions and beastly, neurotic activities. And one realises that what you are is the rest of humanity. That's a fact, if you go into it, simply, not theoretically, not in abstraction, intellectually, but even if you do go into it intellectually, it's a fact that our brains are not individual brains. They have been evolving through thousands of years. And when you observe from one's little village and work, one can observe what is happening in the world: wars, wars, wars, hatreds, man against man, the eternal quarrel between people, one blaming the other and taking them to court or divorce or this or that. All this can be settled if you are somewhat yielding, intelligent. But we are not. And what we are is very, very, very limited.

And you cannot ask: how am I to break through this limitation? To have a feeling that you are the entire humanity – there is no 'how', that's one of our most impractical questions. There is a 'how' when you want to learn to drive a car. There is a 'how' when you want to learn mathematics, or a new language and so on. But psychologically, there is no 'how'. If you have a 'how', it means a system, a method, and when you practise a system, a method, you're back again in the same old limited, narrow, dull mind. So it's not a question of how to get out of this limited way of life to understand the global, holistic way of perception, but to observe the limitation, one's own limitation, one's own narrow, ugly prejudices, conclusions about another or one's own conclusions and sticking to them. The very word 'conclusion' means the ending. We have concluded a peace, we have concluded a war. So there is no conclusion, but enquiry, probing, questioning, doubting. And the walls which we build round ourselves – that is the real problem: the religious walls, the personal walls, the neurotic walls; that is the problem – to be aware of all this. To observe without motive; and that's very difficult for a neurotic person, for a person who has concluded that he is this, he is that, or the other person is that or that. Global relationship alone can solve our human problems, as war, poverty. And to be aware of one's own limitation.

Have you understood the question? You want me to repeat it once more? May I repeat it again? You have stated that if one stays with fear, not try to escape from it, but actually realise that one is fear, that is, one is not separate from fear, then apparently, according to you, fear goes away. How does this happen, how does this come about, and what will keep it from returning on another occasion in different form? Clear, this question is clear now.

Please don't accept what the speaker has stated. That's the first thing. Doubt him, question him. Don't make him into some kind of stupid authority – if I may remind you of that.

Someone, or you heard that if one actually stays with fear, then that fear goes away. To stay with fear implies – we are discussing it together, the speaker is not stating anything – if we stay with fear, which means not to escape from it, not to say, search out the cause of it – for the moment – we'll go into it, I'm going to go into it very carefully. To stay with it means not to escape, not to seek the cause of it, not to rationalise it or to transcend it; to stay with something means that. To stay when you look at the moon – to look at it. Right? Not say, how beautiful, how this, how that; but just to look at it; be with it. Then, it is stated that fear goes away. And the questioner says, is that so? He wants further enquiry into it.

You and the speaker are doing the enquiry. The speaker may put it into words, but we are both taking the journey together, not only verbally, but actually.

As it is said, what is fear? Fear can only take place when there is time and thought. Time as something that happened yesterday or a year before or forty years ago, and that something you should or should not have done, or somebody is blackmailing you about it – look at it. Right? Time is that which has happened, which you are threatened with, and afraid of that threat, because you are protecting yourself; and the future is, not to be afraid. Right? So the whole movement of fear is time, the past – right? – meeting the present creates the feeling, the reaction of fear – right? – and that continues in the future. So that's a problem of time – right? Is this clear? Are we together in this? Time is a factor bringing about fear. Right? I have a job now, but I might lose the job. Right? The factory might close. It is not closed, but it might close, which is future. It may be tomorrow or twenty years hence; but the fear it might close. That is, thought, thinking about the future which is time, creates the fear. Right? So thought and time create fear. That's simple enough. Right? One has done something wrong or right or some incident which is there and you come along and threaten me with it. Right? And I get frightened. Or not frightened. I say, go ahead. You follow? So time and thought are the factors of fear. Clear?

Time is thought. They are not two separate movements. Right? Time is movement, isn't it? From here to there. I need time to go from here to that place. I need time to learn a language and so on, so on. Thought is also time, because thought is based on experience; acquiring knowledge is time. Right? And memory is time, which is the past. So thought, time are together; they are not two separate movements. Right? Are we together in this? So that is the cause of fear. I might die; I am living, but the idea of ending, which is in the future, causes fear, distance from the living, and the ending. Which we'll talk about another time. You understand? So, thought-time is the factor of fear.

One has faced this quite recently. Right? We all do. We are threatened by some persons. This is happening the world over. Threatened by one nation against another – you know all that. Or one individual against another; threat is a form of blackmail; you have done... and so on, so on, so on. And to be aware when you are threatened, whether fear arises or you just observe. You understand what I'm saying? You can observe without any reaction when there is an understanding of the nature of time and thought.

The questioner says, how does this happen? Right? How does fear end when you watch – right? – when you understand the nature and watch. To escape, to rationalise, to sublimate it and so on, to go off to an analyst and so on, is a wastage of energy. Right? Isn't it? Be clear on this; let's be clear on this matter. It's a complete waste of energy, to escape. Because if you do, it's always there when you come back – from your football, from the church, it's always at home. Or after you have taken a lot of drink, it is there. And you can keep on drinking, perhaps that may be one way out. Then become more and more sick or mentally ill. So escape is a wastage of energy.

To analyse and gradually discover the cause of fear, either through your own analysis of yourself or the analysis of another, is a wastage of energy. (laughs) Because if you watch, you can find out what's the cause, instantly, which is time and thought. Right? You see unfortunately, we are trained to be dull. I won't go into this question. Knowledge may be making us dull. I won't go into it now, that's too complex a question. We are saying, where there is a cause, there is an end. Obviously. If I have some kind of disease, and the doctor discovers the cause of it, it can end it. Or it cannot be ended. Where there is a cause, there can be an end to the cause. That's a fact.

So watching fear as it arises and living with it, not escaping from it, you begin to see the fact: time, thought are the root of it. That's the cause. And, as we said, it's a wastage of energy escaping, analysing, searching the causes and spending days and months and years to find out. That's a wastage of energy. When you conserve energy and that is not to escape, etc., you have energy. Right? Then that very focusing of that energy on the fact of time, which is something that happened yesterday, that might cause, etc., etc., so the very conserving the energy dissipates fear completely. Right? Yes. Wait!

That is, fear is you. Fear is not separate from you. Right? Is that a fact? We have separated fear from 'me'. Right? Which is an abstraction, a division. Right? There is anger, and I say, I have been angry. Which is, I am separate from anger. But I am anger, there is no separate person from anger. This one must really go into very carefully; or you can understand this instantly. You are greed, aren't you? Greed is not separate from you. We have separated it. You say, greed is separate from me and I then can act upon greed. I, the thinker, is separate from thought then I control thought. Right? I try to control, I try to, you know, concentrate and all the rest of it. But the thinker is the thought. Thought has created the thinker, right? No? Otherwise there would be no thinker. Right?

So when one realises the actual fact that fear is you then the division ends. Right? And as long as there is a division, there is conflict between you and fear. But if you are fear, therefore there is no division, the conflict ends. I wonder if you realise this. All right? Is this clear? As long as there is a division between the Arabs and the Jews, the Muslims and the Hindu, Christians and – you know all that division – that creates conflict. This is logical, sane; right? So as long as there is a division in me, as the me and fear, and me and the greed, me and violence, there must be conflict. But the actual fact is, violence is me. Greed is me. Envy is me. So this division which thought has created between me and fear ends; and therefore you have no conflict and therefore there is great energy; right? That's a fact, naturally when there is no conflict, there is energy. Can we go on from there? This is clear?

I am not teaching you; you are learning from your own observation. So you are your own guru and your own disciple. You are your own teacher and your own etc. So. And the questioner says, and what will keep fear from returning on other occasions in a different form? Right?

Fear has many branches; right? Many ways, many expressions, many forms: fear of the dark, fear of public opinion, fear of what you might do, fear of what I have done, fear of so many things. Fear of one's wife, fear of one's losing something, gaining – you know – fear has a thousand branches. And it's no good trimming the branches – right? – because they'll come back. So one must go to the root of it and not cut the superficial expression of fear; one must go to the root of the cause of fear; which is thought and time.

If one really sees the fact of this, the truth of it, and remains with it, not run away from it, then fear – don't accept, please, most respectfully we are saying, don't accept what the speaker is saying. To the speaker, this is a fact. You might say, what nonsense, you live in illusion. You've a perfect right to say it, but it's not so for oneself.

First of all, what is a problem? That's what the questioner says, when we go to the very root of the problem, and that requires, the questioner says, energy to go to the very end of it. So we are asking, what is a problem? The word 'problem' means, the Latin, Greek and so on, something thrown at you. Something that you have to face, something different from you. Now, from childhood we are trained to solve problems: mathematical problems, geography, how to write, that's a problem to a child. How to go to the toilet – it's a problem to the child. So from childhood, our brain is trained to solve problems: how to go to the Moon, how to ride a bicycle, how to drive a car, how to live with another person without problems arising. So our brain is actually trained to solve problems. Right? That's a fact. So our whole life becomes a problem to be solved. Right? See it in yourself, sir, how this operates. Right? Are we clear on this matter? We can proceed from there.

Our whole instruction, information is to resolve problems, conditioned from childhood – the brain is. And problem means something thrown at you. You can look it up in a good dictionary; it will tell you, the Latin and so on. So we are always resolving problems. We look at the whole of life as a problem to be resolved.

And the questioner says, does some kind of energy keeps us from going to the very end of a problem. Right? I am asking, not how to end a problem – why do we have problems? Not that there are not problems. You attack me, that becomes a problem, legally or this way, or that way. That becomes a problem, there are problems. But why do we have problems, the mind that says, I have problems. You understand? I wonder if we can go into this a little bit. Are you interested in this?

So another question arises from that, which is to live without a single problem. Not that there are not problems, but to have no problems. We will come to that presently. Why do we have problems? You attack me. Or I attack you, for various reasons; moral, immoral, various issues, because you hold to certain conclusions, neurotically or some idealistic reasons, you hold to them. And you insist that way, never yielding, never apologising, never concerned except for yourself and your neurotic way of life. And the questioner says, to go to the very end of a problem, does it require energy? Obviously. Not any special energy, but just ordinary energy of investigation.

Now to investigate very closely, very delicately, deeply all the intricacies of a problem, you cannot have a motive. Right? If you have a motive in the resolution of a problem, that motive will dictate the answer, not the problem. Right? Are we getting together, are we meeting? Suppose I have a problem – personally I haven't, whatever happens happens, I'll deal with it. But I am not going to have any problems. It is stupid to have problems, for myself I am saying. And I need energy to investigate a problem – problem of war, why human beings kill each other. To go into it, look at it, closely, step by step, that requires energy. And to resolve a problem of relationship, and relationship is extraordinarily important, I need energy to go into it very, very carefully. Right? And other problems. So energy is necessary to investigate closely, delicately, never coming to any conclusion, moving, moving – you follow? But if you are attached to a tether you cannot investigate. Right? A tether, a post, tied to it – you know, an animal tied to a post you can only go that far, whatever the length of that rope is. So there must be freedom from any conclusion, any motive, to investigate. That's clear. Obvious. Like a scientist, he may have a great many hypotheses, theories, but he puts them aside to investigate. And then he says that theory is true, but he doesn't insist that theory is true before investigation. Right? But we do!

So you need energy to go to the very end of a problem. Take any problem that one has – what? Fear we went into.

Questioner: Loneliness.

Krishnamurti: Good. Is that a problem? All right, loneliness. Why have we made that into a problem? It is there. Right? It is there. You are lonely. Why are you lonely? That is, separated – right? – divided. You may be married, have a great many friends but there is this sense of deep loneliness of human beings. How does that loneliness come about, what is its quality? Isn't it brought about by our daily action? Our action is based on our own selfish motives, self-centred activity: I must be a great man, I must be a successful man, I must reach, meditate, I must do this, I must do that. Everything is me, I am the most important person. You hear that on television everyday. Right? So when you emphasize all day long this limited quality, limited state of mind, it must inevitably lead to a form of a word called loneliness, which is to have no relationship with anybody. Right? Which is brought about by our daily activity of thought and action. And then you say, I am lonely, I must take a drink – right? – to escape from it. I am lonely, therefore I am going to the club, or go to a night club, or whatever you do. Or hold on to your wife, hold on, cling, because you are afraid of being lonely.

Now, you see the cause of it, which is very simple, very quick; and to hold the whole thing together and not use the word 'lonely'. Because the word 'lonely' is an abstraction of the fact. You understand? The fact is not the word. But the word has become important rather than the fact. And the cause of the fact is this constant struggle, neurotic or otherwise, constant thought of oneself: I am hurt, I want to be great, I want to be this, I want to be that. You know, sir, all that goes on within the human brain. So there is the fact, and the word is not the fact. When you use the word 'lonely', it is already used and has its associations with the past. So you never look at that feeling afresh when you use the word 'lonely'. I wonder if you see.

So to live with that feeling afresh, because you can do that only when you see the cause of it – daily concern with oneself. Then you might ask: mustn't one be concerned with oneself? You know, the good old question! And if you want that, to be concerned with yourself, and at the end of it feel lonely, unhappy, miserable and all that, that's your affair. If you want that, pursue it. But if you want to understand a way of living which is totally different, then you have to look at all this very closely, ask fundamental questions. You can only ask fundamental questions by doubting, questioning, asking.

This is the last question. What's the time, sir? Five minutes? Can we go on with the last question? Sorry, if one is kept with all these questions.

Could you go into the nature of the intelligence which manifests itself when perception takes place? And is this the only true source of action which is intelligence?

One perceives the cause of fear not verbally, intellectually, emotionally. Perception is an action of seeing the whole of nature of fear – right? – not the various branches of fear but the whole movement of fear. The movement of fear is time, thought. We went into it. To perceive it not verbally or idealistically but to see instantly the whole nature of fear – right?

Now, when you see something wholly, completely, what takes place is something quite different. I am going to go into it if you will have the patience, if you are not tired by hearing only the speaker. For the moment – when you go home, you can all speak but now, unfortunately there is only this person speaking.

Look, let's make it very, very simple. Suppose I am being nationalistic all my life or clinging to my particular 'religion' – religion in quotes. That is, my brain has been conditioned to be a nationalist, to be a particular – belonging to a particular sect, whether that sect has hundred, thousand, million, it is still a sect. My brain has been conditioned that way. You come along and tell me, nationalism is the root of war, one of the causes of war. I listen to you. You explain to me logically, if I am willing to listen. If I am not, then of course you can't do anything with it. But if I am willing to listen – which I am – you then explain to me one of the factors or the causes of war, nationalism, racialism. You point it out, various implications of war. I listen to you and I say, look, I tried. Either I accept it intellectually and it does not have great value or I see how true that is. The moment I perceive how true it is, I have moved away; the brain has been unconditioned from the old pattern. Do you get this? The moment I perceive the truth of what you have said, the brain cells which have been conditioned to nationalism, to sectarianism disappears. So perception or insight into what you have said brings about a radical change in the very cells themselves. The speaker has discussed this matter with scientists. Not that you must accept what the scientists say or what the speaker says but he has discussed it. We have argued about it. They agree to this – some of them but the others say, it's not so, it's pure romanticism, etc. But the fact is, the fact: I have been going north. You come along and say, that way leads to danger, and I listen to you. I argue with you, discuss with you, I may have quick insight into what you are saying and I see the truth of what you are saying. So I move away from going north. I go south or east or west. That very movement contrary to the old habit has brought about a radical change in the brain itself, because you understand the pattern will be broken. When the pattern is broken, there is something different.

So where there is a perception in which there is not merely intellectual comprehension but a total insight into the problem – insight to say, for example, all organised religions have no value. They are mere entertainments, excitements, sensations, it doesn't bring about human change. In all that you have quick insight. So it's finished. You don't belong to any group.

Questioner: (inaudible)

Krishnamurti: I explained, sir, fear. If you have an insight into organised or institutions which etc., etc. – if you have an insight, that is a quick, instant perception of what is true, but most of us aren't capable of that because we are not quickly sensitive. We are rather dull people. I am not saying, please, I am not saying you are. We are all rather conditioned people. And this condition cannot be changed, bring about a total mutation if there is not insight into conditioning. And insight is not remembrances, conclusions. It's not a process of time and remembrance. It's seeing things as they are quickly, instantly.

Now the questioner says or asks: when perception takes place, there is intelligence and this, the questioner says, is this intelligence the source of life – the source of action, sorry? Do you understand? When there is perception that tribalism which has become glorified nationalism, is the most destructive element in life, bringing wars and so on, if you have instant insight into it, that insight has its own action. It's not insight and then action but insight itself is action. Do you understand? That is the moment when there is a perception that tribalism is one of the factors of war, that insight is action. You are no longer – there is an action that wipes away your particular tribalism in you – wanting to, belonging to a group. Right?

That's the end of the questions. At the end of all this one asks, what have we, what has one seen, learnt, observed? Do you go on with the same old pattern of hate and reaction, action, blackmailing each other? Or all that ends – that is, quarrels, a sense of communion, affection, all that.

I have stopped. May I get up?

Questioner: (inaudible)

Krishnamurti: What, sir?

Questioner: It's a goodbye to you.

Krishnamurti: What for? (laughter).
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May we continue where we left off last Sunday. We were saying that this is not a lecture about any particular subject, to instruct or to inform. Nor is it a form of entertainment, stimulated by the speaker; nor an intellectual journey into various forms of theories and concepts and ideals, but rather together we are taking a journey, not that the speaker is taking a journey and informing you about the journey, but rather together we are friends taking the very long journey into the human condition. Why human beings, who have evolved apparently for about a million years or less or more, are still about the same: violent, primitive, divided, wars, frightened, insecure, and so on, suffering. And apparently it is time, as evolution, has not solved our human problems. They are increasing, not decreasing, more and more. Life is becoming more and more complex.

And we have had various forms of leaders, both religious, political, social and so on. And various forms of institutions and organisations, foundations and forums. They too have not in any way brought about a fundamental change in man. And when we together, without any bias, without coming to any conclusion, look what is happening all over the world – starvation, insecurity, confusion, great sense of human suffering through wars, through various forms of religious and national divisions, and so on. Technologically we have advanced enormously within the last hundred years. There thought has operated with a capacity that's almost infinite. But psychologically, inwardly, deeply we are about the same – primitive. So it's a lopsided evolution; a process where thought has brought about extraordinary physical results – communication, transportation, and all the rest of it. But thought also has created various divisions in the world – religious, racial, and so on. And we said where there is division there must be conflict, wars. We went into that fairly sufficiently.

And we talked about relationship. We are journeying together; I am not... the speaker is not talking to himself. We are taking a journey together, thinking, observing, watching, not only what is happening outside of us, outside the skin, as it were, but also inwardly, psychologically, what's going on in the whole arena of the psyche. Together we are taking a journey. So please, if one may repeat this often, which we shall during this talk and tomorrow's talk, we are taking a journey together: not an intellectual, verbal, ideological journey but actual observation of facts, what is actually happening. So we have talked about relationship, how important it is in life. And without right relationship there must be conflict, not only between two people but in the world, because the psyche always overcomes whatever regulations, rules and orders are placed exteriorly, the inner always overcomes the outer. This is also an obvious fact, as one has watched in a Communist, totalitarian world.

And also last Sunday we went into the question of fear very carefully. Not the various branches of fear, or the expressions of fear. There are many many forms of fear. But we were together examining, asking, questioning, doubting the root of fear; what's the cause. Where there is a cause, and one is able to discover it, then the cause can come to an end; if one is sane, not neurotic. And we said thought and time are the factors of fear. We went into the question of time, not only from here to there outwardly, but time devised by thought as human psyche becoming something, achieving something. That is: 'what is' should become or try to become 'what is not'. I hope we are taking a journey together! That is, if we are violent, as human beings apparently are from the beginning of time, it's utterly useless to invent or project a concept of non-violence. Non-violence is not an actuality, it's a theory, it's a concept, it's a conclusion. So there is only violence; but when we create an opposite of it, we create a division and where there's a division there must be conflict. So to deal with violence is the only thing that matters, not the ideological invention of non-violence. We went into that carefully.

And also together we must examine this morning not only pleasure or the whole implication of pleasure, gratification, satisfaction, and the complex of desire, and also we should talk over together in our journey the nature of suffering, why human beings have suffered endlessly, not only in their relationship but through wars and so on. Whether suffering can ever end, or man, that is his conditioning that he must suffer forever. And also we should in the journey talk over together the nature of compassion, love and intelligence. And if we have time, we should talk over together also the whole complex problem of death.

So if you are not too tired on a lovely morning like this, pleasant, lovely sunshine, to sit quietly under trees with all the shadows and watching the mountains in the distance, to be aware of all the beauty of the land, the glory of a fresh, new morning, we should together take the journey into all this. Perhaps tomorrow we should talk over also together what is religion. Why religions have existed for thousands upon thousands of years, and why religions have had so little effect on the human being. And also we should go into the question of what is meditation. Religion and meditation we generally put at the end of the talks because unless we have established in ourselves, are very clear and free from all the divisions, fragmentations in ourselves; and the ending of conflict and so on, meditation has very little meaning. We'll go into that tomorrow. But that's not an invitation for you! (Laughter)

We are so eager to learn from another, to be told what to do, how to meditate and all that nonsense, we never find anything for ourselves. I do not know if you have gone into the whole question of knowledge. Knowledge is always in the past, and we live upon the accumulation of experience and knowledge which is the past. That past may be 10,000 years or the past of a yesterday. So we are always living in the past. And we try to live in the present, which is impossible unless one understands very deeply the nature of the past. Not analyse, investigate, but to observe without any motive or direction, just to observe the whole human psychological accumulation. That is: to observe, not only with the eyes, but to observe in silence. Because when you observe, in silence, beauty, it has great significance. But if you are chattering about silence and beauty, you fail to understand both of them.

So we are going together to go into the first question this morning: the nature of pleasure. Why human beings throughout the world, and especially in this country, pursue this thing called pleasure. What is pleasure? We are together examining what it is; exploring. And when one explores, there must be a certain quality of doubt. It's part of scepticism. Otherwise exploration is not possible. Doubt one's own conclusions, theories, concepts, ideals, experiences, then one is free to examine. But if one clings to one's own particular form of idiosyncrasy, particular tendency, then exploration is very, very limited. To understand pleasure – not that we are condemning it – to watch those mountains, see the blue sky through the leaves, and the dappled light, to watch all this is a great delight; to see it all, the wholeness of nature, there is a great beauty, and beauty never fails when there is silence in this observation. So together we are going to observe pleasure; the root of it, the cause, and see the whole complexity of pleasure.

To go into pleasure one must understand desire; why human beings are driven by desire, craving for something, looking for something that'll be gratifying ardently, hankering after, seeking satisfaction in every direction – sexually, power, position, knowledge, try to dominate, not only the earth, air, but also each other. So without understanding the nature and the structure of desire it'll be rather difficult to comprehend the nature of pleasure. So please, together, and one must repeat this phrase over and over again, together examine the nature of desire. Desire means the want of something; longing for something, craving for something. That's the meaning, dictionary meaning, of desire, as in Sanskrit, and so on.

What is desire? Why have all the religions in the world, organised, orthodox, traditional religions, have told their adherents to suppress desire? The monks all over the world suppress desire, or identify the desire with a particular symbol, with a particular figure, trying to transcend desire. This happens in Christianity, through prayer, and so on. So we are not condemning or denying desire, but we are questioning why human beings right throughout the world desire for food, clothes, and shelter, which is normal, and that is denied by this terrible nationalism in the world for all people. That desire for food, clothes and shelter is denied through ideologies, of Communists, socialists, capitalists; through nationalism and so on. Desire is essentially the search for satisfaction.

If we are together in this, understanding the verbal significance of those words, desire, we are asking then, what is desire? How does it come about and why has it such a strong hold on man? You are asking the question. The speaker may go into it, but you are asking the question. And together – we mean together – examine very carefully how it comes about and why it has taken such a strong hold on man. Biologically one can see the activity of desire, sexual and so on. But we are talking about the psychological urges, the reactions, the demands of desire and trying through desire find deep satisfaction, gratification, contentment. Surely desire is something separate – please listen first, then question, it, you may doubt it, but just watch it together. Sensation is normal. When you see those mountains, the perception of that is a sensation. The seeing, visually, and then reacting to what you see, which becomes the sensation, that's normal, healthy, actual. And when is desire born? Is it born out of sensation? You are enquiring together? You see a beautiful garden, or a nice motor bike, or one of those marvellous new cars, beautiful lines. You see it, and you touch it – the polish, the lines of it – and out of that perception, seeing, contact, there is sensation. That's natural. When you see the tree, touch it, look at the beauty of the branches, the leaves, and the light upon the leaves, the shimmer, the glitter, and become sensitive to all that, that's natural. So we are asking, does desire come out of sensation?

You see a marvellous dress in a shop; a shirt, if you are a man, or if you are a woman, you see a marvellous dress. You go in, touch it; there is a sensation, feeling how nice, smooth it is. Then what takes place? Go slowly, you will see it for yourself. Then what takes place? You see the shirt, touch it: sensation, then thought says, 'How nice it would be if I had that dress, if I had that car, if I had that shirt, or if I had that garden', whatever it is. When thought creates the image of you sitting in the car or in the shirt, at that moment when thought creates the image, then desire is born. Right?

Are we together in this? You are not accepting what the speaker is saying, but we are together examining the nature of desire. That where there is sensation thought inevitably, apparently, comes with its image and desire with its satisfaction is born. Right? Is this somewhat clear? Somewhat. Because unless we understand this movement of sensation and the thought taking over the sensation with its image, and out of that comes desire which is to find satisfaction – satisfaction in the robe, in the shirt, in the car.

That is: one has observed the whole movement of sensation, desire, and fulfilment in satisfaction. This observation, this close watching of the whole movement of desire in oneself, out of that watching comes intelligence. Right? Before we just accepted desire as our condition, and the desire to fulfil, and if it is not fulfilled, feel frustrated, and the agony of frustration and all the neurotic results of being frustrated. And that's generally our process; the way we live. The way we live obviously is rather idiotic, unintelligent. Please, I am not condemning, I am just watching. And when you observe this whole movement – the seeing, the contact, sensation, and desire which is brought about through thought with its image – if you observe this whole movement without any control, without any motive, that very observation is the beginning of intelligence. Then that intelligence will – if I may use the word discipline – discipline the whole movement of desire. You understand? You have understood? It's not desire must be controlled or suppressed or as in America it happens, how to have everything you want! But rather, the understanding of desire is intelligence. And that intelligence will discipline desire. Please listen, if we can listen to each other carefully, discipline.

What do we mean by that word 'discipline'? The word comes from the word disciple, the one who is learning, the one who receives instruction from the teacher. But we have made discipline into a conformity, into following certain mode of operation, of habit, of thought – to discipline oneself according to an idea; according to something that must be done. If you are studying any particular subject, scientific or psychological, the study of it makes its own discipline. Right? If you are a carpenter – I am afraid you are not, most of you are too educated – if you are a carpenter, that very career disciplines the way you use tools, understand the wood and the nature of the wood and the quality and so on. But we have made it, discipline to follow, to obey, to conform, to restrain. But where there is discipline there is learning. Right? Learning. And learning is infinite. There is no end to learning; not recording. I wonder... Can we go into this little bit? You don't mind?

Recording – the brain records an incident, an experience, a hurt, both physical as well as psychological, a wound received from the outside – bodily, and a wound from another hurting the psyche. Right? And all these things are recorded. Record is the past; naturally, like repeating a gramophone record. So the past, this constant recording, if you have ever gone into it – we are talking as two friends – if you have ever gone into it, why should everything be recorded? One needs to record how to drive a car, how to write a letter; you need to record if you are a specialist, or a worker, or businessman, or a psychologist and so on, you need to have recording, which becomes your knowledge and according to that knowledge you act, skilfully or not. There recording is necessary; the brain must record. But we are asking: why should the psyche record at all? You understand all this? Please, it's a fundamental question; put it to yourself and find out. One records a hurt. Right? And from childhood we are hurt, and that is recorded, with its result of always fear of further being hurt, so building a wall round oneself, isolating oneself, and getting more and more hurt, you know, the whole problem of recording. Why should that hurt be recorded? You hurt me by... suppose you have hurt another, why should that hurt be received and recorded and held? Please, this is an important question to ask. You are flattered and you accept that and record it; insult and flattery are both the same; they are the two sides of the same coin. And we keep that very carefully recorded.

This recording, which is essentially memory, is the whole structure of the psyche, the 'me', the ego, the person. So the psyche is essentially memory, the recording machine, or rather the record on which the present plays a part. You understand? Can we go on? So is it possible not to record? Only those things that are absolutely necessary. That is real freedom. Never to have a record, psychological memory, of things that have happened, pleasant or unpleasant. Then, where there is that sense of great, vast freedom, there is something totally different dimension. But we cannot go into that now, but we are considering desire. And we said the comprehension, the watching of that whole movement of desire, in that watching there is intelligence. That intelligence will naturally bring about order, which is the essence of learning, discipline, that intelligence will bring about order where there is disorder created by desire.

I have got it. I've got it myself. (Laughter). Right? I see the truth of it. Are we together in this journey? I'm afraid some of you... you are not – it's no good going over and over again; perhaps you will talk it over, if you are willing, with your friends, or read something or other. Books are useful but they are not... they don't instruct, they don't tell you. You have to search, ask, demand, question, doubt, stand alone if necessary, and one has to stand alone and not depend on anything. The word 'alone' means 'all one'. Right.

Then we ought to talk over together what is suffering. Why man, including woman, please don't be so particular if I mention man. It includes humanity, which is man and woman, not woman separate from her rights, and all the rest of that business. We are together. Why has man, woman, suffered for centuries: why are we suffering now? What is suffering? And what's the cause of it; and can there ever be an end to tears, to human misery, to unhappiness, to the grief that we carry throughout life? We are looking at it, not becoming sentimental, romantic, tearful, but we are actually facing this fact that human beings, whether they're rich or poor, they have high position or low, all human beings throughout the world suffer. That's a fact; undeniable, true fact. Some escape from it through Christian dogmatism or some person suffering for whole of mankind for their sins. Or, that's also... the original sin is invented by thought. So we try to overcome sorrow because of various reasons.

Wars have created sorrow in the world. And there are still wars going on. How many millions of women and men and wives and girls have cried through wars. So there is suffering of the whole of humanity. And also there is suffering of persons, of separate individuals. The word 'individual' means indivisible, not fragmented. But we are fragmented, broken up, so we are not the word. Individual means not only the word individual, but not being broken up, fragmented. So we are not individuals, but that's another statement which we have to go into another time, if we have time. So persons, separate persons, and the whole world have suffered through wars, through great starvation; poverty of mind, poverty of body; and revolutions have tried to change the social structure but they have not succeeded. But through that revolution killing millions of people. That too has brought great sorrow in the world. Perhaps some of you may not be suffering now, but look at the world as it is. You suffer when you don't fulfil. You suffer when you see a poor man; you suffer when you see great ignorance prevailing in the world – not ignorance of books and so on, the ignorance of the actual fact that war destroys human beings. You see all the generals, the politicians throughout the world accumulating the materials of war. And when you see all that, talk to some of them, that is sorrow of their ignorance.

So we are asking, can man live on this earth peacefully without suffering? Please ask that question of yourself on the journey you and the speaker are taking together. Why do we suffer? The loss of a son, the loss of a husband, wife, divorce, you know the various forms, symptoms of suffering. One is not beautiful, somebody else is beautiful, you know the whole business of sorrow. And can it ever end? To go into this question together, to find out what is the root of it. As long as there is separation, division, there must be conflict and conflict brings about sorrow. As long as I... as one is separate from his wife, not biologically, but psychologically, inwardly, when there is that separation between the two people, however intimate they are, and that separation, that division brings about conflict. And conflict is the very nature of sorrow, because in that conflict we are destroying each other. I wonder if you follow all this? When I... when one quarrels with one's wife, or when you possess your wife and the wife possesses you, or when you are attached to her and she is attached to you, that very attachment brings conflict, jealousy, anxiety, pain, sorrow. So can two people live together without conflict, which is a very, very fundamental question, very complex question. Can two people, can a group of people – you see, the very word 'group' means divided – can people, humanity, live together on this world, on this earth? It's their earth, it's our earth, not the American earth or the Russian earth; it's our earth.

Can we live together without conflict? I may have hurt you, and you may have hurt me; why should we keep that going? Why should we keep that record of pain? One has lost one's son, one loved that son or the brother or the husband, what you will; and there is shedding of tears, trying to escape from the actual fact that he or she has gone, and feeling the pain, the anxiety, the loneliness of it; trying to escape from that loneliness. You may escape but it's always there, deep in one's heart and in the deep recesses of one's own brain. What are we holding on to? The image, the memory, the past? We never seem to let go that image; the past. There is a constant memory, reminder of a photograph or a remembered incident. And if we are aware of this, put away the photographs and the memories, then one may feel disloyal, which is again such a false sentiment. The fact is that while we lived together there was a division between us; and that division has brought great conflict and some happy memories. Both are remembrances recorded, and those records keep on repeating endlessly, and so a constant reminder. So when one watches without any motive, without any sense of direction, just to watch this whole movement of suffering, not only one's own suffering, but the whole of humanity's suffering, of which we are a part.

We are humanity. If you understand your own sorrow, watching it like a precious jewel, then that very observation – and observation of that, with that clarity and purity can only come when there is no sense of escape from it. Then there is an ending of that suffering. Then you are not contributing to the world's sorrow. That means you are no longer separate from the rest of humanity. You are no longer an American, Russian, Chinese, all these silly tribal divisions. You are the entire humanity. So if you are violent, you are contributing to violence; if you have ended sorrow, then you are bringing about freedom from the human mind, human brain's sorrow.

Without understanding the nature of sorrow, love cannot be. If I suffer, how can I love? I know the tradition is that suffering is part of love; like jealousy is part of love. Jealousy is not love, nor hate, nor ambition, nor trying to become somebody psychologically. So love is something that is not all the movement of thought. Love is not a remembrance, is it? Ask, please, we are asking that question of each other. How can there be compassion if I am attached to a particular ideal, and you are attached to a particular ideal? That is, where there is a limited outlook on life, not one's particular life, but life, the life in nature, all the loveliness of nature, from the tiniest thing to the great elephant and to the tiger. The speaker was once very close to the tiger – not in the zoo, thank God – but in the forest. It was the most extraordinary thing to see it. Where there is love, the self is not. Pity is not love; going out and helping the poor, whether in India or here, the social work, that's pity, generosity, but love has it's own generosity. Compassion cannot exist if I am a Catholic, Protestant, Hindu, Buddhist, and all the rest of it. And where there is compassion, it has its own intelligence.

So this is the whole business of life; not this battle with each other; not this constant dread of insecurity, anxiety, loneliness, pain and the pursuit of pleasure. Life is a whole movement, unbroken.

And if we have time – we have some more time – we ought to talk over together the question of death. It's not a morbid question, it's not an old man putting a question. But whether we are young or old, whether we'll die through an accident, through disease, this is a human problem. The problem that each one of us has to face. We are all going to die; sorry, perhaps not you (Laughter), but we are all going to die. Have you ever thought if all the people who have lived on this earth never died, what would happen to the earth? So we're all going to die one day, that's inevitable, that's absolutely certain. There is a great deal of humour in this. (Laughter). And we must understand together as two friends who are facing this problem, whether young or old, they are facing this thing called death. To have a conversation with death, to have a conversation with ending, which is death. What does this conversation mean? Are you interested in this? Who is it that is going to die? Apart from the organism, the organism has a name – right? – you have watched your face for the last fifty or ten years, or two days, or eighty years. You have watched your face, you are familiar with your face, you are familiar with that name, you are familiar with all the things around you, outside of you. You are not familiar with yourself, you don't know yourself. You have been told what you are, by psychologists and that business. But actually their explanation, their statement is not what you are. So you are never familiar with yourself. So your conversation with death is meaningless unless you are familiar with yourself. Right? I hope we understand each other. So I am going to be familiar with myself. So I am asking: what is myself? Myself is the body, all the sensory responses – the name, the form outwardly, the address, the bank account, the job, all the familiar things of daily life, and the daily activity of life. And so we are asking, let us, you and the speaker, get familiar with ourselves. That is to know ourselves very clearly: not theoretically, not some ideological, religious, speculative illusion or superstition, but what are you, what are we, each one of us? Unless we know ourselves very, very carefully, study it, watch it, learn, see the whole complexity of the 'me', until I am totally familiar with every little thing, every corner, I cannot possibly have an intelligent conversation with death. Right? So we are going together to find out what we actually are. Not be afraid; not get depressed and say how terrible I am: or how ugly, or how I should be differently, I am not, blah, blah, blah, you know. But actually what we are. Unafraid to look.

We are what we have been told; that's one. We are part of the vast tradition of mankind socially, communally, all the knowledge that we have acquired; that's one part. And also psychologically, inwardly, what are we? Each one of us – first each one of us, and then we'll find out if we are... each one of us what we are, whether we are not the entire humanity. Do you understand my question? We are sorrow, pain, grief, happiness, unhappiness, pain, grief and anxiety, loneliness, faith in god, no faith in god, beliefs, dogmas, rituals, vast recording of all the past incidents and accidents, influences, vast complex memories. Right? Or, you say I am a soul, separate from my body, which Christians believe. But that soul is invented by thought. We must be logical, sane in investigation. The Hindus have their own particular division, Atman and so on, and there too that idea is invented by thought. So we are the entire result of this movement of thought. Right? You can say I am infinite. That very statement is put together by thought; and thought can invent the infinite, the super, super-something. But it's still thought. So we are the whole network of thought. Right? Network of memories, experiences, knowledge, which is the past, our reactions and actions; all that is our consciousness. All that is me; the 'me' is not separate from that – that is me, my anger, greed, envy, ambition, loneliness, sorrow, uncertainty, seeking security, satisfaction – all that is me. Losing a job, holding on a job, fearful of the tomorrow of losing a job, that's me. I am not the lathe, the instrument, but the 'me' is the fear of losing. Right? That's me. That me has sustained by separating itself – I am me; I am totally different from you. That's the tradition, that is the accepted norm from childhood. And religions sustain this, because it's very profitable to encourage an illusion. But you, your consciousness, is shared by all human beings. Right?

Please bear in mind that we are talking over together death. So our consciousness, which is its content, the content is the belief, the dogmas, the rituals, the tradition, the recording, the memories, the whole of that, that very complex movement in consciousness, is the movement of all humanity; it's not yours. You may pretend or stick to the idea that you are a separate person, that you are working for yourself, that you must fulfil your own... this is what every human being in the world is doing. So you are the whole of humanity, because your consciousness is the consciousness of the Russian, of the Hindu, of the most primitive human being on earth. Yours may be a little more sophisticated, better fed, but you are like the rest of mankind, therefore you are mankind, your consciousness. When you understand, when you have really seen the truth of it, not intellectually accept a perhaps illusory conclusion or a statement – it's not a statement, it's not a conclusion, it's a fact. When you suffer, your neighbour has also suffered. That neighbour may be next door, few yards away, or ten thousand miles away; he also suffers like you. So it's the common ground which we all stand on. It's not your ground.

When one sees the absolute truth of that, then what is death? You understand? This fact is there, that is a fact. My consciousness is the consciousness of the rest of humanity, therefore I am the rest of humanity. I am humanity. If one realises that it's got tremendous meaning, depth to that; passion behind it; the responsibility of that is immense; not to another, but to the whole of humanity.

So what is death? Death is the ending of the organism, that is certain. Death is the ending of what I have considered is mine. Do you understand? Mine – my possessions, my quality, my experiences, my wife, the ending of 'me'. The 'me' is the rest of mankind. So what is death then? Please this is a very serious question, this is not just to be understood this morning, or if you have an insight into it, that is: see the whole truth of it instantly; not take time, thought, and say, 'I hope what you are saying is nonsense, but I prefer my own individuality'. You're perfectly welcome. But to see the fact of it and to remain with the fact that you are nothing but a bundle of memories. And all the noise that bundle makes, rattling about, creating such great misery for the rest of mankind.

And the organism dies. My consciousness is the consciousness of mankind; that's a fact. And as long as I remain... as long as there is the... no, I'll put it differently. As long as that consciousness with all the travail and the noise and the bundle of memories, that consciousness is going on infinitely. Right? But if you step out of it, which means the ending; the ending of your beliefs, the ending of your tradition, the ending of your racial prejudices, the ending of all that, ending of your attachments. Then you are out of... then there is totally a different movement, because there is no longer that movement. There is no longer the movement of thought with all its travail. This is... To go into all this requires tremendous enquiry, meditation, not just verbal assertions. And knowing the word is never the thing.

So as long as you are contributing to violence, violence will go on. As long as you are envious, you're contributing, encouraging, sustaining the envy which exists in the world. So can you end envy? This is what death is going to be. End envy completely; attachment to ideals, to experience, to systems, end. Where there is an ending without any motive, ending, there is a totally different movement. That's not an encouragement to end. So while one is living to end. You understand? To end your antagonism to your wife, to end your hurts, to end your psychological ambitions to be somebody. So that in that ending there is the total movement away from the other. That is the depth and the beauty of death. Immortality is not for the individual. Because individual, the you, is just a structure of memories and bundle of ideas and so on. How can that have immortality? Eternity is not for the limited. There is only that when this idea of total separation is completely gone out of our system.
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Fourth Public Talk in Ojai

This is not a sermon. Generally sermons mean a kind of moralising, semi-superstitious religious character. We are going together to take a very long journey. The last three talks were about our daily life and we went into various aspects of our life, the way of our days, our existence, our struggles, conflicts and miseries, and the ideological divisions that divide the world – religious, social, political, and so on. These divisions have brought about great wars and we are still, after so many millennia, we are still preparing wars to kill each other. Very few people seem to pay attention to the insanity that's going on; to all the terrible things that man is doing against man. We have been talking about all that together as two friends walking in a wooded lane, talking about not only their personal problems but the problems that exist in the world – the problems of human fear, the problems of relationship, and the everlasting pursuit of pleasure.

And we were asking yesterday morning whether it is possible to end all sorrow, this constant battle between human beings, the sorrow of the world, and the sorrow of each one of us. And also we were pointing out, together, to each other, why human beings live the way they do. Why human beings, after so many centuries, from the ancient Sumerians, the Hindus, Egyptians, and the modern civilisation, we have never stopped killing each other and destroying nature – overpopulation, poverty, and the extraordinary divisions that are going on in the world. The scientists don't seem to pay much attention to the ending of war. Of course the politicians can never do that; that is their mÊtier, their job, to sustain this conflict. And also we were talking yesterday the nature of compassion and its intelligence. And we should talk about together today whether it is possible at all, whether our brains, which have been conditioned, programmed, like a computer, so heavily conditioned, if it is possible to bring about freedom that conditioning.

If one is aware at all that one is conditioned religiously, morally and that there is no freedom at all, as long as we are conditioned there can be no freedom whatsoever. So we're going to talk over together this morning, not only freedom, justice, goodness, and whether there's the possibility of human beings ever moving away from the stream of so-called conditioned civilisation.

So first we should examine if there is justice at all in the world – justice being that which is law, that which is moral, correct, and equality. Law says we are all equal; but some are more apparently equal than the others. Clever lawyers can make anything of law, they can support anything, justify anything. So one asks if there is equality at all; because that has been one of the questions, not only Aristotle, Plato and all the Greek philosophers, but also long before them man has always been asking if there is not a possibility of equality, correct justice for all of us. Apparently there is no equality, there can never be. You are tall, one is short. One is very clever, erudite, scholarly, capable of a great many things, and the other is not – dull, obeying, conforming, mere machine or a cog in a social structure. There is a vast difference between the two. You are beautiful, the other is not; you have a sense of the aesthetic, sense of beauty, the other is not sensitive at all. So where does one find justice, equality? Or it doesn't exist at all apart from the philosophers and theoreticians, whether they be Marxist or theologians – and Marxists generally become theologians – and where does the sense of justice, equality exist? Apparently on the earth, on this earth it doesn't exist among human beings. So if one is enquiring into it as we are doing it now together – please, again, if one may remind you with due respect, that we are taking a journey together, not that the speaker is talking and you are just listening to a lot of words, ideas and concepts; but rather you and the speaker, as two friends walking down a lane, and in their friendship, who have known each other for a long time, are talking about all these things. Neither of them are imposing their ideas on the other, there is no sense of authority – among friends there is no authority. Among friends there is not only sympathy, friendship, affection, but a sense of investigation. And there can be investigation when there is not only freedom from all bias, prejudice, but also a sense of wanting to understand the whole business of human existence. These two friends are communicating with each other. That's our relationship – you sitting over there and the speaker sitting up a little higher. We are taking a journey together. If you don't want to take a journey together, deeply, it's your affair. But if you are going to sit here on a lovely morning, cool, fresh, and if one is aware of the beauty of every day, every fresh morning, the wonder of the world, it's a marvellous world and we are destroying it, in our relationship with each other and in our relationship to nature, to all the living things of this earth.

So please, if one may constantly repeat, we are together in this journey. And this is a serious affair; not something to be got over on a Sunday morning; this is not an entertainment; and as most people are given to entertainment, religious and otherwise, we are, the friend and the speaker are very serious. They are having conversation not only at the superficial verbal level but at greater depth with greater significance. So if one may remind you that you and the speaker are taking a long journey. This journey never ends; that is the beauty of it.

So we are asking: is there equality among human beings? Legally, apparently, we cannot find it. Nor by social dictum; nor religious saying that we are all brothers in the name of something or other. And when there is no equality there is no justice. So where does equality exist? Because that's a very important question. If there is no equality we are going to perpetually destroy each other. To find that equality, there must be compassion. Only in compassion is there equality and justice, not in law, not through lawyers, not through various forms of United Nations and so on, not through little groups, little communes; but together can we find compassion? Which is not a thing to be invented by thought. It's not a thing to be put together by determination, by desire, but that compassion comes when there is right relationship between each of us. We went into that question very, very seriously in the last two or three talks.

So as our relationship is a perpetual conflict, the ending of that is the enquiry, the absolute immediate urgent change. Otherwise we are going to destroy each other. And we also should... he and I, the speaker, are saying to each other that we should talk about goodness. That word is old-fashioned, one hardly uses that word nowadays. The word 'goodness' means together; to bring together many things; to bring together many facets of our life so that all the broken parts, fragmented as we are, are put together, made whole, made harmonious; and from that goodness act. That's the meaning of that word, goodness – to live a life in which there is no fragmentation in ourselves. And a brain that's pursuing fulfilment is fragmented always. So goodness, equality, justice and freedom.

Freedom – the word 'freedom' means love. Freedom is not from a prison; that's only a reaction. Freedom from pain – we are not talking of physical pain, but psychological pain, freedom from it is an entrapment into another bondage. Freedom is not from something but freedom is in itself. If there is psychological hurt – and most of us are hurt from childhood – and that hurt is creating great pain and great misery to oneself and to others, mere freedom from hurt is not actual freedom. Therefore freedom implies a sense of goodness that is whole; a holistic – if I can see that scientific word – a holistic way of living, not one fragment seeking freedom and the other fragments in bondage. There can be only freedom when there is this gathering together of all the fragments and living a life that is whole. The word 'whole' means healthy, physically; the word 'whole' means sanity, rational, and the word also means holy, h-o-l-y. And goodness implies all that.

And we are asking whether the brain, which has been conditioned, been programmed to be a Catholic, to be a Protestant, and all the divisions of Christianity, the worship of one person constantly repeated over and over again, as they do in India and Buddhist countries. There they take a name and that name symbolises something which they hope to be true, as the Christian world does. In the Christian world you have been programmed, my friend has been programmed for 2,000 years – whether the person existed or not, that is not the point. There is a doubt of his existence, but what the church and all that have made of that person is obviously so unrealistic, such superstition, such idealistic, romantic, sentimental business. They do exactly the same thing in India, in Islam. In the Buddhist countries where they don't believe in God – that's one of their sayings, the Buddhists don't believe in God – but they have made the Buddha into a god. It's the same pattern repeated throughout the world generation after generation. And this is called religion. We'll talk about it presently. So we are conditioned by this. We have been programmed; we receive great many impressions, coercions, propaganda. Day after day if you listen to the commercials in this country – buy, buy, buy. And the religions do the same thing. So our brains are conditioned; not only by exterior influences, pressures and propaganda, but also inwardly, psychologically, our desires, our fears, our greed, our beliefs, all that, our sorrows and pain, conditions the brain.

So one of the questions, which is very important to ask, can the brain cells – please, my friend and I are talking together, there is no disturbance, we are both together aware of the question, and asking each other that question: whether the brain cells can themselves transform, change, otherwise conditioning will go on forever. There is a whole school which says conditioning can never be radically changed. It can be modified, it can be made more habitable, easier to live with; there is that whole school. But the friend and... we are saying to each other: is that so? Or, is it possible to change radically? Not bit by bit, partially, but totally. Unless there is that radical change, man is going to live forever in conflict, pain, sorrow, destroying each other; each one asserting his own demands, his own desires, his own pursuits, his own fulfilment. And so there is never coming together and therefore there is never peace in the world. So the friend says is it possible? It is possible when you perceive the total content of consciousness. Our consciousness, with all its reactions, is like a tide going out and coming in – action, reaction; it's the movement, that's perpetual movement. And all the content – the belief, the dogmas, the rituals, the pursuits of various kinds, the desires and so on – the whole content of our consciousness is what we are. Our name, our form, our bank account, our... not exact bank account, attachment, all that is what you and the friend are. That consciousness is the consciousness of humanity. It's not yours or mine; the consciousness of all mankind. Because all mankind goes through agonies, great pain, loneliness, despair, depression, chattering away. That's the consciousness, whether you go to India, Japan, Russia or here. So we are humanity. We talked about that yesterday. So is it possible to bring about a radical change in our consciousness?

It is possible if you are aware without direction, without control, without motive, just to watch all the thoughts, the anxieties, just to watch it; not run away from it. Like watching a great jewel in your hand, watching all the facets of it – the colour, the brightness, the dull spots, the open spaces – to watch it without any movement of thought. Then that brings about radical change in the very brain cells themselves. We have talked about it briefly yesterday morning.

We ought to talk now about what is religion. Because religion has apparently, from the most ancient of days, has played an extraordinary part in life. Each civilisation, however ancient, have had their idea of religion – worshipping the sun, worshipping the trees, worshipping thunder, lightening – probably that's better than all the other things. From the most ancient days man sought something beyond himself, transcending himself; the ancient Sumerians, the ancient Hindus, the Egyptians, and much later Christianity and still later Islam, all those people through generation after generation of thousands and thousands of years, have established various kinds of religion. And out of those religions came culture, civilisation. Christianity, Buddhism – Buddhism exploded all over Asia, and Christianity is doing the same in the Western world, trying to spread its own doctrine, its own philosophy, its own saviour and so on. Man has been seeking throughout his days if there is something beyond.

And in his search for something beyond, thought created God. Please, don't get upset with it, examine it. My friend says I'm not upset, but I'm listening. I'm cautious; I don't want to become an atheist, a non-believer, but I am willing to listen to you. Thought has created that thing which we call God. Because ourselves are so confused, so insecure, so uncertain, so fearful, suffering, lonely, and I do not know how to solve all those, and I look for somebody outside, somebody to guide, somebody to protect, somebody to give me security. Thought is perpetually seeking security. And as it discovers there is none as long as there are individuals fighting each other, as long as groups are separated from each other, as long as there is tribalism of any kind, there must be wars, insecurity, no protection, therefore thought says let me have some great figure, father entity – or mother entity, whichever you choose. Both in India, there are many gods and goddesses, there are about 300,000 of them. You can choose one or two as you please; that's more fun. But to have only one god is rather tiresome. (Laughter) But man has always sought this thing. And the priest comes along – he is like the rest of us – he says I'll help you. He becomes the interpreter, because in the ancient days the priest was the only person who was capable of reading and writing. He interpreted that which he called God. And then he invented all the paraphernalia to make himself important – the robes, mitre, you know, the whole circus.

So man, in spite of all the churches and temples and mosques, has always sought something beyond. And that which is beyond is not to be described or put into words; but a man who discovers it, sees something beyond. His friend says let's get it organised so we can spread it to all the people. So organisations, religious organisations, kill truth. I hope my friend sees the fact. So we are asking: in spite of all the religions and their nonsense, meaningless words and rituals, with their dogmas, and superstitions – it's really a network of superstitions – whether in spite of all that, what is religion?

The word religion has no etymological meaning. They haven't been able to discover the origin of that word. But generally it's ascribed as 'attention'. To be attentive, to diligently work, think, act, live, behave. And, in asking this question whether there is something sacred beyond all thought, we're going to enquire together into that; whether in spite of all man's endeavour, his superstitions, his rituals, the terrible things they have done in the name of religion – I wonder if the Christians realise they have killed more people than anybody else – in spite of all that, is there something holy, something totally sacred, not invented by thought, which is not the result of some romantic, sentimental imagination; or sentimental longing? Putting aside all that, we are asking the question of each other: if there is something sacred – not something which is sacred to you and not to the other – which is beyond all time and measure.

Now the enquiry into this is meditation. The word 'meditation' means 'to ponder over'. To think over, to observe exactly things as they are, not try to escape from 'what is', but to understand, not verbally or intellectually, to delve deeply into 'what is'. So the word meditation means not only to observe, ponder over, but also it means both in Sanskrit and in Latin, and so on, to measure. As long as there is measurement, psychologically... technologically, from Greeks and from the ancient Hindus and so on, measurement has been necessary. Otherwise you couldn't build a temple; you couldn't bring about the whole world of technology. Measurement is necessary. But measurement psychologically is comparison; to compare 'what is' to 'what should be'. To compare what I was yesterday with what I will be tomorrow. You understand? The whole process of comparison. Where there is comparison, there must be measurement – I am dull, but you are clever; you are beautiful, I am not. There is this constant comparison in us between the ideal and the fact; the fact of violence and the ideal of not being violent, that is comparison. In meditation, that comparison must totally end.

And physically, sometimes it's necessary to compare between a good car and a bad car; between a good material and a bad material; between a good painting and a bad painting. Comparison between tall and short, comparison between light and darkness and so on; there it's obvious; it exists. But psychologically, inwardly, why do we compare at all? Can one live without comparison? Have you ever tried to live without comparison? Then you start with actually 'what is'. Then you can put your teeth into 'what is'. But if you are always comparing yourself with something else, yourself with a hero, with all examples, then you are never coming face to face with yourself or becoming familiar with yourself. So is it possible never to compare? Comparison breeds conflict. Comparison is a form of competitiveness; aggression.

The speaker generally puts religion and meditation at the end of the talks because for a very simple reason: you cannot possibly find out that which is sacred, if there is such thing as sacred, or what meditation means, unless you have established firmly what is right relationship in which there is no conflict but learning, where there is no fear psychologically. We went into this, and the understanding of desire and pleasure; and the ending of sorrow. Unless that is well-established like a great foundation, it is meaningless to meditate. You may repeat endlessly various words, whether they be Sanskrit or your own words; whether you repeat the Indian word 'mantra' – lots of people have made money on that. One of these chief business-givers of mantras is a multimillionaire. The word, as we explained, 'mantra' means, to ponder over not becoming psychologically. And also it means to put away altogether self-centred activity. That's the real root meaning of that word, which is a marvellous word, but look what they have made of it. So what is religion and if there is anything sacred at all or there is no such thing as sacred, just nothing. Or there is something, but to find out or to come upon it or for it to exist, meditation is necessary.

Meditation generally has so many forms. There is a Zen meditation. I hope the friend, we are asking the friend I hope you don't mind going through all this nonsense – there is Zen meditation, there is the Tibetan meditation, there is the Buddhist form of meditation, various forms of Hindu meditations, and in this country it is called contemplation, in the Western religious world. Now all those imply, from the Zen to the latest guru with his twaddle, nonsense, is to control thought. And all so-called serious people who have meditated, controlling thought, apparently have never – I hope some of them have – apparently they never have asked who is the controller? Who is the controller who controls thought? Is not the controller part of thought? Is not the controller the entity who has remembered all the past incidents, travail and anxiety, that remembrance is the controller? The controller is part of thought. As long as there is division between the controller and the controlled, there must be conflict. But the controller of thought is thought itself. So all the advocates of meditation, so many forms of it, practising day after day some system, method, becoming more and more dull, more and more insensitive – it is essential to be sensitive, sensitive to nature, sensitive to each other, sensitive to all the living things of the earth. But if your mind is constantly occupied, whether with sex, whether with god, whether with your own achievements, your own worries, that brain becomes more and more dull, stupid and insensitive. So on the contrary, meditation implies tremendous activity of the senses, and sensitivity, aware of all this.

All this requires a great deal of energy. Not only the energy created by thought through conflict, but energy which is not being wasted. You understand? Wasted through conflict, wasted through endless chatter, chatter; wasted in the pursuit of innumerable desires without understanding what is desire and so on. We have got tremendous energy – to go to the moon requires tremendous energy and thousands of people. So we have untold energy if that energy is not misused or wasted.

And to find that which is sacred, one must have doubt, scepticism; because that doubt, scepticism, healthy scepticism, you can't doubt everything, but in the process of doubting you clear the brain of all its stupidities, its superstitions, its illusions. The brain then becomes extraordinarily alive, subtle. So meditation is not controlling thought, or practising some system or method, but freeing the mind, freeing the brain from its own conditioning.

That's only the beginning of it. When there is that freedom, then we can enquire into what is a brain that is silent. Because it's only through great silence you learn, you observe, not when you are making a lot of noise. To observe those hills, and these beautiful trees, to observe your wife and your children, or your husband and your relatives, or whatever they are, to observe you must have space and there must be silence. But if you are chattering, gossiping, you know, you have no space or silence. And we need space, not only physically, but much more psychologically, that space is denied when we are thinking about ourselves. It's so simple. Right? Because when there is space, vast space psychologically, there is great vitality, great energy. But when that space is limited to one's own little self, that vast energy is totally contained within it's limitation. So that's why meditation is the ending of self.

One can listen to all this endlessly, but if you don't do this, what is the point of your listening? If you actually are not aware of yourself, of your words, your gestures, your walk, the way you eat, why you drink and smoke and all the rest of the things human beings are doing – if you are not aware physically of all that, how can one be aware at depth profoundly of what's going on. If you are not aware... if one's not aware, then one becomes so shoddy, middle-class, mediocre. The word 'mediocre' means, the root meaning of that word means 'going halfway up the hill', going halfway up the mountain, never reaching the top of it. That's mediocrity. That is, never demanding of ourselves excellence, demanding of ourselves total goodness, demanding of ourselves complete freedom – not to do what you like, that is not freedom, that is triviality; but to be free from all pain of anxieties, loneliness, despair, and all the rest of it.

So to find out or to come upon or for that to exist there must be great space and silence. Not contrived silence, not thought saying I must be silent. Silence is something extraordinary, it's not the silence between two noises. Peace is not between two wars. Silence is something which comes naturally when you are watching; when you are watching without motive, without any kind of demand; just to watch, and see the beauty of a single star in the sky, or to watch a single tree in a field, or to watch your wife or husband, or whatever you watch. To watch with a great silence and space. Then in that watching, in that alertness, then there is something which is beyond words, beyond all measure.

We use words to measure the immeasurable. So one must be aware also of the network of words, how words cheat us; how words mean so much – a Communist, to a capitalist, means something terrible; socialist, or some stranger. You follow? Words become extraordinarily important. But to be aware of those words and to weigh the words, to weigh, to live with the word 'silence', knowing that the word is not silence, but to live with that word and see the weight of that word, the content of the word, the beauty of that word. So one begins to realise, when thought is quietly watching, there is something beyond all imagination, doubt, seeking, and there is such a thing – at least for the speaker. But what the speaker says has no validity to another. Unless you listen, learn, watch, be totally free from all the anxieties of life, then only there is a religion which brings about a new, totally different culture. We are not cultured people at all. You may be very clever in business, you may be extraordinarily capable technologically or be a doctor, professor; but we are still very limited. The ending of the self, the 'me', to be nothing. The word 'nothing' means 'not a thing'. Not a thing created by thought. In Latin 'res' means 'thing'. And thing is that which is created by thought. To be nothing; having no image of yourself. And we have a great many images of ourselves. To have no image of any kind, no illusion, to be absolutely nothing. The tree is nothing to itself. It exists. And in its very existence it is the most beautiful thing, like those hills – they exist. They don't become something, because they can't. Like a seed of an oak, of an apple tree; it is apple; it doesn't try to become the pear, or another fruit – it is. So when there is nothing, there is. You understand? This is meditation. This is the ending of the search and truth is.

I've said enough. What time is it?

Audience: Twenty-five to one.

Krishnamurti: Lord.

This is the last talk. May we get up?

May 1983





Saanen

1st Public Talk

It is a lovely morning and I hope you are not too hot! We are going to talk over together many things, serious things and so these gatherings here are not an entertainment, either intellectual, or emotional or romantic. They are serious, and if I may point out throughout the talks that we are exploring, investigating, and enquiring together. The speaker is not merely putting forth some ideas but rather we are going to observe together the facts. The word fact means that which has been done previously and remembered, what has been remembered is not the fact, but what has been done in the past is a fact. And what is happening now is a fact. The word fact is that. The past incident without remembrance and that which is happening now. The future is non-fact, it is a hope, it is an idea, it is a concept but what actually is a fact is that which is happening and that which has happened.

And we are going to deal together only with the facts and not with concepts, with ideas, with speculations, however philosophical, however interesting, but we are going together to consider the fact of what we are, the fact of what is happening around us in the world, and the fact that most of us are concerned with ourselves. And in a world that has no peace whatsoever, there is such chaos, disorder, great danger, terrorism, threats of war – these are all facts. And in this world, living everyday of our lives, with all the turmoil, with all the labour that man has to do, with all the problems we have to face, is it at all possible to live in peace? Because in the world there is no peace. The politicians talk about it, the hierarchy of the Catholic church talk about it, so do the Hindus and the Buddhists and all the Muslims and so on, but actually there is no peace. And peace is necessary in order to grow, to flower, to understand, to have time to look around, to explore into ourselves and what we can find there. We must have peace – not freedom from something. Freedom between two wars, between two rows, between two problems, or a sense of physical relaxation – that is not peace. Peace is something much more fundamental, much more deep than the superficial freedom that one has, or one thinks one has.

So we are going together, this morning, for part of the morning, to talk over together as two friends whether it is possible to live in peace, both inwardly, psychologically and outwardly. We may want peace and we may see the necessity of having peace but we do not live a peaceful life. And the world is preparing for war, ideologies fighting each other. They do not consider human beings but only the extension of power and so on. So we cannot possibly look for peace from the politicians and governments. That is a fact. They have talked about pacem in terris, peace on earth and there has never been peace on earth. On the contrary religions have helped to bring about wars. You know all about it so I won't go into it. They have tortured, condemned, excommunicated, burnt and then the next moment they talk about peace. Probably the Buddhists and the Hindus are the only ancient Buddhists and Hindus, in their religion they have accepted the dictum "Don't kill" – but they do kill. That is just an idea again. And the Islamic world is full of what they are – you know all about it. Those religions that are formed, established on books become bigotry, fundamentalists, and they become terrorists also of the world. And institutions and foundations, groups, have promised peace. But they too do not give peace.

So where does one find peace? Because one must see very clearly that without peace we are like animals, we are destroying each other. We are destroying the earth, the ocean, the air. And politically and religiously we look to leaders to unify and bring about peace in the world. But they have not succeeded either. Governments, politicians, religious people, those groups that are searching for peace, none of them have given human beings, you and me, the speaker, this peace. So where do we find it? Without that fundamental necessity we cannot possibly understand greater things of life.

So together we are going to go into this, not verbally, not intellectually, but find out for ourselves as human beings, without any guide, without any leadership because they have all failed. Without any priests, without any psychologists, can we have peace in the world, in the world and in us? First, can we have peace in ourselves?

The word 'peace' is a rather complicated word. One can give different meanings to it depending upon our moods, depending on our intellectual concepts, romantically, emotionally, we can give different meanings to it. But can we together not give different meanings but comprehend the word and the significance and the depth of that word? It is not merely the freedom from something: peace of mind, physical peace but the ending of all conflict, that is real peace, not only in ourselves but with our neighbours and with the world. Peace with the environment, the ecology and all that, to have deep rooted peace, unshakable and not superficial, not a passing thing but timeless depth of peace.

One has sought peace through meditation. All over the world that has been one of the purposes of meditation. But meditation is not the search for peace. Meditation is something far different which we will go into presently.

So what is peace and how can we establish and lay the foundation so that we build on that – psychologically speaking? You understand sirs, we are talking over together. I am not pointing out. The speaker is not the authority but in talking over together things become very clear. If we can talk over together without any bias, without any prejudice, having no conclusions or concepts what peace is, then we can go into it together. But if you have opinions about peace, what peace should be, then your enquiry stops.

Opinions have no value, though the whole world is run on opinions. Opinions are limited. Your opinion, or the speaker's opinion, opinions of the totalitarian governments, or the opinions of the church people, and governments and so on, they are all limited. Your judgement and the opinion which gives values are all limited. I hope we understand the word, what it means to be limited. When you think about yourself from morning until night, as most people do, it is very, very limited. When you say you are Swiss, it is very limited; or when you are proud to be a British as though you are god's chosen people, that too is limited.

So opinions are limited. When one sees that clearly then one does not cling to opinions, or the values that opinions have created. Because then your opinion against another opinion doesn't bring about peace. That is what is happening in the world. One ideology against another ideology. Communist, socialist, the democrat and so on. So please understand, if I may repeat again, that we are talking over together and if you are adhering to your opinion and I am sticking to mine, then we shall never meet. So there must be freedom from opinion and its values. Is that clear?

Can we go on from there? That you are actually not holding back your opinions and using them as axes to beat each other, to kill each other, but opinions are limited and therefore they must inevitably bring about conflict. If you hold on to your conclusions and your conclusions are also limited, and another holds his conclusions, his experiences, which are always limited, then there must be not only conflict, but wars, destruction and all the rest of it. If you see that very clearly then opinions become very, very superficial, they have no meaning. So please when you are enquiring into what is peace and whether you can live in peace, don't have opinions about it. Be free to enquire, and in that enquiry act. The very enquiry is action. Not that you enquire first and then act. But in the process of enquiry you are acting. I hope again this is clear, that there must be freedom. It is the very basis of peace. There must be freedom from all the values of opinions so that we can together actually, not theoretically, but factually see that you and the speaker have no peace, which is a tremendous demand because we live on opinions. All the newspapers, magazines, books are based on opinions: somebody says that, you agree and that is your opinion too. Another reads another book and forms an opinion. So please to find out the true meaning of peace, the depth of it and the beauty of it, and the quality of it, there must be no bias. Obviously that is the first demand – not that you must have faith in peace, or make the goal of your life to live peacefully, or search out from books, from others, what is peace, but to enquire very deeply whether your whole being can live in peace.

Action is not separate from perception. When you see something to be true that very perception is action. Not that you perceive or understand and then act. That is an intellectual concept and you put that concept into action. The seeing is the action. The seeing that the world is broken up into tribalism – the British, the German, the Hindu, the Buddhist, the Swiss, they are tribes. To see that fact, that they are tribes, glorified as nations, and this tribalism is creating havoc in the world, bringing wars in the world, each tribe thinks its own culture opposed to other cultures. But tribalism is the root, not the culture. So in observing that, the fact of that, is the action which frees the brain from the condition of tribalism. Is that clear? Are we making this clear between ourselves? That when you see actually, not theoretically or ideationally but as a fact that tribalism, which has had certain benefits in it, but the very fact that it exists as glorified nations is one of the causes of war. That is a fact. There are other causes of war, economics and so on – we won't... one of the causes is tribalism. When you see that, perceive that, and that cannot bring about peace, the very perception frees the brain from its conditioning of tribalism. We are together in this? We are talking over together. The speaker is not persuading you. He is not trying to convince you of anything. He is not doing propaganda of any kind. But we are facing things as they are, head on. And one of the factors of contention throughout the world is religion. You are a Catholic, I am an Arab, a Muslim and so on. Based on ideas, propaganda of two thousand years, and the Hindus and the Buddhists over three to five thousand years, we have been programmed like a computer. Please see the fact that programming has brought about great architecture, great pictures, great chants, music, but it has not brought about peace to mankind. When you see the fact of that you do not belong to any religion – you are neither a Hindu, Buddhist, Christian, nothing. Nor when you see that the division takes place when there are half a dozen gurus in the same place – you know what they are doing don't you, they bring about misery, contradiction conflict. Your guru is better than mine. My group is more sanctified than yours. I have been initiated, you have not. You know all that nonsense that goes on. So when you see all this as an actual fact, which is so, round you, then you do not belong to any group, to any guru, to any religion, to any political commitment of ideas. This is very serious if you really want to, and the urgency to live peacefully there must be freedom from all this because they are the causes of dissension, division. truth is not yours or mine. It doesn't belong to any church, to any group, to any religion. The brain must be free to discover it. And peace can only exist when there is freedom from this fallacy. Are we together so far? – even intellectually? You know for most of us to be so drastic about things is very difficult because we have taken security in things of illusion, in things that are not facts. And it is very difficult to let them go. It is not a matter of exercising will, or taking a decision – I will not belong to anything. That is another fallacy. We commit ourselves to something – to a group, to an idea, to a religious quackism, because we think there is some kind of security for us. And in all these things there is no security and therefore there is no peace. The brain must be secure. And the brain with its thought has sought security in things that are illusory – right?

So freedom from that. Can you do it? Are you serious enough to want, or crave, to demand that one must live in peace? Or only this morning, persuaded perhaps by the speaker, you say, "Yes, I understand all that but..." – but, but, but!

So when we are talking over together as two friends, and that is what is taking place as two friends, though you are many we are friends, you and the speaker. And as two friends who are not persuading, or dissuading, not asking each other to commit to something or other, they are not then friends. As two friends asking each other: is it possible that one lives peacefully for the entire existence of one's life? Not at odd moments, not when you have nothing to do and you are captured by the tube, by the box, by the television – those are all superficial relaxations. But to live without a single conflict, without a single problem. Not that there are not problems, there are. But those problems are not being solved because we are the maker of those problems. I wonder if you understand all this?

First of all the brain, which – the speaker is not a specialist, he has discussed the matter with many scientists, don't accept what the scientists say either. It is far more important to discover for oneself how one's own brain is acting rather than be told by experts, professionals, scientists, what the brain is. The only instrument we have is the brain with its thought. And that brain, with its thought has not brought about peace in the world – in the world or in oneself. That again is a fact. And that instrument, which is thought, has reached its tether, its end – we will go into that presently.

And so where does one explore? And also to explore there – we must be very clear who is the explorer and that which is being explored. Is this clear? If I am exploring into what is peace, then I is separate from the thing that is being explored, and so there is division. Where there is division in the enquiry itself there must be conflict. Are we making it clear? Please this is not an intellectual game but really to find out the depth of peace, and all the great significance of it, the ramifications of it, the expansion of it, it can only be found if we understand from the very beginning that the explorer is the explored. The explorer is not different from that which he is exploring. This is difficult for most of us to accept either intellectually or actually because our conditioning is so strong. From childhood this division exists: the observer and the observed, the examiner and the examined, the investigator, who is – thinks he is separate from that which he is exploring. This is our conditioning. This is so. This is a fact. And so we live in perpetual conflict because where is division – between Catholic, Protestant, between the Muslim, between the Buddhist, Arab, Jew, and all the rest – wherever there is division inwardly or outwardly there must be conflict. And if you like to live in conflict, that is your affair. Have a good time, enjoy it, the fun of it and the pain of it. But if you want to discover how to live peacefully you must understand this basic fact that the explorer is exploring in himself, not something outside of himself. He is exploring his own structure, his own activities, his own movements of thought, his own memories. He is all that. I wonder – one wonders if you have ever observed that you are a movement of memory. You understand? Memory is the faculty to remember. The faculty of time. That is the duration of an incident which might have happened fifty years ago, or yesterday, that incident is over but the faculty of remembering that incident is memory. And we live on memory – a movement, changing, reacting, constantly shaping itself. We are that. I wonder if you realize it? And we think progress is the expansion, the continuation, the heightening of the memories, like the computer.

I do not know if you have gone into the question of the computers – some of you may have. It is rather interesting. There have been – the computer is a machine that will memorize. Which is, it is being programmed by experts. I don't know how many millions can be held, memories, on a single side of a nail. They are doing extraordinary things. I have talked to some of them. Do you understand this? And the activities of man, they have built cars, they will invent. Each passing generation is better then the last. They may not write poems, probably they will. They may not write the music of Beethoven, probably they will do jazz very well. So with this machine called the computer what is going to happen to your brain? Please consider this seriously for god's sake. This is not a threat – we have talked about this to some of the great inventors of computers and their advancement, they do not consider what is going to happen to the human brain. They are only concerned with the advancement, the quickness, the rapidity of the computer. We will talk about it some other time and will go into it.

But we said as long as there is memory, which is the faculty of remembering things that have happened before, which are necessary in the technological and the physical world, and when we discover that we are a movement in time, which is the movement of memory, does peace lie in memories? You understand my question? One can remember the days, or the nights, or the mornings, when one saw the extraordinary depth and the beauty of peace. That perception, that awareness for a minute has gone, but one remembers that, the remembrance is non-fact and so we are living in memories which are dead, gone, finished – right? Please it is not a depressing or absurd thing for you to turn your back against all this, but see what memory does to us. Memory is my being programmed as a Hindu with all that silly nonsense going on, thinking that my own culture is better than any other culture because it is about three thousand years old, or more, I take great pride. And yours is fairly recent. You are conditioned as the speaker is conditioned – if he is conditioned. Which is, the conditioning is memory – right? Non-fact and so I stick to my memories, which are dead things, and you stick to your memory – as Christian, as Hindu, you know, as an Arab, or a Swiss, or god knows what else.

And also we must have memories – one can't go from here to your house if you have no memory. If you drive a car you must have memory. If you are in the technological world you must be supremely competent in your memories, otherwise you lose your job. But we are talking about the psychological memories of experience, pleasant or unpleasant, painful or delightful. The psychological. So memories are the conditioning factor – right? Please see the fact of it. Not my explanation of the fact. One of our difficulties is that we rather like explanations rather than the fact. Why certain governments are behaving that way – and the journalists and so on explaining it. And we accept the explanations, the logic, the reason, and so on. The description is not the fact. The painting of a mountain, however beautiful the painting be, is not the mountain. All the pictures in the museums, some of them extraordinarily beautiful, but those pictures are not what they want to represent, something which they have seen. You read a novel and it is good literature – if it is – and all the imaginings, romantic business, sex and so on, written by an excellent, well known author; again that is not your life. Your life is here. So to find out how to live in peace – not the method, not the system. That is a wrong question when you say how.

So we are going to go into it more. What is the cause of conflict? Which all of us have. What is the root of it? What is the root of all problems, whether it is a religious problem, problems of meditation, problems of relationship, political problems, religious – problems. The word problem means – the root meaning of that word is something thrown at you. Probably something hurled at you. Problem is a challenge – right? If you respond to that thing called problem from your memories then your memories will not answer the problem because your memories are not alive, they are dead. You understand the significance of this? That we live with dead things. There is a picture of my son – brother, aunt, uncle or whatever it is – on the mantelpiece. He is dead and gone, he can never come back, physically he is gone, incinerated or buried, or whatever they do. But I have that picture, the constant remembrance of something that has gone. And I keep up that romantic illusory memorial relationship. Please see the importance of all this. So our brain is never clear. It is always functioning within the field of memory. And to live with a sense of great abundance, flowing peace, there must be freedom from the past, which is memory – right? Memory not how to get to your home, or to speak a language. If I had no memory of English now I couldn't talk to you, you couldn't understand what the poor chap is telling you. (I wonder if you understand what the poor chap is telling you either) And why the brain holds on to dead things as memory.

What is the function of the brain? The scientists are saying several things about it. One side is this kind of activity, the other side is still not awakened, or awakened but influencing the other, and so on. But if you enquire into yourself sanely, not neurotically, not self-centred, if you are self-centred and enquiring into that you will still condition the brain to be self-centred. So what is the function of the brain? One can see one of its major functions is to live in the physical, is to arrange the physical world – right? But that very brain has brought about chaos in the world – right? That is, the activity of the brain which is the root and the beginning of thought, that is the instrument which we operate, thought. That is the major function of the brain. And that function has created such extraordinary havoc in the world, disorder. And also that very brain has brought about health, communication, and all the rest of it, medicine, great surgery. To communicate from India to the other end of the world, to California, if the operators are not too lazy, it takes a few minutes and you are connected. Of course it is not as rapid as thought. So technology is gallopingly advancing at a tremendous speed. And that very technology is creating havoc in the world too, like the computer, like the atom bomb. You understand? Two great powers – I don't know why they are called great powers, they are two idiotic powers – are talking about; you know – trying to kill each other with the latest bombs – right? That is what thought has done, being one of the faculties of the brain. And also thought has created the marvellous, magnificent cathedrals. And also all those things that are inside them – they are not god given or something mysteriously brought about. All the dressings and the trappings of the priests is the result of thought, copying the Ancient Egyptians and so on. You understand? See what thought is doing in the world. And we, our brains, which have evolved through time, endless generation after generation, that brain is doing all this. Creating and destroying – right? And we accept this way of living. We have never challenged ourselves to find out. We have never asked of ourselves why we live in this chaotic world outside and inwardly, inward chaos. We never realize that to have order in the world outside there must be order in us. Our house is the most important thing to clean up first, not the world around us. Certain things are necessary like an organization not to kill whales, to protect nature, not to destroy the earth, seeking more and more oil – you know what is happening and all that. The rotten governments for which we are all responsible.

So what is the deep fundamental function of the brain? Ask yourself this question. I have got five minute more. If you asked yourself that question, not dependant on what others say, on their answer, on their ideas and suppositions and theories, but when you begin to enquire very, very deeply the fundamental activity which is essential, what is it doing, what does it want? You understand? Is it just survival? Here in this country you do survive very well. Is it just survival? Just to live in this perpetual conflict, division, quarrels? Is it to act and function within its own conditioning ? Is it to live perpetually in some form of illusion and therefore always slightly neurotic, unbalanced, as most people are? If it is none of these things, obviously it is not, then what is its function? Please we are asking this question of ourselves. The speaker is not putting the question to you and for you to wait his answer. We will go into it. We will go into it very, very, deeply but you cannot wait for him to tell you – then it is like – it is like nothing. It is as good as any other idea. But if you really want to find out what is the deep function of the brain and is the brain different from the mind. Or are they both the same? Or when the brain is unconditioned, thoroughly, completely, then the mind can act upon the brain. Which will we go into, all this. But one has to be very, very clear where its physical necessary activities must exist, the technological physical earning a livelihood and so on, there it must – that is one of its great activities. But if the other activity is contrary to that, then there must be perpetual imbalance.

So the first thing is to find out if the brain can be unconditioned. We were talking the other day to some scientists, doctors and all the rest of it – how many specialists there are in the world, one is thankful one is not, one is just an ordinary person and all the rest of it. We were discussing about this fact in New York two months ago: whether the brain cells which are conditioned, whether those brain cells can bring about a mutation in themselves, not genetically, you know all the rest of it, but in living, daily living, can there be a mutation in the brain cells? If not we are condemned for ever to live in our conditioning and therefore in perpetual conflict, and therefore no peace at all – right? So please we must stop now and we will go on the day after tomorrow and enquire what is the deep function of the brain. 
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Second Public Talk in Saanen

May we go on with where we left off on Sunday?

We were talking about peace: why human beings who have lived on this earth for so many thousands and thousands of years have had no peace at all. There have been innumerable wars and probably there will be more wars. And why with all the technological knowledge we have acquired, and all the protestations of religions about peace, pacem in terris, why we have not peace at all, either outwardly in the world, or inwardly. The world which we have created, the society in which we live is put together by man, by all of us, by the past generations and probably from the future generations. We live in a world very dangerous, uncertain, insecure and there seems to be no peace on earth – why?

We went into that, talking over together – we mean together – not that the speaker says something with which you either agree or disagree but rather together, you and the speaker, together explore why human beings who apparently are so clever, so intelligent – which I doubt – why they have not created a world where we can all live peacefully. I wonder if we have ever asked that question of ourselves and of the world, the politicians, the religions and so on.

And talking it over together, we came to a certain point the day before yesterday: what is the fundamental function of the brain? I think that is where we left off. Why the brain, which has evolved for millennia upon millennia, it has had tremendous experience of every kind: sorrow, pleasure and the uncertainty, death – why such a brain has not solved this problem. And who is going to solve the problem? The leaders? New leaders? New political statesmen? The new priests? The new ideology? We have tried all that. Man has tried every way to bring about peace in the world and also peace in himself. And the brain, which is a very, very complex affair, capable of extraordinary technological progress and yet that very brain has become very primitive and has not solved any of its problems.

What is the function of the brain? Just to go on living like this? Acquiring great knowledge in every field and using that knowledge to destroy each other, to destroy the earth, nature and all the rest of it? We all know this very well. And one asks, if one is at all serious, and we are here a gathering of people who are serious I hope, not casual visitors but who are taking life seriously, they must inevitably ask: what is the function of the brain? Most of us are only concerned with ourselves, if we are at all frank and honest. We are concerned with ourselves. Self-interest, from the highest category of people, intellectual and so on, down to the most primitive people, the educated and the uneducated, the sophisticated and the religious people, they may identify themselves with something noble but that very identification is part of self-interest. And the brain, our brain, is concerned only with that – personal problems, problems of mathematics, problems of computers and so on. But basically we are concerned with ourselves. That is a fact – right? However much we may try to hide the self-interest in noble work, in meditation, in belonging to various groups, self-interest dominates, consciously or unconsciously. If you are honest, look into ourselves and our activities, political, religious and so on, we are only concerned basically with ourselves. And we have lived that way from the beginning of time. And we are still living that way. And so the brain only functions in a very, very small, limited field.

Is that all the function of the brain – to be concerned with itself, with its problems, with its pleasures and sorrows and pain, ambition, greed and so on? That is the way we have lived. And the result of that in the world is chaos. Each one wanting to fulfil, wanting to achieve, whether illumination, enlightenment, or become a big business man – it is the same thing. So we have reduced our brain, which is an extraordinary instrument, into something so petty. And we have reduced that brain to be very, very limited – right? It may be extraordinarily capable in the technological world, the marvellous instruments that they are creating: instruments of war, instruments of surgery, medicine, communication, computer; there the brain has functioned with an extraordinary vitality, with extraordinary capacity. And that very brain is only concerned with its own self-protective activity. This is all obvious fact. We are only dealing with facts, not with ideals, not with ideas, not with theories – facts. As we explained the other day, facts are something that has been done in the past and remembered, something that is being done now. Those are the facts. From those facts we abstract ideas, conclusions, strong opinions, which have nothing to do with facts.

So the brain lives on memories and not on facts. This is very important to understand if we are going to explore together what is the function of the brain, what is the deep quality of a brain that can penetrate and find out its deep function. We are dealing with facts only, which is that we are a series of movements of memory – which we talked about the other day. Memory. That is the faculty to remember. To remember things that have happened, and the things that are happening now. So memory has become extraordinarily important, which has nothing to do with facts. My son is dead, he is gone, and I remember, there is only remembrance. And on those remembrances I live. On those memories, on those incidents which we had together – I cherish those memories – right? Please, you are doing this, I am not telling you something which you are not doing.

So we are a series of movements of memory and time. Memory is time. Right? Memory is the reaction of experience, knowledge, and the things that one has remembered. This is what the self is, what we are.

I do not know if you have ever enquired into what is the present, what is 'now'? Is it the cessation of memory? Or we don't know what the now is at all? May I go into it a little bit?

Zero contains all the numbers – mathematically. Zero was invented by the ancient Hindus and in the zero all the numbers are contained. Is the 'now' – please listen – is the 'now' the totality of all time? We will go into this further. You see the brain having cultivated self-interest, which is the accumulation of memories and so the brain has become a very, very small psychological instrument, obviously. When I am thinking about myself all day long, it is a very small affair. Or when I think about the whole world, it is still a small affair. I don't know if you are understanding? We are moving together? I hope. Right, sirs?

So, why has the brain got caught in this narrow circle of the self? The self, the 'me', the ego, and all that, is nothing but words and memories. Right? It is so, it is so. And that self has become so terribly important. And when one is concerned with oneself, all our actions must be psychologically limited. And where there is limitation there must be conflict. I am a Jew, you are an Arab. That is a limitation, a tribalism which is limited. And I cling to my limitation, and you cling to your limitation and therefore the perpetual conflict. If you are constantly repeating 'I am a Russian', and identify with that particular country, tradition, language and all the literature of that country, it is very, very limited. So we have reduced the brain, the brain seeking security in the self has made itself limited, psychologically. So there is a contradiction between the psychological limitation and the extraordinary limitless technological progress. Is this the function of the brain, to live perpetually in conflict? And therefore there is never a liberation, a freedom. Is this the function of the brain – just to limit, live in a small area psychologically? And is it possible when one understands the nature of the self, as we briefly explained, is it possible to break down this limitation? And who is to break it down? You understand my question? This limitation has been brought about by thought, thought which has created or sought in the limitation, security. And thought itself is limited because thought is the outcome of vast experience, accumulated knowledge, stored in the brain, in the very brain cells. The speaker is not an expert. We have watched very carefully. And thought is the outcome of memory – right? As memory is limited, knowledge will always be limited, and experience is never complete. You understand?

So the brain is functioning with the only instrument – the limited thought. Is this clear? Are we moving together? And so we are perpetually living in conflict, in struggle, in pain and sorrow, because we seek security in the limitation, in memories and so on. That is simple. So is it the function of the brain to find security, survival, physical survival – one must survive physically, unless, of course, one is a little bit dotty, then that is a different matter. But one seeks physical security and also psychological security. Is there psychological security at all? Don't please, don't accept this. Go into it very carefully with the speaker. Together we are examining. We are not imposing a thing on you. We are not trying to convince you of anything. I really mean this. We are not trying to convert you to some philosophy, which is a horror – please. So we are together walking, perhaps hand in hand, down a lane, shady, full of dappled light, and the beauty of the earth around us. And we are talking about serious things, not petty little things because we are both serious. And we say: is this what we have reduced our life to, just seeking self-security in the limitation? And physically there is no security because of wars, of racial, tribal conflict, ideological conflict, between the Russians, the totalitarians and the so-called democratic, the West and the East. They are preparing for war – you know all that. Of course they won't listen, you can't talk to the politicians because they are concerned to preserve their own position – you know all the rest, I don't have to go into it.

So we are asking: is that the only function of the brain, to seek security in limitation? That is what we are doing. And in the search for security in limitation we are bringing about havoc in the world – right? – such great disorder, confusion. That's again obvious.

Now, what is the function of thought, because that is the only instrument the brain has? We are together in this? What is the function of thought? What is thought? What is thinking? We all think, whether you are highly educated, sophisticated or the most uneducated person, hungry, very little food and all the rest of it, he also thinks. The sophisticated, the highly educated person who can express things clearly, he thinks. And the person who is not, he also thinks. So thinking is common to all of us – right? It is not your thinking. You may think and express it differently, you may be an artist, you may be a mathematician, biologist and so on, and I may be a layman, but we both think. So thinking is not yours. Thinking is not individual. Please this is a fundamental thing to understand. And yet this is what we are doing – 'This is what I think, my opinion, my judgement, my values of opinions' – right? See what is happening to us. We have reduced the whole vast process of thinking as mine – right?

And also we ought to enquire if your brain is separate from another. Please, don't... We will go into it slowly. Don't get impatient or cling to your own particular point of view. The brain has evolved through time, through thousands and thousands, upon thousands of years of experience, knowledge and all the activities of thought in the world – technologically, personally and all that – thinking. And we say 'It is my brain through which I think'. Is that so? Is your brain yours? Or it is the result of thousands of years of evolution. So it is not your brain, or my brain. It is brain. I wonder if you see the depth of this. And the brain is the centre of our consciousness – right? What is our consciousness? Not according to the experts, but when you ask yourself that question: your consciousness, what is it? Your beliefs, your conclusions, your opinions, your two thousand years of being programmed, as a Christian, or five thousand years as a Hindu and so on – right? Your consciousness is the reaction, the reflexes, the fears, the pleasures, the sorrows, the pain, the grief and all the misery of human beings. That is your consciousness. Is your consciousness different from another? Or your consciousness is like the consciousness of all humanity? Because they suffer in Russia, in India, in China, they may have different outward garments, the environment may be different, but psychologically the content of our consciousness is common, it is shared by all human beings. Right? So your brain and your consciousness is shared by all human beings. So you are the rest of mankind. You may be a German, a Swiss and a proud Englishman, but you are the rest of mankind. Right? Sir, it is not an intellectual concept, it is not an idea, a romantic sentimental something, but it is a fact. And when that is deeply real, when that is the truth, then your whole outlook on a life changes. Then you are responsible for all humanity. It is rather frightening, but it is so.

So one has to understand that in this investigation we are not being self-centred, we are not cultivating the self more and more and more. We are not making the self more intelligent. But we are like the rest of mankind. Out of that comes compassion. You understand?

So is the brain an instrument which is merely concerned with security – psychological as well as physical? If it is not, then what is the function of the brain? You understand? If I am not concerned with myself everlastingly in my meditation – you know all that kind of silly stuff, then what place has thought and is there a new instrument altogether which is not the activity of thought? Am I making myself clear? We can see what thought has done in the world, the technological world and the human world. And thought has built the most extraordinary, beautiful things – architecture, paintings, marvellous poems, great novels. But also thought has divided people. And thought also, through its division, has created wars. Therefore thought is not the instrument of peace – right? I wonder if this is clear? Right? Are we meeting each other? Are we walking together? So far? That thought, being in itself divisive, limited, it cannot possibly bring about peace in the world. It is shown: the League of Nations, the United Nations – you follow? Napoleon tried to conquer, unify Europe, so did poor Hitler, and so on. So activity of thought, thought cannot possibly resolve human problems – right? If you see that very clearly, then what? You understand me?

Suppose I see very clearly what thought has done in the world. I see very clearly what thought has done in the realm of my own psyche. The search for security is the basis of the movement of thought – right? And is there security at all through thought? Do you understand my...? Or there is security only when thought, with its own intelligence, with its own cunningness, realises its place and does not enter into the area of the psyche. Are we together in this? I will go into it a little more.

We cannot live by ourselves. Life is a movement in relationship. In that relationship there are innumerable problems: sexual, psychological, companionship, loneliness – you follow? – the whole problem of relationship. So what is relationship? When you are related to your wife, or to your father, husband and so on, what is – when you say, 'I am related', what does that word mean? Not the dictionary meaning of it, which we all know, but the depth of it, the significance of that word. I am related to my wife. And in this relationship there is perpetual conflict – which you probably know much more than I do – right? Why? When we ask that question we are trying to find out if this conflict can end – right? End. So to find out whether it can end we must face the actual fact of what is our relationship to another, however intimate it may be. Is our relationship based on thought? I am asking you this question, please. Your have to answer it to yourself. We are two friends talking over... we are two friends talking over things together. One friend asks the other: why is there conflict in our relationship? Is our relationship based on thought, on memory, on incidents that have passed, they have happened, pleasant or unpleasant, and there is the remembrance of those, the memory of those, and each one of us lives on those memories, which is thought – right? I am ambitious and also she is ambitious. She wants to fulfil in her way, and I want to fulfil my way. She has come to some definite conclusions and so have I. So there is always this division – right? And where there is division there must be conflict. Right, sir? This is simple.

So to understand the nature of conflict, and to see whether it is possible to end conflict in relationship, we have to enquire whether thought dominates relationship. Then is thought love? Don't please, this is much too serious to agree or... Go into it for yourselves. It's thought in relationship that has bound us together through memory, through reactions, through pleasure, sexual and otherwise. And thought is the factor in relationship. She has said something to me which has hurt me and I have hurt her. That hurt is being carried on, which is memory. It is like two parallel lines never meeting. And this we call relationship, whether it is to your guru, whether it is to a woman or man, whether relationship to your political leader, or to the priest, it is all based on thought and memory. So is remembrance the activity of love? Sir, please ask this question. Then if it is, we are living on dead memories. Memories are not in the future. Memories are the past, the capacity to remember. Now is there a way of living without conflict in relationship? Is there a way of living in this relationship in which memory doesn't enter? One may ask these questions but mere asking questions is not the solution of the problem.

So is it possible to live with another without the accumulation of memory about the other? Which is the ending of thought. You understand? And so is love the activity of thought? Come on, sirs, you don't...

And as we are trying to find out how to live in this world peacefully, one has to understand the depth and the nature of thought and memory. And most of us from the beginning of our childhood till now bear the burden of many hurts – right? – many psychological wounds, and the memory of those wounds, and the continuation of those hurts. Can all that be wiped away? If I am hurt, how can I love another? Right? Please, this is not a sermon in a church or in some place. This is real enquiry so that you begin to see for yourself directly that there is a possibility of ending conflict. And that possibility exists only – the truth of it – when you have really deeply enquired into the whole nature of the self, self-interest, which is based on reward and punishment. Then you begin to find out for yourself thought is not the instrument in the solution of problems, human problems. Even in the technological problems you may think a great deal, work out problems, but you come to a state there too when thought is in abeyance and you discover something new. If you merely continue in the field of knowledge all the time, there is nothing new.

So in enquiring whether the brain can live in peace and therefore perhaps it will affect the society, and it may not. We are not seeking an effect. What will, if each one of us finds the activity of thought, the limitation of thought, and all the activities of memory and therefore very divisive, and consequently conflict, if you actually see the truth of it and you live that way, then you say what effect has this on the vast public? None! Does it matter? Are you concerned with society, with changing the society, making it more orderly? You really are not actually if you face the fact. Therefore it is a wrong question to say: what effect has it on the society if there is a fundamental mutation in my brain? You understand? If one may point out that is a wrong question. You are seeking through facts truth. That truth will act, not you will act.

I don't know if you have ever gone into the question of what is intelligence. I have got three minutes left. It is a very complicated question. Now the speaker asks you: what is intelligence? Right? How do you receive that question? How do you approach that question? Our brain is trained to solve problems. Right? It is trained from childhood to solve problems – mathematical, historical – you follow? – examinations, all those are indications of solving problems. So our brain is trained to solve problems: the architectural problems, engineering problems, problems of how to put a motor together. So we approach life with a brain that is trying to solve problems. I don't know if you realise this. So you treat life as a problem and then try to find a solution to the problem. So when the speaker asks you a question like this: what is intelligence? – you make that into a problem. Naturally. And then you try to solve that question through a brain that is trained to solve. Now can one, as a friend I am asking, can one look at this question: what is intelligence, not as a problem? Right? Can you do it? If you do that is the beginning of intelligence. That means the brain is already becoming free from its conditioning. But if you approach this question: what is intelligence? and then try to solve it, you are back in the old muddle. But when one realises that one's brain is conditioned to solve problems and therefore you approach any question with a mind, with a brain that says, 'I must solve it.' So we never meet a challenge afresh. To meet a problem, any problem, afresh, is the beginning of intelligence.

So we started out by asking whether humanity can live in peace. Because if it cannot live in peace you cannot flower, you cannot – you know, life becomes terribly small and petty. And in that enquiry whether human beings, that is you, me and the rest of the world, and you, being the rest of humanity – you are whether you like it or not, you may stick to your conditioning that you are an individual but you are not. You may have a different body, different name, different colour, you may have long hair, short hair, you may speak German, or Russian, but you are standing on the same ground as the rest of humanity. And we said that the brain has its function. And what is the root of that function? What is the basis of that function? It is not to live in conflict, obviously. Then that question is raised and you say, 'Now I must solve it.' Then you ask, 'How am I to do it?' Then you get the systems, the methods, the apologies, and all the rest of it, the arguments, the pros and cons. But when the brain is not approaching a challenge, an issue, with its old trained condition, then you can look at that question, that challenge, totally anew, fresh. Isn't that the capacity of intelligence, to look at something clearly? Not try to solve it.

So we are going to go into it further the day after tomorrow when we meet, whether there is a possibility of finding something totally new which is not the activity of thought. Right? May I get up?
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Shall we continue with what we were talking about the day before yesterday? I think we ought to, if I may point out seriously, that you are not seeking help from the speaker. There is no help outside of ourselves. If that is clearly understood that no political or religious or every type of guru with their systems and theories, trying to help people, or trying to do good – we have had all those things before during the last millennia upon millennia. So there is no help from outside. There is no, if I may use the word – the Christian word – salvation – it is rather an ugly word – outside, through anybody, through any system, through any theological concept, either of the Communist or the Democratic and so on. So one has to completely rely on oneself. Totally be responsible for ourselves – what we do, what we think, and not blame all that we do on others, or the environment, or on heredity, or on genetic process. We have played with all those things endlessly in different forms. We have pursued every kind of philosophy. And we have great faith in something or other. That is always something outside – a symbol, a person, a conclusion, an idea. And they have all failed because after millennia upon millennia we are what we are now. It is not the past generation that has produced the chaotic world, they have helped, but we are also adding to it.

So if we could together bear that in mind – no book, no theory, no person, no symbol, including the speaker. I am not excluding the speaker because one has to be very careful not to be influenced by him, not to be stimulated by him, not to rely perhaps on his clarification. And if that is absolutely, fundamentally clear, that there is no outside help to discover what we are, what human beings have become after all these centuries of evolution – brutal, violent, you know the whole business. You cannot blame it on anybody, or go back to the past and try to find out the various causes and there are multiple causes, and we can quarrel over those causes endlessly. But the fact remains: we are what we are now, after millennia of evolution, thousands of years of evolution. So if that is clear as two friends talking over together, we are two friends, actual friends. That is what the speaker feels about friends. And we can talk about things, neither influencing each other, nor dominating each other, having no faith in each other, but as two friends who have known each other for some time who are discussing, talking over the human problem, because that is far more important than the technological problem. The psychological problems, unless they are resolved, always overwhelm the technological issues, problems – right? You may have a marvellous technological world, mechanical world, the computer, but the human psyche overcomes the computer. It may bring about a series of good laws – the computer – that you should do this, do that and so on, but the psyche, each one of us, can overwhelm, or transcend and do what it wants in spite of the computer. Right? I think this is very clear.

So please we must begin with doubt, with a certain quality of scepticism so that we question everything in human existence, apart from the physical, you can't question a surgeon if he says you have got cancer. You may question it, you may ask him but several doctors will tell you, 'Old fellow, you have got it'. Then you accept it, you can't doubt that. You can try various cures, all the quacks in the world will join you but eventually you have to accept their statement. But in the psychological world, which is much more complex, needs great sensitivity, its great intricacies, subtleties, and that demands a mind, a brain, that is very clear, not confused, not self-centred. You cannot examine, look at the whole complex of self-pursuit unless you are critical about it, unless you are questioning, doubting, asking. But the present religion in the Western world denies any question or doubt – you mustn't have doubt, you must have faith. And so that quality of doubt, which is most vital to human existence is denied. Whereas in the Buddhist and the Hindu world doubt is one of the pillars of enquiry.

So please, we are going to talk over together – together, one must keep on repeating this because there is the human tendency to accept, to be led, to be helped. By reading some book or other, you think it is going to do you good. So one must be very clear that one cannot rely on anybody, which means one has to be a light to oneself, which does not mean self-assertive attitude, having tremendous confidence in oneself. It does not mean the pursuit of one's own desires, one's own fulfilment and so on. To be a light to oneself means standing totally alone psychologically. The word 'alone' means all one. From Latin, Greek and so on, that word means all one, together, whole, not fragmented. But we translate that aloneness into isolation. We are afraid to be isolated and therefore we don't understand the meaning and the depth of that word – to be alone. It includes the whole of time, the past and present which is now, alone. We will go into all that presently. I hope we are together in all this.

Doubt what the speaker is saying. And also doubt very much more your own reactions to what you hear the speaker saying. Doubt, the seed of doubt, not what you doubt, but the seed. Let it move, let it flower, let it grow till it finds what is truth. And to be alone, to enquire into the nature of that, to find out the truth of that, not the statement of it, the truth of the statement. You understand? Hearing the statement and then accepting the words of that statement but not discovering for oneself the depth of that word. I hope we are all getting together on this. It is very hot here.

As we were saying the other day, we have sought security in the things of thought – right? – in the things that thought has put together, which is in the community, in the family, in the community, in the larger community and so on. Security in isolation, security in the country, in the nation, in belonging to something, belonging to this group or to that group, belonging to that church or not – you follow? – belonging. And we have sought security in that.

So one discovers for oneself that there is no security in isolation – right? Now is that a fact? Or just a theory? See the distinction? If it is a theory, there are multiple theories but if you examine your own desire to be secure and you will find, if you pursue it, one has sought security in isolation. The isolation may be enormous but still isolation. This process of isolation is fragmentation – right? Are we saying something extraordinary? Or we are following each other? Where there is the pursuit of security in isolation – in the Arab or Jew – you follow? – outwardly – the pursuit of isolation and seeking security in that isolation is fragmentation. And then the problem arises: how can the fragments be brought together? That is a wrong question altogether – right? – because the search for security in isolation is the cause. If one is free of that cause there is no fragmentation and therefore there is no search in isolation. Either the isolation of the family, or the self-centred isolation. I wonder if you get all this? Are we... somebody say yes or no!

Audience: Yes, yes.

Krishnamurti: See what is actually happening in the world. I am asking my friend to look very closely at what is happening. The family, community, the larger community, the nation – isolating processes. And therefore in that isolation there is the search for supreme power, politically religiously – you follow? The whole sense of achieving, gaining power. And so there is more and more confusion, more and more problems, more and more destruction. This is very clear if you go into it, not casually, not reading a lot of books but to see the fact of it in oneself. So one has to enquire much more to find out what it is that we are... why we are seeking security. Not that we should not have security. Physically, as we said, there must be security. For the baby to grow up there must be security. For the man to live at least temporarily happily he must have security, he must have food, clothes, house. But this process of isolation is denying all that to everybody. Each government is concerned with itself, with its own economy, with its own people. Saving through the war its own people, not the other people. I don't know if you heard the other day a general talking about the last war – the war in the little island far South. He said, the general said, 'I do not like to kill people but we must kill them but primarily we must save our people.' And they are trained for that. So if one sees the enormous significance, the fact, the truth, that in isolation there is never security, no security whatsoever. Do we see this before we go any further? It is very difficult to break down the condition of the brain which has been taught, educated, conditioned to be, to live, to seek its own fulfilment in isolation.

Now what is security, apart from physical security? What is it to be secure? Please ask this, we are together in this – two friends, sitting down in a quiet room, overlooking a nice valley, a lovely morning, being serious at the same time, and asking each other: what is security, to be secure? Is there security in relationship? You ask yourself that question. One wants security in relationship otherwise if there is no security, which implies trust, confidence, love and all that, and yet we want security in each other. And each other, each one is pursuing his own isolation, his own self-centred activity – right? We want security to have a peaceful life – right? Not to have any conflict, not to have any bother, no problems, just to live. And that is not possible either. So we are asking: what is security? Where do we find it? Not in some theory – right? – not in some image that thought has projected and made it holy, not in any symbol which is the activity of thought. I don't know if you are following all this.

So where does one find total, complete security? The brain needs security. But at present the brain is confused. One philosopher says this, the other scientist says that, one guru, one teacher, the hierarchical church says something else and so on. The brain actually, after these thousands upon thousands of years, is confused. And in that confusion it says, 'I must be secure.' So it then invents a new illusion. You understand? I have dropped this illusion as I find there, there is no security. Then I find another illusion and I hope to find security in that. This is what we are doing. So where do you find security? Unless the brain is completely secure, completely certain, unconfused, it must be in a turmoil – right? And if you examine your own life, your own existence, my friend, you will see how confused we are, how uncertain – cannot rely on anything – right? So where do you find security? Not outwardly obviously. And will you find security in the psyche? You understand? In the 'me'? In the self? No? Let's find out, don't say no. Let's find out.

Then we have to ask: what is the self? What is the 'me', the whole psychological structure? What is the 'me'? The 'me' – is it a series of conclusions? It is. I believe, I am convinced, I have faith – right? I am this. And so on – expand it. So where, if it is not to be found there outside, and is it possible to find out security inwardly? Please ask these questions. I am asking my friend – both of us are defenceless, we are not defending each other and therefore resisting each other. It is not there, outside, and I hope to find it on the inside, somewhere inwardly – right? Which means I must have more confidence in myself. That is how we translate it. What does confidence in myself mean? In my experiences? In my knowledge? In my prayer? Which is, the me is put together by thought. I have faith in something, I believe in something, I belong to something. All that is the movement of thought – surely. Right? Please let's be very clear on this matter. Thought has created the mess outside, the confusion, the terrible things that are happening in the world; and also thought has created the 'me' – right? We are clear? It is not some kind of divine explosion that created me. From childhood I have been taught, educated, trained – 'me' is the first. Right? So we are examining whether there is security in the 'me'. And the 'me' is put together by thought. We must be very clear on this point. When I say I believe in god and I have faith in god, my security in god: who has created that god? Please be factual. Don't, I am not attacking. I am not attacking my friend. That would be too silly. And he is not attacking me either. But together we are questioning, doubting, asking – right? My friend says, 'You have faith in god.' I say perhaps I have. And being friends we discuss. We don't say, 'I believe. I am going to stick to it.' We say, 'Look, who created this idea of god?' Then he asks, 'But how did all existence come into being' – right? And the scientific answer is more reasonable than all the theories and speculations, belief in god and so on. We came from the ocean – you follow? We have taken millennia upon millennia, four, five, ten million years, to evolve to the present state. That means time has taken to bring about a human being – not within the last four thousand, five hundred years, according to some religious people. Four thousand, five hundred years ago the Egyptians invented the calendar. You understand? That means they must have had tremendous evolution before. You can't invent a calendar just on the spot.

So, he says to me, look carefully, the thing that you have created, thought has created, seeking security, being frightened of death and so on, you have created that, thought has created that. And thought then worships that, tries to find security in that, contrary to what you are doing, contrary to your life. I don't know if you are following all this? I may believe in the most extraordinary things, like god and all the supreme intelligence – you know – highest principle, but it has to be a reality in my life, otherwise it is of no value. Please I am not preaching, advocating atheism. I am questioning. We are questioning each other the fundamental issue, which is: the urge and the demand, and the necessity for security. And we find we have sought security in illusions – right? Now what happens? Please look at it carefully. If you see something false, to be actually factually false and you hold on to that false – right? – you are not intelligent. I don't know if I am making it clear. If I tell my friend, look, this is not actual, this is just an invention. And in that kind of invention, illusion, some romantic, sentimental nonsense, there is no security in that.

So please understand – to see the false as the false – right? Which means you have already discovered what is true. Is this clear? If I see something false, some illusion as illusion. The word 'illusion' means, in English, to play with something, 'ludere'. Something which is not real. So I tell my friend, look, you live with false things. And when he sees the false things as false what has happened to his brain? You understand my question? The brain has accepted for centuries something which is not actual, which is, the vast majority of mankind believes in god because god is their security. But god is the invention of – all the rest of it. When my friend sees that and I see that the conditioning of the brain has broken – you see? I have been going North all my life and you come along and point out to me that the North is an illusion – there is North, I am talking – is an illusion, he shows it to me and as we are friends we talk it over and I say, by Jove, that is right and I turn and go East. Which means what? I have broken the system, the habit, the condition of the brain, which has been going in one direction, suddenly it breaks away from it and goes in another direction. Therefore there is the breaking of a conditioning. I wonder if you understand this? Right?

Not... we are going to go into the whole conditioning, we will go into that a little later but I have broken the habit of pursuing an illusion. Therefore the cells themselves have changed. You understand? The brain cells in themselves have changed because it hasn't fallen, it has pursued a habit and has broken the habit. Not through enforcement, through will, through any action, but pure, logical, sane, seeing the fact – right? I am working very hard for you, aren't I?

So where is security? Surely not in experience – right? Be quite clear on all this. Not in knowledge because knowledge is never complete – right? Knowledge is based on experience: scientific experience, hypothesis, theory, then proving that theory, hypothesis to be true or false, in the scientific world – right? So where is there security? Please go into it. I'm sorry, I hope you are not bored. If you are, it is your affair. It is really a very serious question we are asking, not a casual something or other. It is a demand of the brain to be secure. It hasn't found it there, outside, in an outside agency, outside gods, or it can invent there is a god in me. (laughs) Lots of people do, millions do.

Audience: I do.

Krishnamurti: There is a gentleman says he does. And he is going to hold to it. It is not a discussion. We will do that when all the talks are over.

But we have to find out whether there is complete security or not. We have to be very, very clear of the process of thought. Thought – I will go into it again – thought is a limited process, a materialistic process because thought is based on experience, experience is sensory – right? – reaction, reflection, and from that arises experience and that experience is limited and from that limitation, knowledge, so knowledge is always limited, whether in the scientific world or in the psychological world – right? It is so. I mean it is so simple. And so memory is limited, because it is based on time, the duration of time. I will go into the question of time presently. And thought is limited. There is no thought without memory – right? And your memory, remembrance is small, limited. You may remember all the things from your childhood – I hope you don't. Then your brain is nothing but memories and therefore those memories are limited and so thought is invariably limited. And so whatever it does is limited. Your prayers are limited. All the things in the church and all that is limited, put together by thought. Right? It is so obvious. What are you all resisting this for? I know why you are resisting. Very simple. You are frightened. That's all. You might lose your job. We were talking the other day to some priest, we were having a good discussion, we were friendly. And he said, 'All right, I agree with you but how am I to live?' (Laughter) Please don't laugh at it, that is for most of us too. Please understand this very simple thing: when you see something false, when you see the limited activities of thought, and what it does in the world – because where there is limitation there must be conflict – right? If I keep on repeating, 'I am a Christian', 'I am a Buddhist', I am this, I'm that, it is very limited. And that very limitation must bring about conflict. And in conflict obviously there is no security. Unless you love conflict and say that is part of your being, all right, then that means something is – there is a hole in your head! (laughter)

So we must come back to this point: when you see the false as the false and abandon the false, not just say, yes I see the false as the false and just remain. But you see... when you see that which is not true, which is not actual, which is false, illusory, when you see it, t is the ending of that illusion. Not that you will conclude to end it, the very seeing of the fact, that very seeing of the fact is the ending of that illusion. So what has happened to the brain which has been conditioned to the false, then when it breaks, there is a mutation in the brain cells themselves. I wonder if you see this. You understand? Suppose I have a very strong habit. Habit is of different kinds. Habit – 'I believe' is a habit. A conclusion to which I stick to is a habit. Go on, we won't go into the question of habit. When I break a habit, when there is the seeing of the futility of a habit, there is the breaking of it and there is a change in the very structure of the brain. So what has taken place when I see that which is false as false, the very ending of that, what has happened? You are not doing it as we are going along. If you do it as we go along, my friend, then what has taken place? Please don't discuss with me, just find out. Hasn't the brain become clear? It has put away the burdens which are false. Seeing that which is false, seeing is acting. When you see something dangerous, you act. So the seeing is the action. Now what has happened to the brain that sees?

We will approach it differently. Most of us want to become something – right? In the physical world we want to be something, to become something. I am just a clerk in a big office, in a corporation and gradually I work up. If I am good, capable, I become the manager. From the manager I step up more and more till I become the executive and the president. I have become through time to be the president. This is the physical process. Now we extend the same movement into the psychological realm. I am this but I will become that. It is the same movement. It is not different. Both require time. Time to become – right? What is becoming? I can understand in the physical world. I can earn more money, better car, better house, more pictures – if I have the money I buy a Rembrandt or – you follow? – I drink more. You know, the whole business of it – the modern culture! We mustn't go into the question of culture now, we will do it another time. I become there something. And I extend the same movement, that same movement into becoming something. One day I will be enlightened – right? Enlightened, become, reach the highest principle, god, whatever you call it, by righteous behaviour, step by step, by step, by step I'll become something – right? That is the whole system of religious thought – right? I go to the guru and the silly guru teaches me. I will one day become like him, which means power, I will have disciples.

So follow all this very carefully, I am telling my friend. So what is it that is becoming? When I say psychologically I will gradually experience enlightenment, and gradually build it up, what does that mean? Is there a becoming? Question that. Not that I should become something psychologically but we must question – is there anything to become? Myself, my experience, my memories, my projections of what I should be, which means I must have time for all this. So man has said that to become wise, enlightened, become, you know, all that, you must have... it is a process – right? And we are saying quite the contrary. I am saying to my friend, that sounds nonsensical – you know the whole Buddhist concept, you wouldn't know Buddhism, doesn't matter, I'll just go into it. The Buddha went through a series till he ultimately reached enlightenment – which I question. Is enlightenment, understanding, perception, a matter of time? What is time? Time is a movement – right? Time to go from here to your house, to your chalet, to your flat, to go to Montreux or Lausanne, or wherever it is. It is a movement in time, to cover the distance – right? You need to have physical time to go from here to your house. That is time. And to become something requires time. You have set a goal for yourself, in the physical world you have set a goal for yourself to become the manager and you require time. And also you have set a goal to become something – right? – to become non-violent. Let's take that for example. Right? You are violent, my friend and I, we are saying, we both, we are – perhaps you are not but I may be – we are violent. And to be free from violence needs time. To become non-violent needs time – right? We are questioning that, doubting that. You follow? You have to doubt this whole idea of becoming non-violent, which they have preached a great deal in India. The fact is violence – right? I am angry, I am jealous, I am furious, I hate somebody, I want to be somebody more powerful. That is a fact. But non-violence is non-fact. So what am I doing? Pursuing, cultivating a non-fact. And to achieve non-fact requires time. (laughs) See the absurdity of it! And millions upon millions believe this. And because they are so powerful, the millions elect all the politicians.

So come back: so the fact is I am violent. But to achieve non-fact requires time. So to stay with violence needs no time. To understand, to observe, to perceive the nature, the structure and the causation of violence needs no time. Because it is a fact. If I look at it carefully, it will reveal the whole thing. But if I am pursuing non-violence I am not observing. Right? So please understand something: perception does not require time. I am violent, I say to my friend – suppose I am really violent – I say what do you mean by that word? You are not physically violent, I haven't seen you in all these years hit somebody; I haven't seen you angry but you are a violent man. And you say tell me what that means to be violent. Violence can exist only when there is contradiction in me – please understand all this – there are two separate activities in contradiction with each other. You understand? I say one thing and do another, think one thing and act totally differently from the fact, that is a contradiction. That creates the opposites. So he tells me, look, you have discovered something: where there is contradiction, opposites, there must be conflict. That conflict indicates violence. Violence – I won't go into more details of violence, which is imitation, conformity. Comparison is essentially violence, right? When I compare myself with you who are much brighter, much more this and much more that, I am envious of you, I am antagonistic to you, I am jealous of you. Jealousy, conformity, antagonism, is violence because it is clear when I have put away the non real – non-violence – I can see this very clearly, all the intimations, the complexity of violence. And when there is a perception of this there is the ending of that. That violence is not separate from me. You understand? Must I go into this?

When you are angry, is anger different from you? When you are sexually excited, is that excitement different from you? Right? So is violence, comparison, different from you? Or you are all that? My friend has been trained from childhood to compare. He goes to his school, there he is given marks, compares right through that process till the university, if he is lucky enough, or unlucky enough. Then when he comes to a job he is still comparing, fighting, struggling, right? And we say all that is a form of violence, of course, aggression, and so on. Now, seeing the fact of that, not the non-fact of violence, which is non-violence, but the fact that I am violent, seeing the entirety of violence. I can only see that... there is a perception of that only when the non-fact is completely put aside. When there is no pursuit of non-violence of any kind, then my whole attention – the whole attention – not my – the whole attention is on the fact. Then the fact moves, reveals, shows what it is. And that very perception is the ending of it because there is no conflict as violence being separate from me. Violence is me, as anger, as your reactions, as when you have pain in your tummy, or toothache, or headache, that is you. You are not separate from all that. Where there is separation there must be conflict, as the Arab, Jew, Hindu, Buddhist.

So, there is security only in intelligence. We won't go into the question of what is intelligence as our time is up. It is intelligence that says that is false – right? Because you have examined it, you have looked at it, you have doubted it, you have questioned it, but if you say, 'I accept the false as the truth', then you are unintelligent. But the moment when you look at the falseness of things and see clearly the false as the false, that perception is the beginning of intelligence. Right? Now to go into that intelligence profoundly, which we shall as we go along, that is security. Intelligence of that kind is supreme security. (Pause)

I hope we still remain friends! (laughter)
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4th Public Talk

I hope you are not too hot. May we continue with what we were talking about on Thursday? We were saying, last Thursday, that human beings throughout the world have sought security, and they must have security, not only biologically, physically, but also human beings have sought psychological security. They have invented all kinds of images, theories, hypotheses and so on. In all those man has sought psychological security. And physically it is necessary, obviously, that all of us throughout the world should have food, clothes and shelter. And that is denied by various forms of divisions – racial, national, which is tribalism, and ideological differences, which have produced a great many wars, thousands of wars. Throughout history wars have existed. So man has hardly any security physically except those who are well-established, plenty of money, following the tradition, conservative and so on. But psychologically, inwardly, security we have sought in various illusions – in god, in ideas, in relationship, in concepts and prejudices, conclusions, convictions. And all those have not given man inward security, which we went into pretty thoroughly last time that we met here.

And we said: is there security at all for human beings? Those of you who have come here for the first time, please if you will kindly bear in mind that this is not a lecture: a lecture being a talking about, a discourse, on a particular subject, to be instructed, informed. So this is not a lecture, this is not something ideological, philosophical, exotic from the East. But as we said, we are talking over together as two friends about human existence, why human beings after so many millennia upon millennia are still primitive psychologically, though technologically highly advanced. They have been to the moon, they have invented a great many things, rapid communication, great surgery, medicine – if you believe in all that – and also computers, which perhaps may take over the whole activity of our brain – not quite, but most of it. So we were talking over together at the last few meetings that we have had here, why human beings are what they are now, after a long period of time which is called evolution. They are still violent, brutal, primitive, have tribal wars, which are national wars, economic wars and so on. And apparently there is no peace in the world. The government cannot possibly, of whatever country, cannot bring about peace. We have talked about that a great deal, I am not going to go into all that again because we have another two meetings only – next Tuesday and Thursday – so we must not go back to what we have said over and over again.

And we are talking over as two friends, not, the speaker is laying down certain dicta, certain ideas. He has no authority, he is just a friend talking over together the whole question of human misery, human suffering, pain, anxiety, loneliness, despair, depression, uncertainty and all the turmoil of life. So we were talking the other day about whether there is any security at all, psychologically. And we have tried to find psychological security in every form of illusion, attachments, ties and so on. In all those activities there has been no security – security being stable, firm, unchangeable, not fluctuating, not changing but a stability, a steadiness, a sense of great strength and vitality. And we said it is only in intelligence that there is total security.

Now we are going to enquire together, together, you and the speaker, investigate what is intelligence. According to the dictionary common usage of that word it means to understand, to discern, to grasp quickly, a statement, an idea, a something put forward, to understand rapidly. And to have sagacity, which is to be able to have the capacity to discern instantly. Each one of us when we hear that word 'intelligence', we will translate it according to our conditioning, to our prejudices. We say, 'That is an intelligent book', 'That is an intelligent man'. That is, a man who has capacity to investigate, to observe, to think out. That word intelligence, radically the root of that word, is not only to discern, to be able to capture something that is put forward instantly that may be new, but also it means to understand, to have glimpses between the lines, between the two thoughts, between the lines on a page which are not printed. And intelligence, that very word, has an extraordinary sound. When you hear that word, what does it mean to each one of us? First we hear the word, the sound of the word. Because the word is not the intelligence. The word is not the thing. This tent, the word 'tent' is not the actuality. So the word has its own significance verbally, but also behind the word is the sound of that word. The sound contains the deeper significance of that word. Are we meeting each other? Because sound is very important. Music is sound. That river flowing down rapidly makes a sound. We hardly listen to sound. We have our prejudices which prevent the hearing of not only the word to communicate but also to capture the sound of that word. That means one has to listen very, very carefully so that the word itself unfolds the full significance of that word. And you can only listen when there is the sound that word brings about. A sound is not noise. Sound is not an interval between two notes. Sound has great depth. That is, when one listens very clearly, without any bias, without any prejudice, opinion, or any form of conclusion, then you capture the enormous significance of a word like intelligence with its sound. I hope we are doing this together, because we are going to talk over many things this morning and one has not only to communicate with words, because we are speaking unfortunately, or fortunately, in English, and English has certain definite meanings to certain words. And those words must be used to communicate: 'That is a nice day.' 'It is a beautiful morning.' But the words are not the beautiful morning. The words are not the mountain. But if you listen to the sound of that word – a beautiful morning – you capture the whole significance of that morning, with all its extraordinary beauty, the shadows, the clear air, the mountains. In that sound all things exist.

So we are going to talk over together: what is intelligence? How does one approach a question like that? Each one of us will give a different meaning to it according to our capacity, if you have read a great deal, a great many books, talk a great many languages, gifted in various directions, you would call that intelligence. And someone else might say you must have the capacity to discern without choice, action. Someone might say, to put together the whole complicated machinery of computers is intelligence. So each one according to his predilection, according to his prejudice, bias, conclusion, will say, 'This is intelligence'. But to investigate what is really intelligence we must negate what is not intelligence – right? We must investigate that which is not intelligence to find out what is intelligence. But to investigate what is intelligence you must first understand what it is not – right? I hope this is somewhat clear, that we are investigating what is not intelligence. Through negation you come to the positive. But if you start with the positive you end up with negation. If you start from childhood believing, having faith in some form of illusion and so on, as you grow up you will invariably end up with not believing in anything.

So we are starting now to find out what is not intelligence – right? That is we are thinking together, not the speaker is telling you what is not intelligence, but together, you and the speaker, as two friends, investigating this enormous problem, and very complex problem, to find out for themselves what is intelligence. And to do that there must be negation of what is not intelligence – right? Are we clear on this matter? If we are we can then proceed.

What is not intelligence? Is war intelligence? All the bestiality, the nastiness, the ugliness, the noise, the brutality, the shedding blood, killing others – is that intelligence? Killing all the things on the earth, the animals, the whales under the sea. We are perpetually killing, not only nature but ourselves. Our brains are degenerating. I do not know if you have gone into this question at all. We see war is not intelligent but yet we are pursuing it. Each one of us responsible for it – right? I do not know if you would acknowledge such responsibility. There is a war going on in Beirut, I believe there are forty wars going on in the world at the present time. Killing each other for ideas, ideals, to assert one's own position, power as a nation, and not to be encroached, surrounded. You know, all that is going on. Is that an act of intelligence? Human beings who have evolved through a long passage of time, have had two appalling wars recently, and yet they are preparing for wars. That is an act of great stupidity – right? Obviously. The cause of it – one of the causes of it – is nationalism, which is glorified tribalism – right? My country, my space, my people, my tradition, my god: all such activity is an act of stupidity. It is not intelligence. I think you all agree to that. But do we see the fact of it, not just the verbal assertion that it is stupid?

So what is our responsibility – we will come very near home – what is our responsibility when you see this thing going on? If I belong to a certain tribe called nationalism, certain religious sect, which brings about division, and therefore conflict, I either accept that conflict and follow the usual traditional path, or I no longer belong to any country, actually not belong to any country, to any tribe, to any group, to any sect – right? – or to any religion. Because they are the factors of division, and therefore conflict. And the deterioration of the brain, which has happened to all of us; when we are born very young it is already deteriorating. Conflict is one of the factors, or major factor, of deterioration in the brain. Conflict. And human beings from childhood till they die are in perpetual conflict about one thing or another, and that conflict comes into being when there is contradiction: when you say something and do totally a different thing. That is hypocrisy. Will you listen? As a friend are we listening to each other? Or you just say, 'Yes, quite right, I agree with you' and carry on.

As we said the other day, this is a serious meeting, not an entertainment, not an intellectual stimulation, or something romantic, sentimental, and all that nonsense. This is a very serious gathering. And life has become most dangerous for most people. And life has apparently no meaning whatsoever. And if we are to take life seriously, which we must if we are intelligent, we must be concerned with all this, not just one aspect of it. We are concerned with the whole human existence from the moment we are born till we die. Not go off into some kind of absurd meditation, or follow some guru, or accept and be tied to a theory, or an ideal. This is a serious matter to consider. That means exercising one's brain to find out for oneself what is true, and what are illusory, things that are illusory. And nationalism of any kind, bringing about war, division, is obviously not an act of intelligence. So when you see something to be true the false drops away. There is no longer conflict, or determination not to be a nationalist. You may have a passport, but passport is not... unfortunately it is necessary to travel. So nationalism is one of the factors of conflict.

And also holding on to a prejudice. The word prejudice means preconceived opinion – right? And we are full of prejudices. Your opinion against another person's opinion – right? And there is the political opinion, and dividing people all over the world. Our opinions – opinion means suggestions, lacking proof, based on some emotional reaction, strong adherence to a conclusion, this is also dividing people, and therefore there is conflict. And can we live – please listen, my friend – can we live without opinion? Without prejudice? After all it is a prejudice when you believe in some kind of god. When you as Christians and someone else as a Hindu or a Buddhist doesn't believe in a saviour but you very strongly believe in a saviour, and the other chap doesn't. It is just a matter of belief, faith without any proof, and your belief in a person has not brought about peace in the world. When you see all this: how belief, prejudice, conclusions, ideals, divide people and therefore breed conflict, such activity is obviously not intelligence. So when you hear that, will you drop all your prejudices? All your opinions about what one is, what one is not, what you should be, and so on. Will you drop all those, so that you have a free mind, uncluttered mind? If you say, 'That is not possible', then you will never find out for yourself – we are talking as a friend – you will never find out what it is to be intelligent. And therefore you will always search for security in an illusion and never finding security, therefore in great turmoil, confusion, neurotic activity, and escape into sentimentalism and romanticism, or into sensuality. This is what is happening – right?

So, as we said, one of the major factors of the deterioration of the brain is this constant division which breeds conflict. Right? Why is there division in us, fragmentation? I hope we are asking each other this question. The speaker is not asking the question. We are asking each other this question. You are asking that question. Why is there in all human beings throughout the world this contradiction, this fragmentation, and therefore the urge to bring all the fragments together and to fulfil? So we are going to examine because we want to see what is really intelligence, supreme intelligence, not the intelligence of thought, not the intelligence of knowledge, not the intelligence of experience, because that intelligence is limited, because experience is limited, knowledge is limited and therefore anything that is limited is not intelligence. I hope we are meeting each other as two friends walking down a lane, quietly sitting on a bench, listening to the birds, listening to the stream as it goes by and seeing the beautiful mountains, quiet, still, and exchanging their investigation into understanding and establishing, not merely intellectually verbally understanding, but establishing in their life this quality of intelligence.

Why is there in us this duality, these opposites? Wanting, not wanting, 'what is' and 'what should not be', or 'what is' and 'what should be' – you are following all this? Greedy, one is greedy, one should not be greedy. One is violent and one should not be violent. One is dull, stupid and conforms or imitates, compares oneself, one's own stupidity with somebody who is not stupid. So we have this constant struggle. That is an obvious fact. Are you interested in all this?

Audience: Yes.

Krishnamurti: Are you quite sure?

Audience: Yes.

Krishnamurti: So I hope you won't go to sleep. If you are really interested in it and pursue it to the end and drop it, not just say, 'I am interested casually'. You are not interested casually about making money. You are not interested casually about having sex. You are not casually interested in having a job, you have to have a job, you have to have money. So this is far more important than the job, sex or any other thing because when there is that intelligence that will operate in all the fields of our life, in all the areas of our existence. But we never go to the very end, unfortunately. That is why we are all mediocre. Forgive me for saying that. The word mediocre means going half way up the hill, never going to the very top of the hill. And we are trying to understand and live a life of intelligence. And to do that one has to see not only what are the causes of conflict but also end the cause.

What is a fact, and what is not a fact? When only there is fact, fact has no duality. You understand? Fact has no opposite. Love has no opposite as hate. So the fact is that which has happened before, that is a fact. Or that which is happening now, that is a fact. But we draw a conclusion from what has happened before and hold on to that conclusion. That conclusion is not a fact – right? Or what is happening now, which is a fact, but we never look at the fact but always make an abstraction of the fact as an idea, and then pursue the idea which is non fact – right? Is this clear? Or am I talking to myself? So can we stay only with the fact? I am envious. That is a fact – not I personally, I am not envious, I don't care – you follow? Suppose one is envious and that is a fact, that is what is taking place, a reaction which we call envy. And out of that fact we draw a conclusion that we must not be envious so we pursue the non-fact, and so create an opposite to 'what is' – clear? So if you don't pursue the non-fact and remain with the fact, and the fact is you, you are not separate from the fact – right? This is difficult for you to see this because most of us say, the 'me' is different from the action, 'me' is different from the reaction, 'me' is different from my anger, from my envy and so on. That is what we have been conditioned to. Which means we have been conditioned to conflict. Now somebody comes along and says, 'Look, to end the deterioration of the brain – only then the brain can be intelligent.' To end that deteriorating factor is to hold on to the fact and put away all non-fact. No idealism, no conclusion, no prejudice – you understand? – only the fact. The fact is one is envy, envious. Now if you hold on to the fact, what is implied in that? The other, when you pursue non-fact, time is involved. I wonder if you understand this. Am I making this difficult? When I pursue non-violence when I am violent, the pursuit of achieving non-violence requires time – right? To become non-violent requires time. But whereas if you remain with the fact there is no time involved in it. I wonder if you see this. This is important, please. So I'll have to enquire now: what is time?

Are you willing to go into all this? Well, it is up to you: but I am going to go on. Please bear in mind that we are friends talking over together. You are not merely listening to what is being said but you are sharing in what is being said. That is the activity of a friend. You don't talk to a stranger, probably he is not interested. But as a friend we are talking over this matter: what is time? Because all our life is based on time. The evolution of the passage of millennial years is time. What we have become requires time, not only the time that is required to go from here to your house, not only time to become something, become from the clerk to the chief executive, that requires time. If you have got the skill, the capacity, the crookedness and all the rest of it, then you reach the top, if you want to. All that requires time. To learn a language requires time. So time in a certain area is necessary. If you want to catch a train you must be there at a certain time. And is there psychological time at all – the tomorrow? Please understand this carefully otherwise we will create all kinds of mischievous ideas. Time. Time is hope, psychologically. Time is required to become something psychologically. One is envious, to become non-envious requires time. So our brain is conditioned to time, and by time – right? Clear? We have had a thousand years of experience – to accumulate all that experience requires time. To acquire a great deal of knowledge, psychological knowledge requires time. The passage of memory – right? – is time. So memory is the... thought is the response of memory, which is time. So thought is time. Is this all – no? Oh, my lord!

Now this is what I mean: having the capacity to capture this instantly, see the truth of it. That is, experience is always limited – right? You can't have complete experience about anything. So experience is limited and therefore knowledge is limited. That is a fact whether you like it or not. And so memory is based on knowledge, and therefore memory is limited. You may remember from your youth all the things, long passage of time, the remembrance of things past – all that is limited. And so thought is invariably, under whatever circumstances, is limited. Right? So all the things that thought has created are limited. All the religious structures of the world put together by thought are limited. I wonder if you understand this. If you are born in India – I won't talk about your Christian world because you might get upset – if you are born in India, or in the Buddhist countries, what the Buddha or somebody in Hinduism has said is complete, finished. They worship an image, thinking that it is the absolute, permanent, everlasting truth, as you do here in your own way, if you don't mind my pointing it out to you. And all that is the activity of thought. They all say it's the direct revelation of truth – right? Every religion, organisation says it's the revelation of the truth. But truth cannot be revealed though a book, through a person, through an idea, through a ceremony, or having faith. Truth has to be found, not to be told about it. Therefore there must be complete freedom. And only when there is complete freedom there is no conflict. It is only when the brain with its only instrument, which is thought, and that thought is the only instrument of our life, one must realise that all thinking is limited and must invariably bring about conflict. When I am thinking about my beastly little self all day long, as most people do, it is a very limited occupation – surely, no?

So time is a movement of thought, psychologically as well as physically. Time is not only the past and the future and the present – right? This whole movement from the past through the present, modifying itself and proceeding further. That whole movement is thought and time – right? Are you following this?

So then one asks: if that is the process of time, and that is limited – I hope you are following all this – and when it is limited it must create conflict, and therefore one of the factors of deterioration of the brain. Then to enquire whether the brain can not deteriorate at all, one must understand what is the 'now'. Do you understand all this? What to you is the 'now'? Is the 'now' where you are sitting there and listening, partaking, sharing, is that the now? Look carefully. Go into it sirs, don't say, 'Yes, that is part of it.' The now is not only the past, but the present – right? – the past being you have made a conclusion to come here and therefore you are sitting here. And the future is when you leave the tent and go away – right? So the 'now' contains the past, the present and the future. The past being you have decided to come here and listen to this poor chap, and you are sitting there, and also the now is when you finish here and go. So the now contains the past, the present and the future. That is, the 'now' which has no time.

So when you remain in the now, you understand the past with all the human experience of which you are – right? Your consciousness, with its content, is the past, the present and the future – right? Your consciousness is that – what you believe, what you believe you have been told, you have been programmed by the experts in politics, in religion, in education and so on, which is the past – right? Are you following all this? And the past is there now, and the future is the outcome of that past – right? – which is already here. So the 'now' contains all time as past, present and the future. And to understand this in depth so that the now contains the whole thing – all existence is now. Therefore there is no movement away from the 'now'. There is no movement away from the fact and the non-fact. A movement away from the fact to non-fact, that has ended. Therefore there is no conflict. I wonder if you understand all this? Not verbally, please don't take it verbally. See the truth of it. So that the brain, which has lived for thousands of years, which is not your brain, it is not your thought, it is the thought of the whole of humanity, which we went into very carefully the last few days.

So the fact is now. And the fact contains all the past, present and the future. But to listen to that fact, for the fact to reveal the content. Not you tell the fact what its content is. I wonder if you understand all this? Are we thinking together? Or you are merely listening to some words of the speaker and therefore confused. Are we thinking together? That we are now not only the past: all the memories, all the activities, the pain, the anxiety, the hurts, the loneliness, the suffering, the pain, the fears. You are all that now – right? And the future is what is now – right? Obviously sirs. So the future and the past exist now because of what you are – right? This seems so incredible – what is the difficulty? Would you kindly express your difficulty? Very simply please, don't complicate it. Aren't you the past? Right? Your education, your being programmed as a Swiss, as a British, as a German, as a Hindu, an American, Russian and so on, you have been programmed. That programme is the past – right? So the past is your accumulated memories – right? Those memories are stored in the brain. So the past is now – right? And the 'now' also contains the future, unless there is a fundamental mutation – you understand? That is, there is complete mutation in the very brain cells of the brain, you are the past memories and continuing in the future as memory. The future is now therefore, and the past is now. Is that clear? Unless there is fundamental psychological change. That is, when there is this conditioning of the human brain – right? That conditioning is memory – right? I am a Catholic, I am a Protestant, I am a Hindu, I am a Buddhist, I don't believe in gods, but I believe in Marx, Lenin – which is the same thing in different words. My guru is better than your guru, and all the rest of that business. So the brain of each one of us is conditioned, programmed, which is the vast accumulation of the past. That is simple enough. So we are memories – right? You may think that you are something more superior than memory but you are not, even when you think you are superior, that very thought is memory – right?

So memory is a movement of time, time as the future in the present. So if you remain with that fact and not move away from it, that you are now. You are the rest of all time. Right? Then when you realise, when the fact is revealed that you are that, and if you give your complete attention, not escape from that – you follow? – that memory is you. You are not different from that memory – right? So there is no division between you and that memory. When there is division there is conflict. So the observer is the observed. The experiencer is the experience. The analyser is the analysed. And so on. Then conflict ends. Conflict exists only when there is division and therefore the brain then has no conflict, and therefore there is no deterioration of the brain. But most of our brains have deteriorated, or are deteriorating. That is a fact. And so one has to discover why, what are the causes of deterioration: essentially conflict. A mind that is frightened, a brain that lives in fear – which we will discuss next time, fear and all the rest of it – such a brain must deteriorate. The brain that is seeking constant sensuality, sexuality, must deteriorate. These are facts.

So to find out a way of living, and that is quite... it is possible to find a way of living where is no shadow of conflict. Then your brain is extraordinarily alive. Its activity then is whole because it is free. And the word free means also love. Love has no opposite. Love has no... is love desire? Is love the activity of thought? If it is, as with most of us, it is not love. If thought in relationship, in intimate relationship, if there is the activity of thought then there is no love. Go into it. We shall go into it another time. May I get up? May I get up, please?
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Fifth Public Talk in Saanen

May we go on where we left off on Sunday? We were talking about intelligence and security, and we came to the point that the past, the present and the future were contained in the now. That is, all time is now. And in the now there is no time at all. I don't know if we have understood that, if we have gone into it fairly sufficiently. And as we have got only today and Thursday we have a lot of ground to cover so we will not go back and repeat what we have already talked about.

We ought to consider what is the future of mankind. Through various successions of events, vast experience and collective memories, through evolution, that is, the whole process of time from the past, infinite past, to the present is called evolution. The successive events, memories, experiences, and so on. And we have arrived at this present stage of human evolution. And what is our future? Not only the future of each one, which I question whether each one is separate from mankind, but what lies ahead of us? Do we proceed along the same path as we have been going for the last million years, or more or less, slowly developing, slowly accumulating vast memories, not only in the technological world but also in the psychological area, in the inward area – if we can so put it that way. And considering what evolution has brought us to now, and what are the successive events, experiences, that lie ahead of us? We have evolved and we are almost primitive psychologically, angry, violent, innumerable illusions, dogmas, beliefs, faiths of various religions and various groups and societies and cultures, all that is inherited by us. We are all that. And there is no question about that. Nobody can argue or theoretically oppose all that. We are the result of vast successive experiences, incidents and so on. That is our consciousness. That is what we are. And from the beginning of time we have not changed very much. Biologically we have reached a certain point and I don't think we can develop a third arm or two heads or something of that kind. And when we look at ourselves, and our society – the society which we have created, the divisions which we have brought about, religious, national, tribal and all the rest of it, one wonders what is the future of all human beings.

This is a very serious question, we ought to consider, investigate together. Not that the speaker is exploring or pointing out, but we, you and the speaker together are walking along the same road, at the same speed, with the same intention, with the same commitment to find out what is the future of man. Not only the future of our grandchildren, and their grandchildren and so on, but the whole of human kind, not one's own particular future. And our consciousness, which is what we are – our reactions, our responses psychologically and physically, all the beliefs of various cultures, of various people, all the faiths, the dogmas, the environmental conditioning, our fears, our anxieties, loneliness, depression, sorrow, and the constant pain of conflict. This is the common ground on which all human beings stand. That is a fact. When you suffer, when you are lonely, depressed, anxious, in conflict with your own friend, with your wife or husband, this is the lot of all human beings throughout the world, whether they live in Russia, China, India, Asia and so on, in America or in Europe, every human being goes through this – may express it differently, may put it into words that are not familiar to you but the feeling, the pain, the anxiety, the sorrow, the uncertainty, the insecurity, faith in something that has no reality but an illusion, vast network of superstition. This is the common lot of all human beings. That is our consciousness.

Our consciousness, your consciousness is not something private, personal, exclusively one's own. It is shared by all human beings. Whether you go to the most primitive part of Africa or the most sophisticated people in New York or Tokyo, or even in Moscow, they all share this. So it is not our personal consciousness. It is not your private, individual belief in something or other. This belief is shared by everybody. They may believe in something and you may believe in something else, but belief is common to all of us. Pain, tears, laughter, humour, the sense of desperate loneliness, anxiety is shared by every human being on this beautiful earth. So it is not yours. And this consciousness is the self, the me, the person, the ego. And this ego is the common ego of mankind. This is very difficult for most people to accept and see the truth of it because all of us are conditioned to believe that we are separate human beings, separate souls, which religions have encouraged – separate. When we think, we think as though we were separate from all other people who think. Thinking is common to all of us, whether the highly educated, sophisticated thinker, philosopher, or the person, the most primitive person in a small, little withered hamlet or a village, or a hut, he also thinks. Thinking is common to all of us and therefore it is not your individual private thinking. This is very difficult for people who have been brought up from childhood to think that they are separate. That is a marvellous illusion, cultivated sedulously, through literature, through talent, through religions, through national worship and all the rest of it. And this common consciousness, the common self, not your self, the self which everybody clings to, that is the common self, collective self. And what is the future of mankind? That mankind has evolved collectively through millennia upon millennia.

Please we are thinking together, unemotionally, non-romantically, but without any bias or prejudice, if that is possible. We have to investigate this question.

We were talking yesterday with a person who has excellent credentials about computers. He is building one of them, meeting all the top computer people, and their extraordinary activity. In our discussion yesterday the big organisations in America and Japan especially are pouring billions of dollars or yen, not only to cure cancer but also to create a computer – the fifth generation – the ultra intelligent mechanical mind – brain that will, with the robot (Noise of aeroplane) – this is modern civilisation, noise, including that of the speaker – they are creating or working to bring about, the top people, not the local inventors, they act too, to bring about a computer with a robot that will outstrip man. You understand all this? That machine can think faster, create more, almost everything that the human brain has done and can do. This is a fact. They are working at it twenty four hours a day, competing with each other, America and Japan. They are producing machines which will control us, human beings – which is actually going on now. Machines, computers and other mechanical devices that will control our human activity. We will be shaped by the machines. You understand? We are being shaped now but that is very slow, casual. But the big industries are producing machines that will control us. In the factories the robot and the computer will build the car and so on and so on and so on. They do operations. That is one side of it. The other side is also, they are trying to – genetic engineering – to change the genes of the human beings.

And also a certain country is more interested – Russia – in understanding the activity of the brain. That is, thought transference. You understand? To read other people's thoughts. To find out what Mr Reagan is thinking and Mr Reagan is trying to find out what Andropov is thinking. And presently, they succeed, probably they will because they are putting all their best science and thousands and millions of dollars in all this, governments as well as big companies, to find out what makes the brain function in a certain way and whether it is possible to change that, and to read other people's thoughts. They are working on all this. Perhaps some of you already know that Duke University in America, at one time extra sensory perception, reading people's thought, thought controlling matter – they just touched the peripheral ESP – extra sensory perception. But now they are spending all the scientists, and the top people are working at this. Please these are facts. I am not exaggerating.

So what is the future of mankind? What is going to happen to our brain when the computer and robot take over, and when the great industries invent all these machineries of ultra intelligent machines, and you, what is your future as a human being? You understand my question? This is happening. It is not something in the future. It may take ten years. And they say, 'We will do it in ten years' – right? And they are going to do it in ten years, for commercial reasons. So they are acting from the outside on the human brain – you understand? Through bio-chemistry, through electric currents and so on. From the outside. And they may change our conditioning – from the outside. And probably they will. They will invent better gurus than any other guru in the world. (Laughter) Don't laugh please. This is very, very serious. It sounds funny, humorous but it is a fact. The computer will invent the best god on earth, will bring about a society that will function mechanically – you understand? Face all this.

And what is the future of man if we as human beings don't change from the inner, from the inside – you understand? They are going to change you from the outside. This is inevitable. It is in the cards. We laymen know nothing about all this, what they are doing. And perhaps we don't want to know. And what is going to happen to our brain, human brain, not the mechanical brain invented by top computer experts and the bio-chemists and the genetic engineers, acting from the outside to control the brain – you understand all this? We are not painting a dark picture, it is a fact, it is happening. And what is going to happen to the human brain when we have vast leisure, because the computer, the robot will do all the dirty work? They will build cars, they will sweep the roads, perhaps establish a better relationship between you and your wife. Please this is serious what we are saying. It may give you all the sexual experience through computers – yes sir, swallow that also.

So what is the future of man? Your theories, your particular guru, your doctrines, your churches, will have no place at all because the computer brain is much more active, much clearer, in the millionth of a second it will answer a question. Taking all this in, not being frightened, not being depressed by it, but seeing the actual fact of what is going on. And this friend of ours, who is building a computer, meeting all the top people, in discussing we saw what is the future of man.

Our brain is now conditioned by experience, successive incidents which bring about experiences, the fears, the pleasures, the aches and the anxieties and the pain of sorrow, the death. We are conditioned linguistically, climatically. That is our conditioning. And if we admit that during the successive years or periods of evolution we will gradually inwardly change – which means continue what we are almost indefinitely, which is evolution. Or sudden jump – which is psychologically impossible.

So what we are asking is – as two friends we are talking together, as two friends we talked yesterday with this person, we have known him for years, and also some of you, we have known each other for years – and we are talking over together amicably, in friendly spirit. These are facts. Irrefutable facts. And can we, even a few, change, bring about a mutation in the very brain cells of the brain? Does it take time? You understand my question? Does it take a series of incidents, successive memories to bring about a mutation in the conditioning? You are following all this? Realising that in investigating the conditioning, we are not investigating personal conditioning, it is the conditioning of the human brain. And that brain has evolved through time, it is not your brain. So we are not talking about your individual transformation, or individual mutation that you become more enlightened, more happy, more some kind of nonsense. We are talking about the human brain because you, as a human being, represent all humanity. You are all humanity because you suffer, they suffer – you understand? You are humanity, not just one person isolated, individual, secretive, concerned with your own beastly little self. Right?

Now we are going to find out, if we don't radically bring about psychological revolution in the sense of bringing about a mutation, our brains will wither because the computer and the robot, and other things that they are inventing, will make our brains inactive. You understand? I wonder if you understand all this. Now you have to think, you have to investigate, you have to work. That means your brain has to be active. But when the computer and the robot takes the things over, what is going to happen to your brain? Either it is going to wither, or go off into some kind of vast entertainment, which is also taking place – right? I do not know if you have not noticed what great importance they are giving to sports – the Olympics and all that business. So it will be caught in that. You are following? This is happening sir. Or then you have to investigate whether you can, as a human being who is the rest of humanity, if there is a radical mutation you affect the whole of consciousness of mankind. I do not know if you have not noticed if in America, or in Russia, or in some remote part of Japan, they invent something, the rest of the world picks it up much... it is there. You understand? It is happening. So if when one or two, or a dozen, or a hundred bring about a fundamental freedom of conditioning, they affect the whole consciousness of humanity – right? This is so. As Hitler has affected the whole consciousness of mankind, Napoleon, your religious leader, or the other religious leaders, they have affected humanity. So can we, after stating all this, can we bring about – not through gradual process of evolution, that is out, finished – can we bring about a mutation in our whole being, in our whole behaviour, in our way of looking at life?

So we have to investigate together the content of our consciousness – you understand? – of which you are, because the content makes up consciousness, without the content, consciousness – as we know it – doesn't exist – right? Are we clear on this matter? If I am a Hindu, with all that business, with all the superstitions, with their gods, with their rituals, with their... you know, with their circus as you as Christians with your circus, and our faith, our belief, our habits, you follow? – all that – can all that be radically changed – a total change? Right? Have you understood? Can we go on from there?

Please, this is very serious. This is not something to play at. See the danger on one side: what they are outwardly going to do to our brains; and also see actually what our brains are: conditioned nationally, linguistically, fear, pleasure, sorrow and all that, faith, I believe, I don't believe, my prejudice is better than your prejudice, and so on. That is what we are. Now one of the contents of our consciousness is fear, which is shared by all human beings, it is not your fear only, it is fear. What is fear? How does it arise? Please you are sharing this, thinking together, I am not exploring and you just listen and play with words. You are afraid. That is a fact. Afraid to die, afraid to lose, afraid not to become something, afraid of your wife or your husband, or somebody or other. Afraid of nature – you follow? – fear. Can that fear, which has conditioned our mind, our brain, can that fear completely end? Not through time, that means evolution, gradually – you follow? I wonder if you are following all this. Please, it is your life, it is not my life, it's not somebody else's life. It is the life of every human being.

Fear does terrible things. Fear makes you lie, fear makes you kill, fear makes you violent, fear makes one curl in oneself. All of us know what fear is. Is fear one of the causes... one of the causes of fear, is it to become something – you understand? Psychologically to become something. That is, I am this, I must be that. The 'that' is the projection through comparison. Right? I compare myself with you – right? And I want to be like you, or I don't want to be like you but I like somebody else. To become. You understand? The comparison is to become.

So can we now, not tomorrow, end all comparison? Of course you have to compare between two cars. If you have the money you buy the better. When you are comparing one house, one architect, you know, and so on, there it is necessary to compare; to get the best of cloth, best of houses, if you have the money, and so on. But we are talking about psychological comparison. To see the consequences of comparison, which is to become – right? And one of the causes of fear is this – right? And seeing the truth of it end instantly all comparison. Are you doing it? Even a few of you, for god's sake. So that your mind, your brain is free of this burden, which means you are unconditioning the brain cells themselves. Those cells have been accustomed, trained, educated to compare. You understand? One day you will sit next to god – you know all that stuff. Or you compare what you are with what you should be. So that all sense of ideals, the future, completely ends. And so one of the causes of fear ends instantly.

There are other multiple causes of fear – fear of public opinion, fear what your friends might say about you – you know, a thousand fears. Fear of the dark, fear of your wife, or your husband, fear of this and fear of that. Fear of your guru because you want to be like him – right? He tells you how to meditate – you know all that stupid stuff. So you are always trying to become something. And what is it that is becoming? An idea, a memory, a thought – you understand? You follow? Is that what is becoming? And therefore it is an empty becoming, there is nothing in it but yet we cling to that. So what are the other causes of fear? Please we are investigating together. Is it time? Fear of the future? Or fear of the past – fear of having done – you know all the rest of it – past? Both biological fears and psychological fears based on the past, which is time. Fear of future as death? So time and thought are the root of fear – right? Of course. It is so obvious. Can we go on from there?

Do you and I see the fact: comparison, which is also part of time, the becoming, and the thought that says, 'I must become', 'I must be', both thought, time, are the basic factors of fear? If you say, 'How am I to stop thinking?', that is a wrong question. But if you see the fact – you understand? – if you see a dangerous snake in front of you, you act. You don't say, 'What am I to do with it? Please tell me how to run from it.' You don't ask somebody and say, 'What am I to do?' When there is danger there is instant response. And time and thought in relation to fear is a fact, is a tremendous danger – right? And do you actually see the danger? Or the idea of danger? You understand? The idea is stronger than the fact and so we play with it. The idea of a snake is different from the actual snake – right? The actual precipice. You can imagine that you are standing on a precipice and try to fall and play all around, but when you are in front of a deep chasm at your feet, you respond instantly. So if one is aware of the nature of fear and the danger of fear, how it corrupts the mind, the brain – the mind is different, sorry I used that word 'mind'. I will keep that word 'mind' away from the brain – so does one see the danger and therefore act?

And also one has to consider the whole pursuit of pleasure – sexual, the becoming, the achievement, being tied to something, attached to something, possessing something – you follow? Various forms of pleasure. When you are attached, when you are tied to something, then corruption begins. Right? I wonder if you see all this. When I am tied to my wife, or to my husband, or a to an ideal, or a series of logical, deductive conclusions, and I hold on to that, then corruption is inevitable. When I hold on, attached to my wife – you are following all this? – or to my girl friend because I get comfort, sex and all the rest of it, in that attachment, in that tie, there is the beginning, the seed of corruption. When you see the truth that wherever there is any kind of attachment to anything – to your furniture, to a person, to an ideal, to a system, whether it is the democratic, or social, or any attachment, tie, to anything, you have already the seed flowering into corruption. Yes sir. And pleasure is that corruption, if you are pursuing it. If pleasure happens, all right. But if you pursue it, as most human beings do, and are attached to pleasure, then you have all the corruptive process taking place which brings about deterioration of the brain. Corruption is the deterioration.

And also we ought to talk over together a much more complex problem: that of suffering. Mankind wherever they live have suffered enormously. Go to the poor countries where they have one meal a day and not enough to eat, they suffer infinitely. And all the wars of many centuries, how many people have been killed, how many tears! Aren't you aware of all these blasted things? The sorrow of not achieving, the sorrow of ignorance, not of books, not of accumulated, professorial knowledge, that is part of ignorance, we are talking of ignorance of the truth of reality, of what is going on inwardly. The sorrow of losing somebody whom you think you love. The sorrow of disease, the sorrow of a thousand things. And mankind throughout the world has borne this sorrow. And we are still going on with it. So what is wrong with us? We know the wars that are going on now – maimed – you follow sir? – those terrible tanks, the aeroplanes from thirty thousand feet dropping a bomb, not seeing the devastation it makes and saying at the end of it god was with me the day I dropped the atomic bomb on Nagasaki or Hiroshima.

So is it possible to end sorrow? Which is to face loneliness and end it – not take time, the causes of sorrow, seeking comfort. There is always a comforter: the priest, the psychoanalyst, the friend, the guru, someone will cry with you, hold your hand. That doesn't end sorrow. It is like having a deep wound: you may cover it up, you may escape from it, but it is always there, deep down in the dark recesses of one's own brain. And to end it, because where there is suffering there is no love. And without love and compassion there is no intelligence. And if we pursue our life, our daily life, as we are living now, year after year till we die, as vast millions and billions of people are doing, they are not contributing anything to the whole collective consciousness of man. But if you and a few of us basically, fundamentally bring about a mutation in the conditioning of the brain, which means in the very brain cells themselves and that is possible only when we are aware of our conditioning, meet it head on, fear, all the faiths and the dogmas, the stupid rituals, fears, pleasures, sorrow, of which we are. If there is no mutation we will be contributing to the ugliness of mankind.

So there is only one choice for us, only one direction for us: either we enter into the world of entertainment – you understand? – the football, the literature, the painting ,the talk about pictures and the cinemas, you understand? – the whole world of entertainment, that vast industry which is gradually taking us over. And that industry includes all the rituals of the religious people – it is a form of entertainment. They don't change by going day after day, day after day, to mass, or to the Indian rituals. There is a temple in India near the school where we live, it is one of the most famous temples in India. They take vows to that image inside and they pour thousands of dollars a day. It has become a tremendous business affair, like all religions. You understand all this? The churches of the world. So when one actually sees all this spread out in front of you like a clear map: the computer, the robot, bio-chemistry, genetic engineering and the search into the activities of the brain to read other peoples' thoughts on one side. The other side, vast entertainment. Unless one is extraordinarily aware you are going to be caught in all this – probably you are already caught. And when there is a change, a radical mutation in the conditioning, which means freedom from all conditioning, and that freedom is love, it is not self-interest. That freedom is compassion, in which there is sympathy and all that, but compassion is not attached to any religion. It isn't because I love Jesus or Krishna or somebody that I am compassionate. I go and help the poor country. Compassion is born only out of total freedom. I've finished. May I get up, please?
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I think it is cooler this morning, isn't it? This is the last talk. There will be question and answer meetings on Sunday, Monday and Tuesday.

I think one can ask what is religion only when we have established order in our lives. We live in disorder,: confused, uncertain, driven by various desires. And we generally muddle along in our disorder. And that disorder has its own order – railways run more or less in the West on time; aeroplanes leave on time; telephones can get to the other side of the world directly. But not in the Asiatic countries – trains are about seven or eight hours late, or a whole day late, nobody pays attention; it is part of the daily life. So there is order in disorder in this world, but unless there is total order, not out of disorder, and that can only come about when there is freedom from fear, from all the hurts that one receives from childhood, the wounds, psychological as well as physical wounds, and the understanding and the meaning and the pursuit of pleasure, the becoming, and the ending of sorrow, then only, where there is freedom and order, then one can really ask: what is religion?

If one asks, what is religion when we live a disorderly, scatter-brained life, then we will invent, as we have done, various religions, various established religions of orthodoxy, religions based on books, like the Christian and the Islamic world, and whereas in India there are about three thousand or more... three hundred thousand – I beg your pardon, gods there. That's much more fun than having one god, then you can play with them all. One day you can choose one god that pleases you, next week another and so on, you can go the whole round for two or three years choosing your own gods. All that is called religion: established, orthodox, based on faith, and those religions, whether it is Christian, Hindu, Buddhist or the Islamic world have nothing to do with our daily life. They are a make-believe world, a romantic world, a sentimental, imaginative, superficially comforting world – which we all know. And out of that chaotic disorder we somehow create, or bring about, a religion that is very comforting which has no validity in daily life, which has no fundamental meaning but one goes to it like you go to some kind of entertainment and sensation, and the repetition of constant rituals, the incense – you know all that.

So the speaker generally puts at the end of the talks religion and meditation because, after all these five talks that we have had here together, we have understood the whole structure and the business of life, and perhaps some of us, deeply, are free of fear and no longer carrying with us the various psychological wounds. And also have understood the futility of pursuing pleasure. And perhaps some have grasped the significance of suffering and the ending of suffering, and thereby have that extraordinary thing called love and compassion. Then when there is order in our life, not induced by thought – thought can never bring about order – but only perception of the fact and nothing else. And out of that order, which means having a clear, unprejudiced, unbiased brain, then only, it seems, that we can ask: what is religion? You understand? I hope one has made this clear.

Because if one is afraid, and to escape from that fear – however deep, however superficial, if one is aware of it – if there is fear you can invent anything you like, most comforting, satisfying and so on, which most of us do. And that invention, that imaginative structure of something superior, is born out of fear and therefore is nothing whatsoever to do with religion, a religious brain.

So we are together this morning going to investigate what is religion. And also in that investigation we are going to discover what is meditation, not meditation as something outside of our daily life. That again becomes extraordinarily superficial. Or you may think by having the right kind of meditation, then that meditation will affect our daily life. You understand? But whereas meditation is something extraordinarily important if one understands the significance of meditation, not the practice and all the silly nonsense that goes on, but the deep significance of it, which we are going to talk over together this morning. All right? Is this clear so far? – so that we can go on together. Not that the speaker goes on talking, you just sleepily follow him, but together, take the responsibility together to find out what is religion, what place it has in daily life, and in the process of that, discover for ourselves what is the depth and the beauty of meditation, for ourselves, not be told. Because you have now various gurus bringing their latest systems of meditation and for a certain coin, you pay and then you learn, which seems so absurd, it becomes a business affair.

Before we go into this question of religion and meditation we ought to understand, if one may point out, what is listening. Do we, each one of us, listen, hear what we say to each other? Or you are talking, you want to tell me something and I want to tell you something. What you want to tell me becomes much more important than what I want to tell you, so there is this battle going on – you understand? You want to say – you are talking to yourself most of the time – and another comes along and wants to tell you something. You haven't the time or the inclination or the intention to listen and so you never listen to the other chap. And so there is this constant deafness, a sense of space in deafness, so that we never listen to each other. There is not only the hearing with the ear but also listening to the meaning of the word, the significance of the word, and also to the sound of the word – the sound, which is very important. When there is sound there is space. You understand? Otherwise there is no sound. Unless you have space then only in that space sound can take place. So the art of listening, if one may point out most respectfully, is not only hearing with the ear but also listening to the sound of the word. The word has a sound and to listen to that sound there must be space. But whereas if you listen all the time translating what is being said into your own prejudices and your own pleasurable or unpleasurable process, then you are not listening at all. Is this clear? Can we this morning attempt to listen not only to what the speaker is saying but also listen to your own reaction to what is being said – not correct your reaction to conform to what is being said? So there is this process going on: the speaker is saying something which you are listening to, and also you are listening to your reactions to what is being said, and give space to the sound that your own reactions are and also to what is being said. You understand? It means a tremendous attention, not just getting into a kind of trance and go off, listen, and say, 'That's a marvellous speech' and you know, and 'It was very nice that morning, it was a very good speech, and it is this, it is that, I was glad I was there, he told me a lot of things which I had not thought about', (laughter) and all that nonsense. But whereas if you listen, and in that listening there is a miracle. The miracle is that you are so completely with the fact of what is being said and listening to that, and listening also to your own responses. It is a simultaneous process – you understand? You listen to what is being said and your reaction to what is being said, which is instantaneous, and then listen to the whole sound of it, which means having space. You understand? So you are giving your whole attention to listening. Am I making this clear? This is an art, not to be learnt by going to a college, passing some degrees that you have learnt listening but to listen to everything; to that river going by, to the birds, to the aeroplane, to your wife or to your husband – which is much more difficult because you have got used to each other, you know almost what she is going say. And she knows very well what you are going to say, after ten days, after ten years. (laughter) So you have shut your hearing altogether – you understand?

Here we are asking something entirely different, to learn, not tomorrow, now as we are sitting there to learn the art of listening. That is, to listen, to be aware of your own responses and allowing space to the sound of your own beat, and to listen – it is a total process, not separate, but a unitary movement of listening. Have you got this? This is art. This is an art that demands your highest attention. Because when you so attend there is no listener, there is only this fact, or the reality of the fact, or the falseness of the fact, is seen – right? I hope we are doing it, this morning, because we are going to go into something very, very complex, And unless of course you want to go off into some romantic trance, it is all right, but if you really want to probe into the nature of a brain that is religious and a meditative brain, you have to listen very, very attentively to everything (Noise of aeroplane)... to that aeroplane so that there is no difference between that noise and the noise the speaker is making and the noise you are making. You understand? It is like a tremendous river moving. So please don't go to sleep this morning, or go off into a kind of imaginative, romantic trance.

We are investigating what is religion. Is it the structure of thought? Or is it beyond thought? You understand? As we have been saying throughout these talks, which both of us have understood, that thought which is always based on experience and knowledge and memory, is very limited. That is clear. And anything that is projected, put together by thought, is always limited. The various religions of the world have been put together by thought. One can say it is a divine revelation straight from the horse's mouth – I hope you understand that phrase, an English phrase which means you have got it directly from the highest. And that to be conveyed is put into thought and you put it down on paper, whether that paper be two thousand years old or five thousand years old, it is still the activity of thought – right? And all the rigmarole, all the words, the rituals – you follow? – the whole structure of religious movement, is based on thought. You can sanctify what thought has created and then worship that, as most of us do, calling it religious, which only shows how the brain is caught in the process of illusions. If we are clear on that point and we are trying to find out what is religion which is not put together by the limited thought – right? When you accept your guru and do all the things he says, it is very, very limited – right? He may talk about illumination, and leading you to truth and all that, it is still the activity of thought. And we thinking about it, we say, 'That is quite right, let's all follow that.' You have seen all this. I wonder if you do!

So one cannot belong to any guru, to any system, to any method – right? Because they are all the product of thought. I wonder – right? You agree? No. (laughter) You are too committed and therefore you will never understand that thing which is really a tremendous activity of the religious brain. Now to examine that which is beyond thought – you understand? – not thought examining, that is the difficulty. I see personally that the activity of thought is limited, entirely, in any direction, whether it is in the technological world, in the world of the computer and so on, or psychologically it is thought, with all its activity, is limited, and therefore there must be conflict. That is understood. And when that is understood what is the instrument that can probe into something that is not the activity of thought? Is that possible? You understand the question? Carefully please, we are working together, put all your brains into this. Thought can investigate its own activity, its own limitation, its own process of putting things together, destroying that and creating something else. Thought in its own confusion can bring about a certain order, but that order too is limited order – right? Therefore it is not supreme order. Order means the whole business of existence.

So the word perhaps 'to probe' is wrong, to investigate is wrong – right? Because you cannot investigate into something which is beyond thought. You understand? You can write books about it and get a lot of kick out of it. But you can play that kind of game everlastingly. Theologians and the excited people do all this kind of stuff. But to understand whether it is possible to observe without any movement of thought – to observe. Observe that tree, to listen to that stream, which is part of observation naturally, without any interference of the word – the tree, the river – to observe without any movement of the past remembrance entering into your observation, which requires complete freedom from the past as the observer, and just to observe. You understand this? Are we understanding each other in this? Let's go into it a little more.

When we look, at your wife, or at your husband, your friend or a train passing by, the train, the wife, the husband, the tree have all a particular name. The name is associated with memory, which is time – right? Memory can only take place during the interval of the incident and the remembrance, which is time. Right? So can you look, listen, observe, without the whole movement of thought, which is time? Right? Can you do it? Please listen to this. Don't say it is not possible. Or say, 'Yes, let's get it'. One has to observe. One has to see actually how you look at a tree, at that cloud in the morning lit by the morning sun, full of depth and beauty and light, and tremendous activity, to look at that without the word 'cloud'. That is fairly easy because it is nothing to do with us – right? You can look at the tree without the word – or the train, or the river. But the word 'river' is not that river, it is river, all the rivers in the world. Right? But if you associate river with one particular river you never then can understand the whole movement of rivers. Right? Ah, you don't, you are missing an awful lot.

So can you observe without the word? Which means to observe without all the remembrances and associations that word implies, contains. Can you look at your wife, or your girl-friend, or your husband without the word 'wife', without all the remembrances that word contains, see the – you understand? – the importance of this so that you look at her or him, or the river as though for the first time? You know when you wake up in the morning and you look out of your window and see these mountains and the valleys and the trees, and the green fields, and the chalets spotted all over the valley, it is an astonishing sight when you look at it as though you were just born. Which means to observe without any bias – right? To observe without any conclusion, prejudice. Will you do that as we are talking? And you cannot do this if you are half awake. This demands again not attention, see what is implied and therefore you do it easily. If I look at my wife from all the images, incidents, memories and hurts and all that, I never look at her. I am always looking at her from the images, past memories, through that I look. You are all... some of you are married, or have girlfriends, haven't you? Look at it. Look at your wife or your husband – careful, careful, not in front of me please! – can you look as though for the first time without all the images, memories and all that nonsense?

So we are going to observe the nature of a religious brain, which is not contaminated by thought. This demands your greatest attention – right? Which means you are totally free, completely free from any commitment – right? To your guru, to your church, to your ideas, to your past tradition, completely free of that to observe. Right? When you so observe, what has taken place in the very nature of the brain? You understand my question? Please understand the question first, before we go into it. I have always looked at the tree, at the river, at the sky, at the beauty of a cloud, my wife, my children, my husband, my daughter and so on and so on, always with a remembrance, with an image. That is my conditioning. And you come along and tell me: look without the word, without the image – right? – without all the past remembrances. And I say I can't do it. First immediate response is, I can't do it. Which means you are not actually listening to what the man is saying – right? Your response is so instantaneous and you say, 'I can't do it'. Now, to be aware, to be attentive to say , 'I can't do it', which is a form of resistance because you are committed to your particular rubbish of a guru, or to some form of religious doctrine, so you are afraid to let go, therefore your immediate response is 'I can't do it' So pay attention to that, right? 'I can't do it' and also listen to what the other man is saying – right? That to observe there must be complete freedom of the word, the content of the word, and listen to both. So, this movement – you follow? – the resistance and the listening, wanting to listen, and you cannot listen if you are resisting, and be aware, don't move from that, don't say, 'I must understand' – just watch it, so that you bring about total attention – right? Are you doing this, some of you? I hope you are sitting comfortably and paying attention to what is being said so that you can observe, there can be observation without the movement of thought – right? Clear? Are you doing it? Or it is just another theory, another wanting to do something like meditation and say 'Tell me how to do it', 'What is the method, what is the system?'. That is all rather childish. Right? Can we go on from there?

That is, pure observation without the movement of the self – right? The word is the self – right? The word, the remembrances, the accumulated hurts, fears, anxieties, pain, sorrow, and all the travail of human existence is the self, which is my consciousness – right? And when you observe, all that is gone. All that doesn't enter in that observation. There is no 'me' observing. Right? Then in that observation in daily life there is perfect order. There is no contradiction. Contradiction is disorder, and that very contradiction with its disorder has its own peculiar limited order. Clear? We are not going off into a trance, are we?

So let's proceed. Then we can ask: what is meditation? The word, the etymological meaning of 'religion', they have not made it very clear. Look up various dictionaries, they haven't been able to trace the beginning of that word. They have given various meanings at different times, but generally it means to gather. Gather all your energy. I am putting this, not the dictionary says that. So what is meditation? Not how to meditate. When you ask 'how' there is somebody to tell you what to do. Right? If you don't ask 'how' and say what is meditation, then you have to exert your own capacity, your own experience, however limited, you have to think – right? And you say, 'Tell me what is meditation, I'll go off into some kind of silly dream.' The word 'meditation' means to ponder over, to think over, to be concerned with. And also it means, the root meaning, 'to measure', both in Sanskrit, Latin, Greek and so on, and in English, 'to measure'. Not only to ponder over, think over, to be concerned, to be dedicated – not to something, but the spirit of dedication – you understand? And to understand the meaning of that word 'measure'. We live by measure. Measure is time, isn't it? I measure myself, what I am now, and what I should be. That is a measurement. I hope you are listening. Not trying to go off into some kind of meditation. I hope you are listening to find out for yourself, for nobody, nobody can teach you what meditation is, however long-bearded the gentleman is, or whatever strange garments he may wear. But to find out for yourself and stand by what you find out for yourself and not depend on anybody.

So for that one must understand very carefully the meaning of that word, which means to measure, basically. What does that imply? From the ancient Greeks to modern times, measurement in engineering is essential – right? The whole technological world of the West, Northern West rather, is based on measurement – right? You cannot possibly put together a bridge without measurement, or build a marvellous hundred story high building without measurement. And also inwardly we are always measuring: I have been, I will be – right? I am this, I have been this, I must be that – right? Which is not only measurement but comparison. Measurement is comparison. You are tall, I am short. Or, I am tall, you are short. I am light and you are brown – you follow? – measurement. So to understand the meaning of measurement and the two words 'better' and 'more' – to understand those two words and never use those two words, 'better' and 'more' inwardly – you understand all this? Are you doing it now as we are talking together? You have understood the meaning of that word meditation. To consider together – I won't go into more of it – to consider together, not I consider and I'm right, but together consider. That means you and I are willing to let go our own prejudices, and consider. And also it means to think over together. And to see the depth of the word 'measure' – right? We have touched it briefly. I can go into it much more, I don't want to go into details. But to see the meaning of that.

So when the mind is... when the brain is free of measurement – you understand? Becoming is a measurement. So for the brain to be free of measurement – you understand what has happened when you are free, when the brain is free of measurement, the very brain cells which have been used to measurement, conditioned by measurement, have suddenly awakened to the truth, to the fact that measurement is destructive psychologically, therefore the very brain cells have undergone a mutation. Get it? I wonder if you understand this.

May I repeat that if you are not clear? One's brain has been accustomed to go in a certain direction – right? Let us say our brains have been accustomed to going North, North East, and you think that is the only way to whatever there is at the end of it. What is at the end of it is what you invent, naturally. But you come along and tell me that direction, North East, will lead you nowhere. I resist. I say, 'No, you are wrong. All the tradition, all the great writers, all the great saints, and bla, bla, bla, say you are wrong.' Which means you really haven't investigated but you are quoting somebody else. Right? Which means you are resisting. So the man says to me, 'Don't resist, listen to what I am saying, listen to what you are thinking, what your reaction is, and also to what I am saying.' So listen to both. And to listen to both you must give attention, which means space. Right?

So to find out whether you can live, a daily life, not at moments of peculiar meditation, but to find out if you can live a daily life without measurement. You understand what the implication of that is? Never to use the word 'better', the 'more', I am the more, I am better than I was yesterday. Silly nonsense! I am less angry. I have disciplined myself a little more today. You understand? This is what we are all doing in various categories. So to live a life without any sense of measurement – that is meditation. To think together – right? – to ponder together. To be concerned together. Together to have no measurement – you understand sir? – except of course, when you buy a suit or when you buy a car, you have the better, you have to look at various models and so on.

So meditation implies a sense of deep understanding of that very word, and the very understanding, the perception, the insight into that word is the action which is to end measurement, psychological measurement. You understand? Are we doing this? Or you are just playing with this? First of all, don't we measure? – if we are honest with ourselves aren't we measuring always? Obviously. I was poor, now I am rich. I have understood now, I have not understood before. Right? Which is such nonsense. Because you didn't pay attention at the beginning, now you are being forced to pay attention. Do you follow ? And so on. To live a daily life without comparison, psychologically without measurement. Right? Which means the brain cells, which have been accustomed to all their life to measure, have suddenly ended measurement, therefore there is a mutation in the brain cells – right? You may not do it but see the fact. The logical, intellectual fact. It is like, your brain is mechanical, obviously, there is no question about it. Responding to various programmes, various propaganda and so on, one's brain has become mechanical, routine, go to the office from 9.30 until 5.0 or 9.0 to 5.0 to the office, and so on and so on. So your brain, its cells, have been conditioned. And to break that conditioning instantly, not through evolution, time, is to listen to something that is totally new. That is, no measurement, psychologically. Therefore when you see without any resistance to that fact then that very perception brings about a radical change in the very structure of the cells – you understand?

So, now let's move from there. What further is meditation? We have understood the meaning of that word together: concern, ponder, think over, look together – right? And to understand the meaning of that word measure, never to say 'I am short', 'I am tall', 'I am dull', 'You are more clever' and so on. And when you do that, you are what you are, from there you can move – right? If I am constantly imitating you because you are clever, I am imitating, that is not cleverness, because I am dull in comparison. If I don't compare at all with you who are clever, I am what I am. I don't call myself then dull. I am what I am. From there I can begin. But if I am always pursuing you I have nowhere to begin. I am pursuing you. You understand?

So what is next in meditation? We have understood the nature of attention, complete listening – right? To listen there must be space and there must be sound in that space. And we are saying is there something sacred, something holy, something... is there, we are not saying there is, or there is not... is there something never touched by thought? Not that I have reached something beyond thought, that is silly nonsense. Is there something that is beyond thought? Which is not matter. You understand? Thought is a material process. I don't have to go into all that, we have gone into it. So anything that is put together by thought is limited and therefore it isn't complete, it isn't the whole. Right? So is there something that is so completely out of this world of thought? You understand the question? We are enquiring together. The speaker is not saying that there is, or that there is not. We are enquiring, giving your attention, listening, which means what? All the activity of thought has ended – right? Except in the world, physical world, I have to do certain things – right? I have to go from here to there, I have to write a letter, I have to drive a car, I have to eat, I have to cook, I have to wash dishes, all kinds of things. There I have to use thought, however limited thought, however thought be routine there. But inwardly, that is psychologically, there can be no further activity unless thought has completely come to an end. Right? Obviously. You understand the question? To observe anything beyond thought, thought must come to an end. Not how to end thought, what is the method to end thought, which is concentration, control, who is the controller – you follow? The conflict of control. All that childish, immature stuff.

So to enquire, to have further insight, to observe if there is something beyond, not put together by thought, thought must completely end; the very necessity to find out ends thought. You have understood? I want to climb a certain mountain, the Jungfrau – I can't, but suppose I can – I have to train, I have to work, day after day climbing more and more and more – right? I have to put all my energy into that – right? So the necessity to find out if there is something more than thought, that very necessity creates the energy which then ends thought. You have understood this?

The importance of ending thought to observe further, that very importance brings about the ending of thought. It is as simple as that. Don't complicate it. You understand? Are we clear on this matter? If I have to swim I have to learn. The intention to swim is stronger than the fear of swimming.

So this is important because thought, which is limited, the limitation there has its own space. Right? You understand? Its own order. When there is the cessation of the activity of the limited thought then there is space – right? Space not only in the brain, space. Not the space that the self creates round itself but the space that has no limit. You understand? When thought discovers for itself its limitation and sees that its limitation is creating havoc in the world then that very observation brings thought to an end because you want – you follow? – to discover something new. That is sir, a man who has been accustomed, trained to engineering and the understanding of the internal combustion machine, which is the piston, he has worked at it for years. And he says, 'I want to discover something more than that.' So he has to put all that aside to see something new – right? If he carries all that with him all the time he can't see anything new. You understand? That is how the jet engine was discovered. The man who discovered it understood completely the internal combustion machinery, that is, the piston and all the rest of it, the propeller, and he said there must be something more. He was watching, waiting, listening. And he came upon something new. You understand what I'm saying? Similarly – it doesn't matter if we have five minutes longer, does it? Similarly I see – one sees thought is limited. And whatever it does will always be limited. Obviously. Because in its very nature it is conditioned, therefore limited. And it cannot go further through using that machinery. Therefore it says, 'If I have the urge to go further, the machinery must come to an end'. Obviously. Then the ending of thought begins. You understand? Then there is space, and silence. That is, meditation is the understanding of the word, the meaning of measurement, and the ending of measurement psychologically, which is to become. The ending of that and the seeing the limited thought – thought is everlastingly limited. It may think of the limitless but it is still born of the limit. So it comes to an end. So the brain, which has been chattering along, muddled, limited, has suddenly become silent, without any compulsion, without any discipline, because it sees the fact, the truth of it. And the fact and the truth, as we pointed out the other day, is beyond time. And so thought comes to an end.

Then there is that sense of absolute silence in the brain. All the movement of thought has ended. It has ended but can be brought into activity when there is necessity in the physical world – you understand? It is quiet. It is silent. And where there is silence there must be space, immense space because there is no self from which – you understand? – the self has its own limited space, you when you are thinking about yourself, it is limited and it creates its own little space – right? But when the self is not, which is the activity of thought is not, then there is vast silence in the brain because it is now free from all its conditioning. And where there is space and silence it is only then something new, which is untouched by time, thought, can be. That may be the most holy, the most sacred – may be. You cannot give it a name. It is perhaps the unnameable. And when there is that then there is intelligence and compassion and love.

So life is not fragmented. It is a whole unitary process moving, living.

And we never talked about death. We haven't time. We are not going to begin with that now. We have talked about it sufficiently at other times. But death is as important as life, as living. They go together. Living means dying, which means living is all the trouble – right? Pain, anxiety, to end that, is dying. So it is like two rivers moving together, tremendous volume behind it of water. And all this from the very beginning of these talks till now is part of meditation because we have gone into the human nature, and to bring about a radical mutation in that. And nobody can do it except you yourself. Finished. May I get up?
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First question and answer meeting in Saanen

This is a question and answer meeting. There are several hundred questions been sent in and we cannot possibly answer all those. It would perhaps take a couple of months, so we won't be here for a couple of months!

When we ask questions do we expect a reply from somebody else? Here are several questions this morning. We shall answer them, or rather we shall together investigate the question, not the answer but rather in finding out the meaning of that question we shall then come upon the answer. The question is much more important, it seems to me, rather than the answer. Why one puts a question, what is the motive behind that question and do we expect a reply categorically, yes or no, or do we try to find an answer from somebody else rather than dig into the question, go into the question much more deeply and in the unfolding of the question perhaps we shall find the answer. The answer is not outside the question, it is in the question itself. I hope we are listening to all this.

It is a nice fresh morning. There was thunder last night and the air is fresh and I hope you are not going off to sleep.

I don't know what the question means but we are going to go into it. I don't know what it all means. Let's go into it.

Do we clearly see, each of us, that our brain has become mechanical? We repeat, we live in the past and the reactions we have are obvious. And the question really is: where does one start? Where does one start to understand the whole problem of existence? Not insight, or thinking, how to stop thinking, but rather what is the meaning of all this? If we could start from there and then investigate more and more, deeper and deeper, then we will come upon something which may be not mechanical. That is, if we can realise that our brains have become mechanical. That is, when you insult another, the other insults you. Action, reaction. Right? A reward and punishment. On this basis, action, reaction, from that reaction action, and so on, like a tide going in and out. And that is a mechanical process – right? Our memories are mechanical. We live in the past. If I have an experience and it is an exciting experience, it has brought about several rewards and I cling to that, which then becomes mechanical. If I am attached to a person, or to an idea, or to some kind of experience then that being attached then it becomes mechanical, you repeat over and over again the same thing. Sexual and every other form of repetitive action is mechanical. I hope this is clear.

Then the question is: can this mechanical habit, mechanical brain, which has been programmed to be mechanical because it is seeking security in the mechanical, constant repetition, repeating your own prejudices, is a mechanical process. I think that is fairly clear. And so the question is whether this mechanical process can stop.

Suppose one has a habit, either smoking, drugs, alcohol, sexual and habit of belonging to something, belonging to a group, belonging to some kind of orthodox religion and so on, there you feel safe. There you feel you are among people who also think alike. And this mechanical process gives one a sense of security. This is again fairly clear. I hope you are listening. Are you listening, if I may ask? Because I don't see the point of coming here, going through all the heat, and the troubles one goes through, and sitting here and going off and dreaming something else, while you have come to listen to each other. So please let us listen to each other. Which doesn't mean that you must accept what the speaker is saying or cling to your own prejudices, conclusions and so on but both of us are understanding a very, very complex problem. The problem is living, existence. And in that existence of our daily life and so on, one finds the brain keeps on repeating the same thing over and over again. You may put a different disc but it will be the same thing, repeated. And so on. So our brains have become mechanical through long evolution, through innumerable experiences, and the brain has accumulated a great many memories and keeps on repeating the memories. You know, we know all this. And therefore the brain has become mechanical. And in this mechanical process it seeks security. That is all we want. We all want security, both biological, physical, as well as psychological. And when a brain becomes mechanical one thinks there is security. As long as I repeat that I am British, that I am French, that I am Hindu – there is security. But that divisive process brings about insecurity. Right? That is clear. Are we?

Now the question is, before we go into the problem of insight, the question is: whether this mechanical process can come to an end. This mechanical process brings about a deterioration in the brain – right? Do we see this? The brain needs stimulation. The brain needs challenging, questioning, doubting, asking, demanding. But if it is routine it stops demanding. It stops being sharp, clear and so gradually it deteriorates. You can see it all round – perhaps not here! (laughter) But you can see it almost from teenagers to old age. I wonder if one is aware of one's own brain deteriorating by constant repetition. You may revolt against the old and fall into another pattern and then repeat that. 'I am no longer a Christian, but I am a Buddhist'. 'I am no longer a Buddhist but Tibetan' – you know the game one plays, all over the world.

So the question is: whether the brain can stop deteriorating. That is really a very, very serious question. As long as we are living in the past, which we are, because we live in memory, we are memories, and that is the past. There is no future memory; future memory may be projected from the past, meeting the present and modifying itself and going on – right? This is the process we all do. The past meeting the present, modifying itself and then proceeding further. But it is still the past in movement, isn't it?

So is there a way of looking at life, living, which is not merely the continuation of the past? Have I put the question? I find my brain – suppose I find – my brain becoming repetitive. The language is repetitive, the symbols that thought has created become repetitive, language which is – language is not limited – but the limitation of the language creates the symbols and so on. I won't go into all that for the moment. So language, the past memories, being attached to, tied to an experience, to a series of memories, all those, because they are mechanical, bring about deterioration of the brain. Is this clear? Can we go on from there? Don't please nod your head and say yes, but see your own brain, watch your own brain, watch your own life, because your life is the activity of action, reaction, memories and all the turmoil, the deaths, the pleasures, the anxieties, the loneliness and so on, that is our life. We have lived that way for a million years, or more or less, and that is repetitive. War after war – right? War after war in different parts of the world. There have been two terrific wars within the last few years. So that has been repeating, repeating, repeating. So we have come to that point. I hope you have listened to this.

When you have come to that point, one asks: why does the brain depend so much on the past, on being programmed? You understand? Is that clear? Why does the brain depend, or live with this repetitive action? We are saying this repetitive action gives great security. Freedom doesn't give security – right? We will come to that a little later. So security is the basis of holding on to the past. Tradition is the past. Those soldiers in London going every morning up and down – you have seen all this. Poor devils!

So, now we are asking whether the brain can perceive its own mechanical process and that very perception brings about a challenge to move away from it. You have understood? I perceive that my brain is mechanical and I perceive it, not as an idea but actually – right? I perceive it. There is the perception that it is mechanical. That very perception is a challenge – right? Are we meeting this? I perceive a dangerous snake. That is a challenge – right? I have to do something about it otherwise that poisonous snake will kill me, so I have to act – right? There action takes place when there is perception – right? Are we meeting this?

Look, when I – when one is climbing a mountain and you see a precipice, the precipice is a challenge, isn't it? Either you are very capable and so go on, or you get dizzy and hold on to a rock and crawl back. So in the same way when you perceive, when there is perception that the brain is mechanical, being programmed, and in that programme there is no security, though one may want security there is no security because the brain is becoming dull, deteriorating, therefore in that there is no security – right? Right? Clear? So when there is perception of a danger there is action – right? When there is perception that the brain is becoming, or has become mechanical, that very perception brings about the energy to end that repetitive action – right? I wonder if you get this? (laughs) Are we at all together in this? No, no. How am I to talk about it? You tell me what to do.

First of all, let's begin. Does one, each one of us realise that our brains have become mechanical? Do you realise that? Then whether you are a philosopher, whether you are a scientist, whether you are a businessman, whether you are following some guru, whether you belong to some religion or not, the whole mechanical process is going on – right? As long as that mechanical process is going on the brain must deteriorate because the brain needs to be tremendously active. It is active in mechanical process – right? But it is not active in freedom. Therefore only in freedom the brain doesn't deteriorate. Is this clear, at least somewhat? Can we move from there?

As long as the brain is being programmed, repetitive, there is no freedom, and therefore it must deteriorate. It is like a human being in a prison. And there is no freedom there, therefore, not only biologically, organically, and also mentally, the brain, it deteriorates gradually. Clear? Now let's move from there.

It is not how to stop thinking, how to break the routine but if you see the fact that repetitive action, clinging to something of an experience which you have had and so on, are one of the major factors of deterioration. If you see that then you have brought altogether a different action – is this clear? Like when there is a perception of danger, physical danger, you act. But when we see that the brain is deteriorating because of various reasons which I have explained, you go on because you don't see the fact that routine is deteriorating the brain. If you saw it you will act. You saw fit to come here – right? You have taken the trouble to come here. You took steps, you saved money, or you had a lot of money you spent and so on, but you decided to come here. Similarly when you see something clearly, the factors of deterioration, you go on. You don't say there must be action – right?

Now from that let's go into it further. What is the process of thinking? You understand? What is the cause, or causation of thinking? We all think, fortunately or unfortunately, some more, some less, some with an extraordinary clarity, logic, others live in a slip-shod way. But we all think. And we have never asked: what is the cause, what is the root of thinking? You understand? Do please find out for yourselves what is thinking. When you are asked a familiar question your response is immediate. What is your name? Where do you live? And you immediately answer. Why? Because you are familiar with your name, you are familiar with the road and the house you live in. And so familiarity and constant repetition, you reply instantly. Right? Suppose one asks a little more complex question, there is an interval between the question and the answer. In that interval you are searching your memory, you are looking. You are saying, 'I wonder if this is right', 'This is wrong' – you follow? The interval between the question and the answer is time interval. In that time interval you are searching for an answer, whether in the encyclopaedia or in your own memory, or asking somebody – right? So there is an interval between question and answer, which is the time interval. Suppose one asks some very complex question and you say, 'I don't know' – right? What is the distance from here to Mars? You don't know. And you say, 'I don't know' – right? So familiarity, an interval of time between question and answer and saying 'I don't know'. So this whole process is thinking – right? Right, sirs? Are we together in this? This whole process of the question which you are familiar with, the question which demands time, and you say 'I don't know', all that is a process of thinking. Thinking along a particular line, if you are attached to a particular experience and you hold on to that experience, thinking then is round that experience – right? (Noise of heavy rain) Shall we wait a minute? Or shall I go on? I will go on in spite of the rain.

And thinking is based on memory. If you have no memory you can't think. And memory is gathered in the brain as knowledge. Knowledge comes from experience – right? Experience, knowledge, memory, thought. One must be absolutely clear on this – right? Experience is always limited, whether you are experiencing pleasure, pain, sorrow, loneliness, depression, anxiety, all that is limited. Right? A man who says, 'I am enlightened' – right? You understand? – when a person is asked, 'Are you enlightened?' and the other fellow says, 'I am', that very experience that he has illumined is limited. No sane, rational, really enlightened man says, 'I am enlightened' – right?

So all experience is limited and therefore all knowledge in the future or in the past is limited. So thought, which is the child of memory, and memory is limited. So the whole thinking process is limited. Is this clear? Can we go on from that?

Now what happens when thought, which is limited, when there is limitation what takes place? You understand my question? Are you listening to this or to the rain? (Pause for heavy rain) Shall we go on? Can you all hear?

When one is thinking about oneself, which most of us do, the thinking about oneself is very limited. You may expand that thinking about oneself as illumined, as a great writer, or... Ah! (Rain stops, laughter) May we go on now? As we were saying that if we are concerned with ourselves, as most of us are, even those people who say, 'I have reached the height', they are thinking about themselves. And consequences of that thinking about oneself is very divisive. Right? If you are thinking about yourself and I am thinking about myself in various ways, it brings about a division, therefore in that division there is conflict – right? So whatever is limited must bring about conflict. I am an Arab and you are a Jew – or if you don't like that – I am a Jew, you are an Arab and so on. So wherever there is limitation there must be conflict. This is very important to understand because all our lives are based on limitation – right? And therefore we are in perpetual conflict. I wonder if we realise this, not verbally as a mere statement, that wherever there is division in our relationship, however intimate, national division, economic division, social division, religious divisions, there must be conflict, struggle, war. This is a law. The law of Moses.

So when one realises that and that self-concern nationally and so on, is brought about by thought, and therefore thought being limited must inevitably create conflict – right? Is this clear? This is logical – right? – rational, sane. That wherever there is division, thinking about myself, my ambition and the other person thinking about his ambition, his fulfilment, this division must breed conflict.

So the question then is: is it possible, seeing the truth of this, that as long as I am an Indian, as long as I am concerned with my piano, with my enlightenment, or with my writing a book, and so on, it must invariably create disturbance, turmoil, conflict. If one sees, if there is perception of that, what is the action? Not how to stop thinking. I wonder if you see that. There is the perception that thought has created this division. Religiously you can see it very well: as long as I am a Catholic, as long as you are something else, we are going to be in turmoil with each other. And that is the product of thought. So what is one to do? You perceive the fact. Does the very fact free you? You understand? Or does the fact merely remain as an idea? You understand? You are not going to sleep? Are we still? The rain has gone, so we can begin again.

When one makes a statement like this: that wherever there is division there must be conflict, in relationship and so on. Is that a fact to you? That is, you see the reality of it? Or you merely see the idea of it? Is this clear? A fact, like a serpent is a fact. But you can draw an idea about a serpent and live in that idea. Therefore you are living with a non-reality, away from fact. Is this clear? Can we go on from there? Which is it we are doing now? Not tomorrow, now, as you are sitting there and we are discussing and we discover that where there is division there must be conflict. Is that a fact to you? Truth to you? Or is it just an idea? Vous avez compri? Al capito, signor? You understand? Which is it? Is it a fact, like you are hungry? Or is it an idea that you are hungry? You understand? Which is it? If it is a fact, it is so, that where there is division there must be conflict. Or you hear only a statement of it, therefore that is nothing to do with the fact. So which is it for you? If it is a fact it is so, that you will fall down a precipice, that is a fact. So you move away from it. So the fact is a challenge which you must answer – right? Are you answering? Or, you say, 'That is too much, I don't know what the danger will be' and so on and so on? So it is up to you.

So it is not a question of thought stopping, but seeing the fact and the perception of the fact in itself brings about a movement which is not thought. I can't go on repeating this umpteen times.

And the questioner asks: what is insight? What is it, how does this perception and action instantaneously take place? That is what he means. You understand? Is the question clear? The question, that is, is there an action which is not based on memory, of course, if it is based on memory it is repetitive – is there an action, please ask this question of yourself, is there an action which is not based on past memories, past experiences and therefore on thought, and if there is action of such kind, that action is limited and therefore must breed conflict. So is there an action which is not based on past memories, experience and so on? Right? That is the question. And he asks, he says, that is insight. You understand? Seeing something clearly, acting – right? For us we don't see something clearly, we take time, during that interval other changes take place, so our actions are always confused. Whereas is there an action – please ask this question of yourself, I am putting forward to you this question, please listen to the question and find out if the question is logical, rational. It is rational, logical because our actions are based on memories, on the past experiences, therefore our actions are mechanical. And the questioner says: is there a movement, an action in which the past, thought, doesn't enter at all? Is the question clear?

Now we are going to find out. Right? Thought as an instrument of action apart from the technological field, has created havoc in the world. Right? Are you clear on this? Oh my god, must I repeat all that over again? Thought has built marvellous cathedrals and thought has put all the things in the cathedral: the ceremonies, the rituals, the mass, all the dresses they wear, all that is the product of thought, and not divine revelation. One might like to think that but it is the movement of thought – right? And that movement is limited, therefore must create conflict. So do we see that the activity of thought, necessary in certain area – right? – but may not be necessary in other areas. Like in one's relationship to one's wife, husband, girl friend and so on, in that relationship, if that relationship is based on thought, therefore divisive, therefore conflict. That is clear, you all see that. Therefore where there is conflict there is no love. Jealousy is not love. Ambition is not love. But when the wife and the husband are both ambitious – right? – therefore there is perpetual conflict. So thought has its place, technologically, from here to there, and thought may not have a place at all psychologically. Do you understand? So find out for yourself whether there is an action which is not based on thought. And the speaker says there is. Don't accept his word, doubt what he is saying, question what he is saying, he is no authority. He says, and he will give you a reason for it presently, that there is an action, that there is an action which is not based on thought. Right?

We are going to find out. Be sceptical please, doubt, question, what he is talking about. Hasn't it ever happened to you in your life, seeing something true and acting? Right? Without the process of thought, without the process of rationalisation, without remembering, it must have happened – right? Every person has moments of this. Clear perception without any movement of thought, action taking place at the same time – no? Aren't you all human? Is this very strange? Some call it intuition, but the word intuition is rather a dangerous word. You can intuit your own desires, say 'I want that' – you follow? So there is a movement – movement is action -there is a movement in which thought doesn't interfere at all. I will show it to you. Love is not thought – right? Agree to that? Love is not desire – right? Do you see that? Love is not pleasure. Love is not ambition, jealousy and so on, hate. So through negation of what love is not, the positive is. Are we doing this? Can you put aside jealousy, hate, ambition, aggression, violence, all that is not love. So love is an action in which desire is not, pleasure is not, therefore love – if there is such a thing as that – from that any action taking place is not the movement of thought. Are we together in this? Or is it all just a lot of verbiage?

Now put it round the other way. We operate from the background of memory. All our actions are based upon the past, knowledge and so on. Now can you, can the brain see the fact that it is operating from the past, perceive that, and see the consequences of that, and seeing the consequences of it doesn't depend on the past – right? And therefore there is an action which is not of memory. I can't keep on repeating this. Are we getting anywhere near? There is an insight which is not born of remembrance. Insight is not of time – right? Time is thought, time is memory, time is experience, knowledge, and as long as we depend on time, which is divisive, therefore conflict, and to see this, to perceive the actuality of this, then only is there an insight into it.

I am allowed another quarter of an hour. We have talked an hour over one question.

Is the question all right?

Aren't most of us in this position? We all want to be loved, specially by one. Now let's go into this. I have got quarter of an hour. It is a very complex question.

Why do we want to be loved? And why has it become anguish, an anguish? What is the cause, the root, or the motive, wanting to be loved? Do you understand my question? I want to be loved by you – god forbid – but I want to be loved by you. Why? Is it I am lonely? Is it that I feel if I am not loved I have no raison d'etre to live? Is it that if I am loved I feel I can flower, grow, be happy and all that? Right? Is it that in myself I am nothing but when you love me I become something? You are following all this? Please this is your life, not my life. So please listen to this. So there is a cause which makes me say, 'I want your love' – right? There is a cause, there is a motive, there is a background which says, 'I must have that' – right? So we have seen some of the causes. I am desperately lonely. You all know that, don't you? Married, unmarried, whether you are amongst a group and so on, human beings through their self-centred activity bring about loneliness. Right? Is that one of the causes of the desire to be loved? As long as there is a cause the effect is to demand that you should love me – right? So can I understand the cause and be free of the cause? You have understood what I am saying? Please sir, this is your life!

I am lonely, depressed, isolated and feel desperately unhappy, and if you love me I will say, 'By Jove, everything is so beautiful'. So my demand, my desire, my longing, is based on loneliness, demand for companionship, with whom I can talk, unfold and all the rest of it. So there is a cause – right? Now do I see the cause, actually? The cause is I am lonely. I am taking that one instance. I am lonely. And I want you to love me, for god's sake. And you don't. You turn away from me. Either I commit suicide – right? Or I become full of anxiety – right? Depressed, more depressed than ever. I then escape from myself – football, church, new guru, or the latest literature, or the latest picture, talk about it – right? So is the cause of loneliness seen? Loneliness is a sense of isolation – right? The isolation comes into being as long as I am self-centred, thinking about myself, I am unhappy, I want you to love me – you follow? I have reduced all my life, which is such an extraordinary thing, to a small affair, that you love me. You understand? Such a petty little affair I have reduced it to. And being isolated I am unhappy and I wish you, I crave for you to love me. (Fly settles on K's face) This particular fly is fond of me! (Laughter)

You understand? See the tremendous complexity of a very simple question. I want to be loved and I am not loved therefore I am full of anxiety. And the questioner says, 'What am I to do?'. When the brain is caught in such anxiety, such anguish, it can't think clearly, can it? Right? It can't even listen, it is so full of its own anxiety, its own sense of desperation. Now can there be an interval in which you listen? You understand? A short period in which you say, 'Tell me about it' and then will you listen? Or will you say, 'No, I don't want to listen because I still love being in a tremendous state of anxiety' – you understand what I am saying? Most people do. Without that sense of anguish you are nothing. That sense of anguish keeps you alive – no? Oh, come on, sirs, this is all ordinary psychology, childish psychology. So will you, if you are in such anguish, for a few minutes, listen to what is being said? Or you love your anguish so much you don't want to listen?

So as we were saying the other day, if you really listen, with your heart, with your mind, with all your being, then you have a space, your brain becomes quiet, then you listen. Then that very listening is like a seed that is being sown, then you don't have to do a thing, it then grows, multiplies. And when you understand love is not something to be asked for, you don't stretch out your hand to be loved. That means you are dependent on somebody. That means you really don't love at all. If you are asking another to be loved, if you are asking to be loved by another, that means you have no love in yourself. It is so obvious. If you have love, you don't ask anybody that you be loved. You see we are making ourselves into beggars. That is what is happening. When you go to church, pray, we are beggars. When we want somebody to help us, we are beggars. Or when we depend on books we are beggars. It may be all right to be a beggar but see the consequences of it: you are always depending on somebody else. And there are all those people who will help you fill your bowl full of their rubbish.

So, see what has taken place when we hear this question: I want to be loved, and I am not, I live in great anguish, what am I to do? That means one has no love in oneself. Then how can another love you – you understand? If you have no love and you are incapable then of receiving love – you understand? Love is not a vacuum, like a sense of emptiness. On the contrary. If you have that tremendous feeling – not feeling – a quality, a depth, a beauty, then you don't ask anybody for love. It is like a cup being full. Right? If you have listened to this very carefully, then the problem is gone.

Finished for this morning. We will meet again tomorrow morning, if you want to. May I get up please?
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Second question and answer meeting in Saanen

There have been a lot of questions. 'You say this and you say that.' 'I read your biography, and why do you say that?' 'What is this?' And so on. Innumerable questions about all that kind of stuff. But we never apparently ask a direct question about ourselves. You are always quoting somebody or other. Or who is the greatest mahatma, great avatar and all that kind of, you know, immature, thoughtless stuff. And also apparently we don't seem to be concerned really with ourselves, with our problems, with our jealousies, with our hatreds and calumny, and all the travail that goes on in our daily life. I wonder why. Personally I am not interested in what the Buddha or anybody said but I want to know the way I am living, why I am living this way, what are my peculiarities, prejudices, opinions and so on. We never seem to ask such questions. Why we cling to our prejudices, our conclusions and why we follow somebody or other. We never seem to, if we can most respectfully point out, we never seem to be aware of our own deeper anxieties, why our brains have become so shoddy, not clear, bright, alive, active, but always 'Why do you say that' and 'Why do you say the other thing'. That is how we live.

So I would like, if one may, to ask you a question. Not you ask the speaker a question. I would like to ask you a question: What will make you change? What will make your mind, brain rather, extraordinarily active, alive, free so that you have an extraordinary view of life, the great complexity of life – not one's own life – the life of nature, the life of the earth, the trees, the ocean, the immense skies, the beauty of the world. And if one were to ask you that question, what would you say? Why are we all so – forgive me if I use that word – dull? Going along a particular line and never varying, moving away, never seeking real freedom – why? Is it fear? If it is fear then let us deal with it and be out, finished. But if you keep on asking, if one may point out, 'Why do you say this?' 'What do you mean by that?' – you know, then you are depending on somebody. So please, today and tomorrow, we have only two question meetings left, and could we ask ourselves, if you are listening, ask ourselves: Why we are what we are, after this millennia upon millennia of evolution, why are we violent, so disorderly in our life, why do we have this antagonism for another, why do we get hurt? You understand? The deeper issues of life. But apparently one is not interested in those things. So I will go on with the usual questions if I may.

If you have children – this is the question – is there such a thing as right education? Either a parent has put this question because he has many children and knowing what the world is, the extraordinary brutality and vulgarity and all the terrible things that are happening, what is their future? A parent would be tremendously concerned if he loved his children, which I doubt very much, if he really loved their children, if he asked such a question: what is right education? – and what is one to do with children who are already contaminated, if I can use that word, by other children, by society, by the friends they have, the terrible language children use already? You follow? All this and naturally a parent, concerned not only with his own children, but with the children of the world, because those children are going to contaminate my son, my daughter. So this a question which we must very carefully enquire into. Why are we being educated? What does education mean? The ordinary meaning is to draw out – educarÊ. To draw out. But that is just the dictionary meaning. Linguistically it means to help the child to grow, to understand, to comprehend the whole process of living. And he goes to school, there he is taught – he learns to memorise really. So he gradually builds up a whole structure of memories along a particular line, doctor, engineering, philosophy, psychology, physicist and so on. And the computers are taking the place of teachers. A computer can teach far better than an ordinary local teacher. On the computer you can have the top teachers in their special subject. So they can learn from the computers. And the computer is becoming more and more superior to the human brain. Perhaps you know something of it. I have already talked about it so we won't go into that.

And why should he, please just listen first, why should he carry all the encyclopaedic knowledge about one subject or the other and retain all that in his brain? Is that education? You understand – question. We can look up a book, an encyclopaedia and work from that. You follow? If one is a surgeon you have to naturally know a great deal of the human anatomy, you have to study and you have to go through all that, it may take ten to fifteen years. And technologically to have extraordinary understanding of the whole world of the technique. And that is what we are cultivating more and more and more.

And also we are neglecting totally the whole psychological world, the whole world of the psyche – right? This is what is happening. One side you have an extraordinary development in technology – whether it is science, biochemistry or genetic engineering, or a top surgeon – right? You have that extraordinary field, highly cultivated, more and more. And the other side of the human being, which is far more important – you understand? – this is far more important, that is neglected, denied, you say that's not important. You understand? The Communist world, the ideological Communist, not that I have read Lenin, Marx or any of that, but we have talked to a great many Communists – are you frightened of that? (laughter) There are some friends of mine – you don't mind? They say what matters is not the psyche but the environment. Change the environment fundamentally and then you will change man, which can never take place. But they stick to that theory because Lenin had talked about it, Marx, you follow? So they hold to that.

So both in the democratic world and the so-called totalitarian world, and the religious world obviously, education means academic training, academic excellence. To be able to argue, to learn a job, to become a professor, and live in a world of your own in that particular discipline and so on. And the psyche, which always overcomes the outer, you understand? – you may have a marvellous government, rules, laws and so on, but ambition, the drive for power, position, all that overcomes the other – right? You have seen this happening right in front of our eyes in the Communist world. So what is it to be educated? You understand? As a parent – I am not a parent – but if I was a parent that would be my tremendous concern; conscription on the one side, two years or four years in the army – in America there is no conscription, or in England, nor in India because there are so many poor people who can join the army and get on with it. But what is one to do in a world like this? You understand my question?

So what is right education? Is it not both the cultivation of a brain that can function excellently in the world and also psychologically understand the whole meaning of existence – the self, the I, the psyche? You understand? Couldn't these two go together – like two well trained horses trotting along harmoniously together – you understand my question? And apparently one horse is highly developed, the other is still a baby, a foal. And right education seems to be not only academic training, because you have to have a job – you may have a job and work only for two hours if the computers become more and more important, you will have more and more leisure. That is taking place already. And that leisure is going to be used, exploited by the entertaining structure, industry. More and more that is going to happen. Obviously you can see it is happening now. So how does one, apart from the academic affairs, how does one become a good human being – right? You are asking this question, I am not asking this question. I have no children but I meet hundreds of children all over the world as I go to various schools and so on. It's your children, not mine. You have to listen to this, find out, not just say some doctor tells me what to do, some psychologist says that I must treat my children that way and this way and so on – you know.

So how am I, having a few children, knowing they are going to be conditioned by other children, knowing that in a school they are all going to be conditioned: the newspapers, the magazines, the books, the history books, my country opposed to your country, my kings are better than your kings – you know all that nonsense that goes on. And how am I, as a parent, to bring about a good mind, a good brain, a good human being? The word 'good' has several meanings. It is an old fashioned word, even though it is old-fashioned I think it is a good word. How is one to bring about a good human being? My children, I would like them to be good, not sentimental, not romantic, not just having a sloppy brain – what am I to do? You understand my question? You have children, haven't you? No? You mean to say you have no children? (Laughter) And isn't this your problem? First of all 'good' means not only in action, correct action – not righteous action – correct action. See the difference between righteous action and correct? Precise action, talking precisely, clearly, communicating to another what he wants to say, not mumble – you follow? – all the rest of it. And also good means whole. If I may use that well-worn-out word, holistic. I would like my children, daughter and son to have a view of the world as a whole. The view of humanity not from his narrow point of view but humanity. You understand? The whole of the human world. And also to have a good relationship with nature, not to destroy things: the birds, the animals, the whales – you understand? Not to destroy. And to have a great sense of beauty, not the appreciation of art but to have the feeling of beauty. And to have that great sense of affection, love, compassion. These are all just words. Now how am I as a parent and therefore a teacher – teacher is not merely in the school but also being a parent I am a teacher also – so how am I to help him to have this? You understand my question? Please answer this question: how are you, if you see this is the way to live, this is the way to act in relationship and so on, how are you going to bring this about in a student, in your child? If you are an example as a parent, an example, he will turn his back onto you – right? You understand? He won't listen to you. So not to be an example, that is, if you smoke don't tell the child not to smoke because he will say, 'Well, you smoke, why shouldn't I?' And then the whole argument goes on. If you are an example at all – see the implications of being an example. You want him to conform, you want him to copy what you are and so you deny him freedom to work, think, act. Right? You understand all this? Is this getting too complicated?

And he is conditioned, not only by you, by the language you have used, the climate, the food, the social environment, the other boys, his grandmother says, 'Look, believe in god', or 'Don't believe in this new guru' – or whatever the nonsense the parents tell the child. So the child is being gradually conditioned, narrowed down. How am I as a parent to prevent that? You understand? Is it possible? Is it possible for me – in talking with my son – I realise I am conditioned, I realise also that he is being conditioned. So I tell him 'Look, I am conditioned and you are being conditioned. Let us talk about it. Let us see if we can be free of it.' – you understand? It is not 'I am the parent, I know far more than you do', but rather in this relationship there is no superior and inferior – right? In this relationship I talk to him. I say, 'I also am conditioned. I have been brought up as a Catholic, Protestant, Buddhist, whatever the nonsense is, and you are being conditioned. Let's see what it does in the world.' I will go into it with him. I keep on at it, day after day, in different ways, not to bore him. But the pressure from the outside is much stronger – you understand all this? Tremendously strong, and probably he will succumb to it, as most children do. There are very, very, very few exceptions. And I hope my son will be an exception, but I jolly well also know that he is not going to be.

So it is a constant observation, constant helping, guiding, not guiding – you follow? That can only happen if there is love between us. If he respects me and I respect him. Respect. So I am asking you: do you respect anybody? And if you don't, what is the good of talking to a child, your son, to have respect? What does that word mean? The meaning is to look back. I won't go into the meaning of that word for the moment. Is respect part of love ? Or if there is love nothing else matters. You understand? In love there is generosity, there is sympathy, pity, but pity is not love, sympathy is not love – right? So have I love in my being when I talk of love to him? Or is it just a word? You understand what I am saying? Are you interested in this? Or you want to reach Nirvana? (Laughter) Don't you see, please, unless we lay the foundation in our life you can't go very far. You may sit endlessly in a certain posture, meditate. There used to be a man in India who meditated for twenty-five years, day after day, day after day. He came to see us one day and you couldn't talk to him sanely about anything because he was still meditating. (laughter) So do we love anything at all? Do you love your wife, and husband, or your girl-friend, or whatever it is? Please, do we? If you loved your children you would stop all wars – right? If every parent in the world loved their children, do you know what would happen naturally? You wouldn't allow anybody to kill him or him to kill others. You understand? But our governments all over the world are based on power, position, status, and therefore to protect all that, guns. You know all the rest, I don't have to go into all that.

So right education seems to be – I am not saying this, it is for you to find out – right education seems to be not only to have an academic training so it will be excellent in that direction, but also to be a good whole human being, unfragmented, not broken-up and contradictory, living in a battle with himself and with others. That requires a great deal of enquiry into the psyche, not according to Jung or Freud, or somebody including that of the speaker, but to watch one's own responses, one's own actions, one's own behaviour. And out of that comes an extraordinary sense of freedom. And freedom, that word has the root meaning in love. That is enough for that. Gosh, one question takes a long time doesn't it?

There is a lot of it. I will read it briefly twice and I hope you will understand a rather long question. I haven't read it before.

Could we speak about the brain and the mind? Thinking takes place materially in the brain cells. If thinking stops and there is perception without thought what happens in the material brain? You seem to say – (again, you seem to say) – that mind has its place outside the brain but where does the movement of pure perception take place if not somewhere in the brain? And how is it possible for mutation to take place in the brain cells if pure perception has no connection in the brain?

Have you understood the question? May I read it once more? It is a good question, so please listen to it. I am listening to it too.

Could we speak about the brain and the mind? Thinking takes place materially in the brain cells. That is, thinking is a material process. If thinking stops and there is perception without thought, what happens to the material brain? You seem to say that mind has its place outside the brain but where does the movement of pure perception take place if not somewhere in the brain? And how is it possible for mutation to take place in the brain cells if pure perception has no connection in the brain?

Right. Have you got the question? So first he wants, the questioner says, to differentiate, separate, distinguish and so on, between the mind and the brain. And then he asks if perception is purely outside the brain, which means thought is not the movement of perception. And he asks, if the perception takes place outside the brain – which is the thinking process, remembering process – then what happens to the brain cells themselves which are conditioned by the past? You follow? And will there be a mutation in the brain cells if perception is outside? Is this clear? Are you sure it is clear?

So let's begin with the brain and the mind. The brain is a material function. It is a muscle – right? – like the heart, it has its... And the brain cells contain all memories. Please I am not a brain specialist. Nor have I studied the experts. But I have lived a long time now and I have watched a great deal, not only the reaction of others – what they say, what they think, what they want to tell me – but also I have watched how the brain reacts – you follow? And so on. I won't go into what my brain is, that is unimportant. I know you would like that but that's a... (Laughter). So the brain has evolved through time – right? From the most single cell, taking years, millions and millions of years, till it reached the ape and go on another million years till it could stand and so ultimately the human brain. The human brain is contained within the shell, within the skull – right? It is there. But it can go beyond itself – right? You can sit here and think of your country, or your home, you are instantly there – right? In thought, not physically, you are here, but instantly you are in your home, or in a far away country. The brain has extraordinary capacity – right? Technologically, see what it has done, the most extraordinary things they are doing. If you have asked some of them, and fortunately or unfortunately, I meet them very often, they tell me all about it.

So the brain has extraordinary capacity. That brain has been conditioned – right? – that is so – by the limitation of language, not the language itself but the limitation of language, you understand the difference? I won't go into that. It has been conditioned by the climate it lives in, by the food it eats, by the food, by the social environment, the society in which it lives, and that society has been created by the brain – you understand? So that society is not different from the activities of the brain. I hope you are following all this. And a thousand million years of experience – right? Millions of years of accumulated knowledge based on that experience, which is tradition. I am British, you are German. He is a Hindu, he is a black man, he is this, he is that – all the nationalistic division, which is tribal division – right? – and the religious conditioning – so the brain is conditioned. Right? And being conditioned it is limited. The brain has extraordinary capacity but it has been made, conditioned and therefore limited – right? It is not limited in the technological world, like computers and so on, but it is very, very limited with regard to the psyche. People have said, 'Know yourself' – from the Greeks, from the ancient Hindus and so on. They study the psyche in another – you understand? But they never study the psyche of themselves. The psychologists, the philosophers, the experts, they never study themselves. They study the rats, the rabbits, the pigeons, the monkeys (laughter) and so on and so on and so on, but they never say, 'I am going to look at myself. I am ambitious, I am greedy, I am envious, I compete with my neighbour, with my other scientists, I want better...' – you follow? It is the same psyche that has existed for thousands of years, though technologically you are marvellous outside person. You understand? So inwardly we are very primitive – right?

So the brain is limited, primitive, in the world of the psyche. Now can that limitation be broken down? You understand my question? Can that limitation, which is the self, the ego, the me, the self-centred concern, can all that be wiped away? Which means the brain then is unconditioned – you understand what I am saying? Then it has no fear. Now most of us live in fear. Most of us are anxious, frightened of what is going to happen, frightened of death, you know all the rest of it, a dozen things, anxious. Can all that be completely wiped away and be fresh? You understand? So that the brain is free. Then its relationship to the mind is entirely different. The mind – I must here say that we have discussed this matter, not that you must accept it, the speaker has discussed this matter with several scientists, the top ones, not the local chaps who are government servants, and they won't go as far as the speaker has gone, they go then theoretically – you understand? But actually. See the difference. That is, to see that one has no shadow of the self. And that is extraordinarily arduous – to see the 'me' doesn't enter into any field. You understand what I am saying? No? No, sir, not you. The self hides in many ways, under every stone. The self can hide in compassion, going to India and looking after the poor people, because the self then is attached to some idea, some faith, to some conclusion, some belief, you understand? – which makes me compassionate because I love Jesus or Krishna, and I go up to heaven. The self has many, many masks – you understand? The mask of meditation, the mask of achieving the highest, the mask that I am enlightened. I know of which I speak of – you know. All this concern about humanity – that is another mask. So one has to be extraordinary, have a subtle mind – quick mind, brain rather, not mind, to see where it is hiding. You understand this? It requires great attention, watching, watching, watching. You won't do all this. Probably you are all too lazy, or too old and say, 'For god's sake, all this is not worth it. Let me alone.' But if one really wants to go into this very deeply one has to watch like a hawk every movement of thought, every movement of reaction, so the brain can be free from its conditioning. I am speaking, the speaker is speaking for himself, not for anybody else. He may be deceiving himself – right? He may be trying to pretend to be something or other – you understand? He may be, you don't know. So have a great deal of scepticism, doubt, question – not what others say, yourself.

So when there is no conditioning of the brain it no longer degenerates – right? As you get older and older – perhaps not you – but people generally they get older and older, their brain begins to wear out, they lose their memories, they behave in a most peculiar way, you know all that. Degeneration is not merely in America – jazz and vulgarity, degeneration takes place in the brain first. And when the brain is completely free of the self and therefore no longer conditioned, then we can ask – we are now going to ask, not the brain, then what is the mind?

The ancient Hindus – we have talked to some of the so-called learned people in India, they are learned but not the actual reality. They are learned about what other people have said – they have enquired into the mind – right? And they have posited various statements. But wiping all that out, not depending on somebody however ancient, however traditional, what is the mind? There is according to the Christian theory – Genesis – that man suddenly came into being at 4,500 BC, you know, which seems rather absurd because at 4,500 BC the ancient Egyptians invented the calendar. You can look it up if you want to see what I am saying is correct. But that invention must have come after tremendous search, enquiry of generation after generation, so there was a connection between India, Jerusalem, Israel and Egypt at that time. I won't go into all that, I am not a historian.

So what is the mind? I say Genesis is disorder out of chaos – out of that came order – right? You know. You understand there are two things involved in it: disorder has its own order – right? Are we clear on this? Trains don't run punctually, – right? A day late, two hours late, if you are in the East perhaps the next day it will come, the engineer has gone to see his wife on the way, and talk to some friends – you know. Take it leisurely. But that very leisurely, slack way, has its order, it arrives tomorrow instead of today. But at least it arrives, that is an order – right? I don't know if you have watched, a cigarette smoke goes straight up – right? In a room where there is no draught, it goes straight up and after reaching a certain point it goes off. In that going off there is order. They are enquiring into this. It is not my business now. So we live in disorder – right? Our brain functions in disorder. Our brain is constantly in conflict therefore it is disorder. Such a brain cannot understand what the mind is. The mind can only be seen, not my mind, or your brain, or my brain, the mind, the mind that has created the universe, the mind that has created the cell, so that mind is pure energy and intelligence. You don't have to believe all this. So, that mind, when the brain is free, that mind can have a relationship to the brain, but if the brain is conditioned it has no relationship. So intelligence is the essence of that mind, not the intelligence of thought, not the intelligence of disorder. But it is pure order, pure intelligence and therefore it is pure compassion. And that mind has a relationship with the brain when it is free. Right?

Now I must go on. I could go into this, lots more into this but I won't. Are you getting tired or are you listening? Are you listening to yourself, or you are just listening to me? Are you doing both? Then are you watching your own reactions, how your brain works? That is, action, reaction, back and forth, back and forth, which means you are not listening. You are only listening when this action, reaction stops – just pure listening. You understand? Are you following this? Oh no, come on sir, don't... Look sir, the sea is in constant movement – right? Tide coming in, tide going out. This is its action. And the human beings are also in this action – action, reaction, that reaction produces another reaction, that reaction in me produces another reaction and so back and forth. Therefore when there is that movement back and forth there is no quietness, naturally. In that quietness you can hear – right? The truth or the falseness – not when you are back and forth, back and forth – right? At least see it intellectually, logically: if there is constant movement you are not listening, how can you listen? But only when there is absolute silence you can listen – right? See the logic of it. And is it possible to stop this movement back and forth? I say it is possible, the speaker says it is possible when you have studied yourself, when you have gone into yourself very, very deeply. Understand yourself, then you can say the movement has really stopped.

And the questioner asks: as the mind is outside the brain, the mind is not contained in the brain, but outside. We have discussed this with some scientists and they say yes, perhaps casually to please me, or theoretically they see, but we are talking – the speaker is talking factually for himself. Right? He may have a hole in his head but... So, he says how can this perception, which takes place only when there is no activity of thought, then how does the brain cells, which are a material process, bring about a mutation? That is the question – right? You have heard the question? May I repeat it? No, I don't have to repeat the whole question.

Sir, look: keep it very simple. That is one of our difficulties: we never look at a complex thing very simply. Right? This is a very, very complex question but one must begin very simply to understand something very vast. So let's begin simply. Traditionally you have pursued a certain path – right? Religiously, economically, socially, morally and so on, a certain direction all your life. I have – suppose I have. You come along and say, look that way, the way you are going leads nowhere. It will bring you much more trouble, you will keep everlastingly killing each other, you will have tremendous economic difficulties – right? – and he gives you logical reasons, examples and so on. But you say, no sorry this is my way of doing things. And you keep going that way – most people do – right? Most people, ninety-nine per cent of the people keep going that way – including the gurus, including the philosophers, including the newly-achieved enlightened people. And you come along and say, 'Look, that is a dangerous path, don't go there. Turn and go in another direction entirely' – right? And you convince me, you show me the logic, the reason, the sanity of it and I turn and go in a totally different direction. What has taken place? You understand my question? I have been going in one direction all my life, you come along and say, 'Don't go there, it is dangerous, it leads nowhere. You will have more trouble, more aches, more problems. Go in another direction, things will be entirely different.' Right? And I accept your logic, your statements sanely, logically – you follow? – all that, and I move in another direction. What has happened to the brain? You understand? Keep it simple. Go in that direction, suddenly move in the other direction, the brain cells have themselves changed. You understand? I have broken the tradition. You follow this? You understand? It is as simple as that. But the tradition is so strong, it has all its roots in my present existence and you are asking me to do something which I rebel against, therefore I am not listening – you understand? But whereas I listen, find out what you are saying if it is true or false. I want to know the truth of the matter, not my wishes, my pleasures, but I want to know the truth of it, therefore being serious I listen with all my being and I see you are quite right. I have moved – right? In that movement there is a change in the brain cells. It is as simple as that. Have you got this, some of you? Oh, no, don't look so...!

Look sir, if I am a Catholic, or a devout Hindu, practising Catholic and so on, you come and tell me, 'Look, don't be silly, all that is nonsense. They are just tradition, words, words, without much meaning, though the words have accumulated meaning.' You understand? So you say, 'Point out' and I see what you say is the truth, I move, I am free from that conditioning, therefore there is a change, a mutation in the brain. Look, I have been brought up, we have all been brought up to live with fear – right? We are all brought up, not only fear of something, but fear – I won't go into it now what is the nature of fear. And you tell me it can end and instinctively I say, 'Show it, let's go together, find out' Right? I want to find out if what you are saying is true or false, whether fear can really end. So I spend time, I discuss with you, I want to find out, learn, so my brain is active to find out, not to be told what to do. So the moment I begin to enquire, work, look, watch the whole movement of fear, then I accept it and say well, I like to live in fear, or move away from it. When you see that, there is a change in the brains cells. It is so simple, if you could only look at this thing very simply. There is a mutation – to make it a little more complex – in the very brain cells, not through any effort, not through the will, or through any motive, when there is perception. Perception is when there is observation without a movement of thought – right? When there is absolute silence of memory, which is time, which is thought. To look at something without the past. Do it sir. Look at the speaker without all the remembrance that you have accumulated about him, not his gestures, but watch him; or watch your father, your mother, your husband, wife, girl and so on, it doesn't matter what – watch without any past remembrances and hurts and guilt and all that coming into being. Just to watch. Then when you so watch without any prejudice, then there is freedom from that which has been.

I have got five more minutes. Shall I go on with the next question? I am sure you want me to go on. (laughs) But you are not active in your... you will be tired.

Right? You have understood the question? Do you feel guilt? Don't most of you here have guilty conscience about something or other – no? Or are you all pure human beings? So there is guilt. What does that word mean to each one of us? Having, doing something one feels you shouldn't. A very simple level. Psychologically hurting another, and the other commits suicide and you feel my god, what a terrible thing I have done. Right? Or you have remorse, which is the same thing – right? You understand? We are talking about guilt – culpa, mea culpa.

People make you feel guilty, that is one of their tricks. Because then they can do what they like with you. We have been in that position very well too, all of us. The father, the mother, the big bullies or somebody, bullies you and you feel you have done something terrible and then they have you by the neck, blackmailing you. You understand all this? Don't you know all this? And why does one feel guilty? I understand why you make me feel guilty because you want power over me. Then you have me by the tail – right? So that is quite a different matter. But you have been unkind, you have done something to another, physically or psychologically, and he jumps over the bridge. And you feel my god, what have I done? What a terrible – I wish I hadn't done that – right? And you feel guilt. You understand that word, all of us? So I don't have to go into the word, the meaning of that word. Why? I have done everything I can. You want me to love you more and out of my heart, I will do everything, out of myself, not because you want me more – you understand? Are you following all this? It is your life sir, not mine. I am your mother, father, whatever it is, I have done everything, I have loved you, taken care of you, all that on my part, but you want me to do more – exclusive. And I can't. I have given you my heart but you want the entire heart, but I would like a little bit of it for somebody else! (laughter) And you get hurt – right? Then you jump, or commit suicide, do every kind of horror to hurt me. Then I feel guilty. These are cases. I am taking an example which is common. You do it very little or a great deal, but this blackmailing goes on.

So nationally they do it – you understand? You have hold of the whole government because you are going to fast – you know all the tricks they are playing. So why does one feel guilty, with all its anxieties, with its fears, with its kind of this shrinking feeling – you understand? – Right? The feeling of my god, I wish I hadn't done that, I wish I had given more. But I have given the best of everything I have, but you want something more, but I can't. But you want me to feel guilty because I can't give more, and you make me feel more guilty by jumping in the lake, or taking a pill and committing suicide. So I am not going to be blackmailed – you understand? I have given everything possible. Or I don't want to give it – you understand? I don't want to feel guilty, not by your action. But you want me to feel guilty, then you have me. And I refuse to be put in that position – you understand? I won't be guilty. I mean, I see the absurdity of it. This has been a trick played on me, that is a different matter. I see very clearly that I have done everything a human being possibly can and you want more and I can't give more. And it is your affair if you want to kill yourself, I haven't done anything. You understand? Why can't we be sensible about all this?

I know – we know many, many people who have carried guilt all their life. It is like a wound never healing because they always remember and that destroys their life. One has done everything possible: yielded, lied – you follow? – given but the bully wants more. The responsibility is not yours but that of the bully – right? Finito. May I get up please?
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Third question and answer meeting in Saanen

We have had marvellous weather but a bit hot, except for yesterday's rain it has been marvellous weather. We have been here for twenty two years and this is the first four weeks or three weeks it hasn't pelted with rain. I hope you have all had a nice holiday. This is the last talk. Perhaps we shall meet again next year.

There are several questions here and one wonders, one asks, how you approach a problem. Life has many problems, economic, social, religious and so on, technological. How do you approach a problem? The word approach means draw near, come close to. And the word problem means something thrown at you, Greek, Latin, the root meaning of the word, something thrown at you, a challenge. And how do you receive that challenge? If we approach a problem with a trance of tradition – that is a good phrase, a trance of tradition – then you will never solve the problem. On the contrary the problem remains and you introduce into it more problems, which is what is happening in the political world and so on. Or if you approach a problem, come near, draw near, with a conclusion already made, then obviously one doesn't answer the challenge, or the problem. Or if one has some ideological conclusion, belief, then if you approach a problem with that, again the same thing continues – right? Are we clear on this? That any problem, whether it be a technological problem, or social problem or personal problem and so on, religious, unless one approaches it without any motive, if that is possible, then the problem has very little significance: what matters is how one approaches it, because the approach is going to dictate the issue. Right? Are we together in this? We are not telling you what to do. We are not your guru and don't you follow the speaker. The speaker is not important, but what he says is important and for you to find out whether it is false or true. So one must have a great capacity to be sceptical, doubt, to question – right? – so that your mind is sharp, clear.

And we are going to answer some of these questions. There are problems and we are going to approach it without any motive, personal, without the deadening weight of tradition, or having a particular bias, prejudice – right? So that your mind, your brain is free to look at the problem. I hope it is clear. That to understand the problem the brain must be free to look at it afresh, otherwise you just repeat, repeat, repeat and that becomes rather tiresome, boring and useless. With that, when that is clear, let's examine these questions together. It is not that the speaker is going to examine them, it is not a problem for him, but as it is a problem for the questioner and for most people, we are going together, so there is no leader and the led – right? Clear? There is no guru sitting on a platform. Fortunately I have no beard, or strange robes and all that kind of nonsense. So we are together going to examine without any bias, without any tradition, prejudice, to enquire into this problem. It is so hot already.

Very good question. This requires a great deal of enquiry into this. Are you prepared? (laughs) I hope you are not going off in a trance in the heat, and all that. I hope your minds are fresh and you are capable of listening not only to the speaker but also to your own reactions, to your own attitudes.

The questioner asks: what is desire? And is desire awakened by an external object? So first let's look together: what is desire. Desire in our life has become extraordinarily potent. We desire so many things. We desire heaven and if you are a Hindu you desire Moksha, another kind of heaven, liberation; or you desire a car, a woman or a man, or you desire for a lovely garden, you have plenty of money and so and so on and so on. What is desire? How does it awaken? What is the purpose, the intent, the drive behind desire – right? You understand what desire is, the word, 'desirer' and so on. Please this is going to be a very complex question and we are going to go into it together and if you will, listen to it all, the whole of it, not just little bits of it.

First of all you see an object which attracts you, a car, one of the latest models, beautifully polished, with large tyres, good lines, powerful. And if you have the money to run the car, you look at it. You understand? You look at the object and then the object awakens the desire to have it-right? You are following so far? That is, you see something beautiful: a picture, a house, a garden, a car, man or woman, and you are attracted. And the people who manufacture the car want you to buy it, and your own desire is to own it. So the object which is outside, awakens the desire to possess it – right? And if you have the money and so on, borrow, you know all the... So we are asking the question: is there desire without the object? You understand my question? If there was no car, no woman, no man, no house, attractive position as a saint or a guru – I hope you haven't any of that – or the desire for power – it is all the outside which then awakens the desire and then you fulfil that desire and you are satisfied, till the next desire, which is another object, not a car but something else. So we are asking, please find out carefully if you are willing to listen, the object creates, awakens the desire – right? Is there desire without the external object? That is one question.

Second is: you may create for yourself an image which is externalised and you want that image to fulfil that image, therefore there is the desire to achieve that which the thought has created – right? You are violent and you create non-violence which is non-fact, and then you desire to become non-violent. So there is not only an outside object which awakens desire but also inward ideologies, inward symbols, psychological pictures, images; having created it then you desire. So external object or internal object are both the same because they both awaken desire.

Now we are asking a very serious question, seeing this, is there a desire which is so extraordinarily strong, without an external object or an object created by the psychological process of thought? Right? We are going to find out. And is there desire without either of these? Clear?

So we are going to enquire together, not me enquire and you just listen, together, because it is your life: what is desire? Why has it become such an extraordinarily potent power in our life? We desire so many things, from the most trivial to the sublime – right? That is our life. So one has to enquire, explore together, what is desire? How does it come into being and whether it can be controlled? Then if you are controlling it, who is the controller? You follow? If you are controlling your desire – right? – the controller is another form of desire – right? We are together there? I desire to achieve some kind of so-called spiritual experience – I don't know why, I must be cuckoo! (laughter) And the controller, who says, 'I must control my desire', the controller wants to achieve that, that kind of funny, romantic nonsense. And then the controller is another form of desire. You see this? So the controller and the controlled are the activities of desire. Clear? Is this clear? We are together in this, are we? Because this is a serious question. One has to go into this very, very carefully.

And we are not advocating or stating you must control, suppress, etc., desire. We are trying to understand the extraordinary movement of desire, look into it. When one understands the whole movement of desire then you will see something else take place, if you are going to go into it step by step, untraditionally – right? If you say, 'I must control my desires' then you are off. Then you haven't examined who is the controller and then you are back into your traditional trance, which obviously does nothing. You can say your country is the most marvellous country and keep on repeating it and you mesmerise yourself – right?

So what is desire? How does it come into being? There must be a cause. And we are going to discover for ourselves what the cause is. There is, you see – and if I may go on with this simile – you see a car, the latest Mercedes, and the seeing, the sensation, contact, sensation – right? That is the process: seeing, contact, sensation. Right? That is clear. That is what takes place. Then thought creates the image of you sitting in the car and driving it. You understand? Thought creates the image of you owning it, driving it. Seeing, contact, sensation, then thought takes over: you, the image created of you sitting in the car and driving it. So there is an interval, or a gap, a hiatus, between sensation – right? – contact, seeing, contact, sensation, instantly thought creates the image: you in the car and driving it. The instant that thought creates the image, that is the beginning of desire. Have you understood this? Please exercise your brains, don't just accept or reject what the speaker is saying, look at it carefully. Right? You see there is perception of a car, then touch it, contact, from that touching, contact, there is sensation which is natural, healthy because you are not paralysed. Then thought creates the image – at that second desire is born. Is this clear? Right? Are we clear on this? Oh, for goodness sake! Need we explore more into it? Yes, you want to explore more into it? What is the matter with your brains? There is something put forward to you, very simple, and you...

I see this blue shirt in the window of a shop. I go inside, touch it, see if it is a good material, and if it suits me. I have a sensation: this is a nice blue shirt. Then I say how would it look on me? So I go to the mirror – I don't do all these things, but it doesn't matter – I go to the mirror, put it on and look at myself. Then the image is created at that moment desire to own it. Bien? This is what you all do. Only the thing is so rapid, so quick, but if you slowed it down and watched it, watched the movement, the movement of contact, sensation, slowing it down. Then the image created by thought, at that second desire is born. Right?

So the question is not of control, but watching the process slow down. The process of seeing, contact, sensation, thought creating the image, at that moment desire and so on, fulfilling it or being frustrated – right? Now to watch all this process slowly, carefully, step by step – right? So then the question arises, not of control, not of suppression, not of escaping from desire as monks have done throughout the world, they have controlled it, they have suppressed it, but they are burning with it. Therefore they pick up the Bible or the Gita, or some other book and keep on reading it, never looking at marvellous heavens. Right, you are following all this?

So can you, can we, slow down this whole process so as to watch every step very carefully? When you so watch it, then you find there can be a gap between sensation and the moment when thought takes it over – right? An interval. You are following all this? Is this clear? No? Isn't this clear? At last some young person agrees! So to extend that gap. That is, I see the blue shirt in the window, go inside, touch it, see the quality of it and wait, so that the thought doesn't immediately enter and take over. You understand? That requires very careful attention, watching, all your reactions so that there is an interval between sensation and the activity of thought with its image. Extend that gap then you will see desire has very little potency. You have understood? Right? So that desire then becomes not the master but the slowing down of the sensation and the thought. Got it? So that you are extraordinarily alert. It is the inattentive that are a slave to desire – right? Is the question clear now? The object – the car – seeing, contact, sensation, awakens the desire to own it and then the battle – should I have it, should I not have it, have I the money, etc., the desire to fulfil and the frustration not to have it and so on. But when you understand desire is not only for the object outside but also from the psychological projection of an image, Bada, Nirvana, Heaven, reaching some height of some ridiculous nonsense, that is also from the inside but it is projected outside. So if we can observe this whole process totally, that requires your attention, your care, your watching, then desire, you can look at a car and you will have no reaction, unless you want it – you understand? Right?

The speaker is allowed an hour, an hour and a half to go on this morning and I hope you can stand it.

You are not going to catch me! I am not going to catch you either! This is not a game we are playing. Why do we have opinions – I am not saying it is necessary or not necessary. Why do we have opinions? Opinions are something that has not been proved – prejudice is another form of opinion – right? So why do we have them? Not that they are not the spreading of Nazism, the spreading of armaments and the use of torture by governments. That is going on, every government is indulging in all this in the name of peace, in the name of law, in the name of patriotism, in the name of god – right? Every religion has tortured people, except Buddhism and Hinduism. Now these are facts. Britain is selling armaments to Argentina. See the ridiculousness of it. It is a fact. France and other countries. And you may have strong opinions that this should not happen. And what are you going to do? Join a group, demonstrate, shout, be beaten up by the police, tear gas? You have seen all that happening on the television, or if you are part of the circus, part of the show. Now what has your opinion changed – brought about a change? The armaments thing has been going on for centuries – right? They all say we must not and yet big business, great industry says we can't exist if we don't sell armaments. So will you stop paying taxes? If you do, you are sent to prison – right? First of all see the logic of all this. What will you do about all these things? They are all wrong, cruel, they bring about a great deal of violence – right? That is a fact. Chile is now torturing people, in Belfast and so on and so on, and so on. No government is free of it. They do it more subtly, more obviously, but it is going on. Now what is one to do? You may be strongly opposed to Nazism. They have done terrible things in the world – Hitler and company. Watch it all sir. Germany was a most civilised country – was – in Europe, studied philosophy, you know, inventions, they were great at one time. Those very great cultured people were taken over by a lunatic! You know all this.

Now what is an opinion? An opinion that I am against all this. And what value has that opinion? What can I do with my opinion? Will it affect selling of, stop selling of armaments, will it prevent Nazism, will it prevent torture? Or the whole thing is much more deep than mere having opinions? You understand? Are we meeting each other? I am not laying down a law, or I am not offering any opinions about this. But the problem is much deeper than opinions. A more serious, deeper question: why is man against another man? right? Ask that question, not whether my opinion is justified or not. But why, after all these centuries of civilisation and so-called culture, man is against man? Why? If we could go into that, which requires much more serious enquiry than holding on to opinions or no opinions, then we will enter into an area where we might do something.

Why are you, as a human being, against another man? Against another ideology? You have your own ideology but you are against another ideology. Democratic ideology and the totalitarian ideology, they are at war. Why do men live by ideologies? Ideologies are not real, are something which thought has invented, or thought, after a great deal of study, historical materialistic philosophy, comes to a certain conclusion and that becomes the law for them and they want all the others to accept that. And the opposite side does exactly the same thing in a different way – right? There, in the democratic world, so-called free world doesn't put you in prison because we can sit and talk, in a totalitarian state probably it would not be possible – right? This is happening, sir.

So we are asking a much more fundamental question, deeper issue: why is man against man? Go on sirs. Aren't you against somebody? Aren't you violent? And you are the whole of humanity. I know we like to think we are separate individuals, separate private souls – which we have gone into previously, I won't go into all that – because you are not. You are the rest of mankind because you suffer, you are in agony, you are lonely, you are depressed like all the rest. So you are basically, fundamentally the rest of mankind. You are humanity – right? And if you are humanity, and you are, whether you like it or not – (noise of dark barking) even the dog goes for it! – and if you are antagonistic, violent, aggressive, patriotic, my country is better than your country, my culture is the highest culture and all that nonsense, then you are selling armaments, you are torturing people because they are doing it there, of which you are, you have helped to torture people because you are a Catholic, you are a Protestant, you are a Hindu – right? So where there is division there must be conflict and all the rest of it. So are you acting wholly – you understand? – or small little 'me' acting? You understand? Then you are against, man against man. Is that understood, that question?

Somebody is interested in this so I must answer it. (Laughter)

You are interested in this? Of course. This is much more exciting than desire. (Laughter) I wish you would be simple about all this. K apparently has had various experiences. They may be psychosomatic, induced by tension, or pleasurable projection of his own desires and so on. In India the word Kundalini has a great meaning. They have written books about it and several claim they have awakened that... I won't go into it all. Don't be mesmerised by this word. A kind of release of energy so that that energy is inexhaustible, that is the meaning of that word. But it has other meanings and different types. Just the fact is to awaken the energy and to let it function completely. And so-called process may also be imagination and so on. Do all these things matter? One is able to read other people's thoughts. They are experimenting with that in Russia – you understand? Andropov can read Mr Reagan's thought, or Mr Reagan can read Mr Andropov's thought, then the game is over! (laughter) And if you can read my thoughts and I can read your thoughts then life becomes terribly complex and rather tiresome. They have experimented with this in Duke University in America, they have proved telepathy exists, that thought can control matter and so on. This is the old Indian tradition. Perhaps K has done some of these things but is this all important? It is like having a good bath – right? After a hot day having a good, clean, healthy bath with clean towel and good soap, (laughter) but at the end of it you are clean. What matters is that you are clean – right? Put all this at that level. You understand? Don't give this all this importance, it is not important. K has been through all this. He knows a great deal about all this. Don't wake up suddenly! (Laughter) But he treats all this as not necessary. There is the energy which has been misused by us, in fights, in quarrels, in pretensions, trying to say mine is better than yours, I have reached this platform and so on. It is far more important to enquire why human beings behave as they do now, not all this triviality. This is triviality. We have discussed this matter with all the people – some of the people who claim all this awakening. You know you have a little experience and then you set up shop. You understand? You know what that means, setting up shop? I have a little experience of this kind and then I become a guru, I am in business then. I have disciples, I tell them what to do, I have money, I sit in a posture, and I am very...(laughter) – you follow? All that Tommy rot!

So one has to be terribly careful of one's own little experiences. Right? But what is important, really important, is to find out sanely, rationally, logically, how you waste your energy by conflict, by quarrels – you follow? – fear and pretension. When all that energy which is being wasted is not wasted, you have all the energy in the world. As long as your brain is not deteriorating through conflict, through ambition, through strife, fighting loneliness, depression and all the rest of it, which we have gone into. When the brain is free of all that, you have abundant energy. But if you release some kind of little energy then you do an infinite harm to others – right? Is this question answered? Can we go on to the next?

So please don't fall into the trap of those gurus who say, 'I know. You don't know, I will tell you,' There are various centres in America and probably in Europe and India, where one or two people are saying, 'I have awakened this peculiar stuff, and I will tell you all about it. I will teach you.' You know, the good old game! (laughs) It all becomes so trivial when man is fighting man, the world is degenerating, disintegrating, you are talking about footling little experiences!

And also the questioner says: is not K's consciousness put together by thought? As every consciousness with its content is the result of the movement of thought – right? Your consciousness with its content of fear, belief, loneliness, anxieties, sorrow, following somebody, having faith, saying my country is more, the highest culture and all that business, it is part of your consciousness. It is what you are – right? If you are free of that then you are in a totally different dimension. It is not expansion of consciousness. It is the denying of the content of consciousness – right? Not expanding, becoming more and more self-centred – right? Let's go to the next question.

Why to me? What does it mean to you? Much more important. You understand? What does life, the living and coming to the end of it, what does it mean to you? If you believe in reincarnation – you know what that means? – if you believe in reincarnation, that is, you are born next life, and if you have lived rightly, correctly, happily, your next life you will have a better chance to reach the higher ladder – right? You understand? But those people who believe in reincarnation live like ordinary other people: fighting, quarrelling, aggressive, mean – right? – vicious, violent. But that belief in reincarnation has very little meaning. But it is very comforting. Now enquire into it. What is it that is going to be reborn? You understand? Suppose you believe in reincarnation, as some of you may do, I don't know why, it may be comforting but when you begin to examine that which is to be reborn, what is that? Is it permanent soul? Permanent something that is beyond time? If it is of time that is not permanent – right? So what is it that is going to be reborn? Your tendencies, your idiosyncrasies, your experiences? That K dies and next life he is born again, poor chap. And what is that K? What is it, who are you, what are you? (Noise of dog barking – could we ask that dog to be quiet for a while?) Who are you? Actually, not theoretically play around with a lot of ideas that you are Atman, that there is god in you, that is all the activity of thought – right? So what are you? You are your experiences – right? You are what you have acquired as knowledge, you are the whole movement of memories, aren't you? Or you don't like that or you like to think that there is something marvellous in you. All that is absurd. I won't go into it, even discuss it. The fact is you are nothing but – I mustn't use 'nothing but' that's wrong – you are a whole series of movements of memories – right? Examine it, please don't agree, look at it. You are not if you have no memory – right? If a certain operation takes place in the brain, then you lose your memories, you become a vegetable. You know – right? The speaker has been in a hospital in California, in America, where they have done all this, I have watched it – horrible!

So you are the tradition, the connected memories, the communal family tradition, the tradition of a country, all the memories – right? You are all that. And if you die, you want all those memories to go on? What are memories? Things that have gone, remembered something that has been happy, pleasurable or something you are longing for – right? It is all a movement of the past as memories, modified and going on – right? So what does death mean? You, as an individual, coming to an end – right? Physically coming to an end, but psychologically you say, 'No, that is not quite so. I am more than my body. I am more than my thought, I am more than any reaction.' – right? Are you? I know tradition says you are and you like the idea you are also more than all this business, so you cling to that and you hope the 'more' will be born next life in a better house, greater power, greater position, nearer god. You understand? All this is a matter of belief and thought – right? Thought has also invented belief because believing in something gives you great comfort – right? So if you like that kind of stuff, carry on. And millions do – right? And those others say, 'Well, life has been jolly good', if you are successful, or 'Life has been terrible, miserable, unhappy and I am glad to die.' Right? And before dying all the agony of illness – right? Long, prolonged years of illness, sustained by the doctors to keep the thing going – right? This is our life. This is the way we all live. And we are frightened of death, coming to an end. Though you believe in reincarnation but you are jolly well frightened of death. (laughs) You can't carry everything with you but you like to have it till the last minute. You understand? If you have a lot of money you like to have it till the last minute, though you know you can't carry it with you.

So this is what we call living and dying – right? Why do we give so much importance to the after? What happens after death? Why? Is it not far more important what is happening before death? You understand? You understand what I am saying? Not what happens after but what is happening during the long years of living: struggling, pain, anxiety, depression, suffering, loneliness that you all go through – right? Isn't that more important to consider, whether all that can be changed, all that can be ended rather than go on talking about what happens after death? You understand?

Suppose I am attached to my family – suppose, I have no family, thank god – but suppose I am attached to my family, my wife, my children, my house, my furniture, death comes along through accident, disease, or natural weariness, death comes along and says you can't take it with you – right? You have understood? I am attached to an idea, to a belief, to a concept, to an ideal, or I am attached to furniture, to a house, to a family and so on. Death means the ending of all that, though I may believe all that I will have next life with my brother, with my sister – you follow? Is it possible to end all that while living? You have understood what I'm saying? While I am living is it possible not to be attached to a single thing? To my furniture, to my house, to my experience, to my books, to my reputation, to my nonsense – you follow? All that? End all that instantly. That is death. Right? Comment?

Audience: That is wonderful.

Krishnamurti: What is wonderful? It is wonderful if you do it. If you don't do it – just a lot of words.

So what we are saying is this: death of the body, with all the accumulated memories, brings to an end; unless you believe of course in the other, reincarnation, you are something which is permanent that is going to reincarnate and so on, all that is an invention of thought. So is it possible to end while I am living, while one is living, to be free entirely of all attachment? Attachment to your guru, attachment to your ideas, experience – right? Because that is what death is going to do. So while living, the ending means living with death. You understand what I am saying? No, no you don't, don't nod your head, no sir you don't. Ending, if you end smoking – right? – if you have a habit of smoking, suppose, and you end it, though the body demands nicotine and all that kind of stuff, end it. Because that is what is going to happen when you die. End your clinging to some experience, to some memory so that your brain is new, fresh, clear, not burdened with all this rubbish, garbage. Memories are garbage. I know. So to live is to live with death all the time. You understand? Do it, sir. Do one thing that you hold most precious, end that. Not, I must end it, how am I to end it, tell me the way to end it, or take a drug to end it, end it because you see death means that. So it is possible to live a life which means a life of freedom, and therefore a life of love, because love is not attachment. Love is not jealousy. A mind that is burdened with all kinds of stuff, a brain that has all kind of problems is not capable of affection, love.

So understand sir, the beauty of it: living and the things you are attached to, end it, so that you really understand the depth of freedom.

The question, to put it very simply, the question is: what am I to do or not do to bring about a radical mutation in my whole existence? That is the question – right?

Now how do you approach that question? How do you draw near to it so that you are in contact with the question, with the problem? First of all, is one aware how our brains are conditioned – right? Are you aware? Oh, no, for god's sake. Are we aware, are you aware that you are conditioned? After two thousand years of steady propaganda – baptism, mass, constant repetition, repetition, repetition, you have become a Catholic. Or the other constant repetition is becoming a Hindu, or a Muslim. It is the same process. Are you aware that your brain is conditioned? Right? Yes, sir, that is not difficult to be aware, I am conditioned. When you say, 'I am a British, British, British, you are conditioned – German, Russian, Hindu. The Hindu may think 'I have the greatest culture' but that culture has gone. In India they are completely at a loss, disorder and so on – I won't go into that.

So if one is aware that you are conditioned – right? – is that awareness an idea or actuality? You understand? Are you actually aware of your reactions? Don't be puzzled. It is nothing to be puzzled about. Are you aware that when you meet somebody that you dislike him, or like him, are you aware of your prejudices – you follow? Are you aware of your own laziness? Your own incapacity to think clearly? All your pretension that you are, oh something extraordinary you have reached? Are you aware of all this? If you are and if you say, 'I like this kind of thing', then live it, nobody is going to pay much attention to it, at least not the intelligent people. You may collect a lot of neurotics, thoughtless people, that is all right too, if you want that kind of stuff. But the moment you become aware, watching, all your reactions, but to correct your reaction implies an entity who is also reaction. Have you understood? You react. I hit you and you hit me – right? I hit you because you have said something earlier, to that I react by hitting you. And you react because you don't like to be hit, so both reactions are similar – right? I won't go into it, it is clear.

So when one is aware that one is conditioned and look at it, not as an outsider looking in, the very entity that is observing, or being aware that it is conditioned, that entity is part of that conditioning. Right? Oh, don't go to sleep. Right?

Put it another way: the observer who experiences, the observer is not different from the observed. The thinker is not different from his thoughts – right? The analyser is not different from the thing he analyses. Only he has separated himself. I examine myself. 'I' is separated by thought as being a little more knowledgeable, a little more accumulative, past memories, that entity is observing. That entity is part of that which is observing. Well, I won't go into it. If you haven't understood it, read, struggle, go to sleep, whatever you like to do, be lazy with it. Probably you will!

So, apparently nothing external or internal changes man – right? Religions have tried to control him, tortured him, forced him, go through all the baptism, and all the circus – and also they do it in their own way in India and in different parts of the world – they have tried everything. And you yourself have tried to bring about a change – right? Haven't you? If you have and the result is negligent, then what do you do? You have tried leaders, you have tried gurus, you have tried various philosophers, you have tried various religions, and yet we remain as we are: lazy, indolent, indifferent, callous, without any spark of love, violence and all the rest of it. What will make us change? Nothing! Nothing from outside, or your own desire to change. So start with nothing is going to, any agency, inward or outside, is going to change you. Start with that fact. Right? Don't go to sleep, please.

Then you start with something actual, something that is real, you can put your teeth into it then, as nobody outside is going to help you. The Buddha hasn't helped you, all the Christian religions haven't helped you. You are what you are now – right? Start from there – nothing from outside, or your own desire is going to change you. So you start, then you say, look, do I really want to change, basically? Most of us don't. So you carry on. But if you really want to change, it is simple. Change your fears, end your fears completely. Don't say how, we went through all that. Unless you deny totally every form of outside agency to help you or your own volition, your own desire, your own will, that hasn't functioned either, so put aside all that, then you start from what you are and see if that thing cannot be changed radically. It is up to you.

I am allowed another seven minutes more. The last question.

A religious life, not all the religions, not the monks and all that. They are not religious. I know they would abhor me when I say that. I will show it to you logically why it is not. It is all put together by thought. The invention of god is put there by thought. It is simple. All this is clear when you understand the activity of thought.

So what is a spiritual life? I am asking you. You have strange robes, you attend churches, mass, or do some kind of puja in India, or go to temples and mosques, what is a spiritual life? The word spiritual is not pleasant but we will use it for the moment. What is a spiritual life? Would you say a spiritual life is a life of total freedom? Freedom from sorrow, freedom from fear, freedom from all the conditioning – right? To be free. Most of us are in prison – prison of our own making of ideas, or other people's concepts, their own prejudices, their own experiences, they are like bars that hold us in prison. Most of us are slaves to tradition, slaves to some kind of belief, faith, or to experience. To be totally, completely free of all that. Freedom as we said before, that very word implies love. If there is no freedom there is no love. You cannot possibly achieve that freedom through some figure, symbol, person, idea. Freedom means the ending, the ending of the self, the 'me', the images I have about myself. Then when the brain is free, only then is there that supreme intelligence. Not all the rituals, all, you know, all the trivialities, for god's sake, sitting in a posture, meditating, breathing – you follow? – that is not – if one can use that word – spiritual. That is all the movement of memory and thought. And thought is limited, which we have gone into, I won't now. So we have reduced our life into a very small petty little affair. To be free of that entirely. And it is possible. Don't accept my word for it. I say it is possible. Find out. Do it. So that a religious, a so-called spiritual life, then there is no division between you and another. You won't kill another. Your country is the country of the world. The world is your country. The world is your religion. But when you say you belong to no religion, living a spiritual life, a life that is holy, it is not something for the elite, for the few, but if that is what is necessary, work at it, not pretend and all that kind of nonsense.

So a religious mind, a religious human being, one that doesn't belong to any religion, but a brain that is functioning with truth and therefore with great intelligence and compassion.

Right, sirs. May I get up please?
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Brockwood Park

First Conversation With David Bohm at Brockwood Park

Krishnamurti: I thought we were going to talk about the future of man.

Dr.David Bohm: Yes.

Krishnamurti: I mean, really, when we talk about man, we're talking about humanity.

DB: The whole of mankind.

Krishnamurti: Whole of mankind, not the British or the French or the Russian or the American, but the whole of human beings.

DB: The future is all inter linked anyway.

Krishnamurti: As things are, apart from what one observes the world has become tremendously dangerous.

DB: Yes.

Krishnamurti: Terrorists, wars, and the national divisions and racial divisions, some dictators who want to destroy the world and so on and so on. And also religiously there is tremendous separation.

DB: Yes, and I think there is the economic crisis and the ecological crisis which are...

Krishnamurti: Yes, ecological and economic problems – problems seem to multiplying more and more. So, what's the future of man? What's the future of not only the present generation but the coming generations?

DB: Yes, well, the future looks very grim..

Krishnamurti: Very grim. If you were quite young and I was quite young, what would we do knowing all this. What would be our reaction, what would be our life, our way of earning a livelihood and so on?

DB: Yes, well, I've often thought of that. For example, I've asked myself, would I go into science again.

Krishnamurti: Yes.

DB: And, I'm not at all certain now because science does not seem to be relevant to this crisis.

Krishnamurti: No, no, on the contrary, they are helping.

DB: That makes it worse.

Krishnamurti: Yes, they are helping.

DB: They might help but in fact it isn't right.

Krishnamurti: So what would you do? I think I would stick to what I'm doing.

DB: Well, that would be easy for you.

Krishnamurti: For me it would be easy.

DB: But there are several problems, of course, I don't know if you want to discuss them. If a person is just starting out he has to make a living – right?

Krishnamurti: Of course.

DB: There are very few opportunities now, and most of these are in jobs which are very limited.

Krishnamurti: Limited and unemployment right throughout the world. I wonder what he would do, knowing that the future is grim, very depressing, dangerous and so uncertain. Where would you begin?

DB: Yes, well I think one would have to stand back from all these particular problems of my own needs and the needs of the people around me.

Krishnamurti: Are you saying one should really forget oneself for the time being?

DB: Yes.

Krishnamurti: Even if I did forget myself and when I look at this world in which I am going to live, and have some kind of career or a profession, and the unemployment, what would I do? This is a problem that I think most young people are facing.

DB: Yes. That's clear. Well, have you something that you would suggest?

Krishnamurti: Eh?

DB: Is there something you could suggest?

Krishnamurti: You see, I don't think in terms of evolution.

DB: Yes, I understand that. That's the point that I was expecting we would discuss.

Krishnamurti: Eh?

DB: I was expecting we would discuss that.

Krishnamurti: Yes. I don't think there is psychological evolution at all.

DB: Yes. Now, we have discussed this quite often so I think I understand to some extent what you mean. But I think the people who are new to this, who are viewing this tape, are not going to understand.

Krishnamurti: Yes, we will discuss it. But I want to discuss this whole question, if you will: why are we concerned about the future? Or, only the whole future is now.

DB: Yes, in some sense the whole future is now but we have to make that clear. This goes very much against the whole way of thinking of the tradition of mankind and all of us are exposed to.

Krishnamurti: Yes, I know. It goes – I know. Mankind thinks in terms of evolution, continuance and so on.

DB: Maybe we could approach it in another way. That is, evolution seems in the present era to be the most natural way to think. So I would like to ask you what objections do you have to thinking in terms of evolution. Could I explain a point: that that has many meanings, this word.

Krishnamurti: Of course, of course. We are talking psychologically.

DB: Yes, now the first point is let's dispose of it physical evolution.

Krishnamurti: I mean an acorn will grow into an oak.

DB: Yes. Well also the species have evolved for example from the plants to the animals and to man.

Krishnamurti: Yes, we have taken a million years to be what we are.

DB: You have no question that that has happened?

Krishnamurti: No, that has happened.

DB: It may continue to happen.

Krishnamurti: That is evolution.

DB: That is a valid process.

Krishnamurti: Of course. That is a valid natural process.

DB: It takes place in time. And therefore in that region the past, present and future are important – right?

Krishnamurti: Yes, obviously. I don't know a certain language, I need time to learn it.

DB: Well, also it takes time to improve the brain. You see if the brain started out small with this, and then it got bigger and bigger, that took a million years.

Krishnamurti: Yes, and becomes much more complex and so on. All that needs time. All that is movement in space and time.

DB: Yes. So you admit physical time and neurophysiological time.

Krishnamurti: Neurophysiological time, absolutely. Of course. Any sane man would.

DB: Yes. Now most people also admit psychological time, what they call mental time.

Krishnamurti: Yes, that is what we are talking about. Whether there is such a thing as psychological tomorrow, psychological evolution.

DB: Or yesterday. Yes, now at first sight I am afraid this will sound strange. You see it seems I can remember yesterday, and there is tomorrow, I can anticipate. And it has happened many times, you know days have succeeded each other. So I do have the experience of time, you see, from yesterday to today to tomorrow – right?

Krishnamurti: Of course. That is simple enough.

DB: That is simple enough. Now what is it you are denying?

Krishnamurti: I deny that I will be something, become better.

DB: That I can change and be... But now there are two ways of looking at that. You see one way is will I intentionally become better because I am trying? Or, secondly some people feel that evolution is a kind of natural, inevitable process, in which we are being swept along like in a current, and we are perhaps becoming better, worse, or something is happening to us.

Krishnamurti: Psychologically.

DB: Psychologically, yes, which takes time which may not be the result of my trying to become better. It may or may not be. Some people may think one way, some another. But are you denying also that there is a sort of natural psychological evolution as there was a natural biological evolution?

Krishnamurti: I am denying that, yes.

DB: Yes. Now, why do you deny it?

Krishnamurti: Because first of all, what is the psyche?

DB: Yes.

Krishnamurti: The 'me', the ego, and so on, what is it?

DB: Yes, now the word psyche has many meanings. It may mean the mind for example. Now do you mean by that the ego is the same thing?

Krishnamurti: The ego. I am talking of the ego, the 'me'.

DB: Yes. Now some people who are thinking of evolution are thinking there will be an evolution in which the me is transcended. That is that it will rise to a higher level.

Krishnamurti: Yes, will the transition – does transition need time?

DB: A transcendence, a transition.

Krishnamurti: Yes. That is my whole question.

DB: Yes. So there are two questions: one is will the 'me' ever improve? That is one argument. And another argument, is even if we suppose we want to get beyond the me, can that be done in time?

Krishnamurti: That cannot be done in time.

DB: Yes, now we have to make it clear why not.

Krishnamurti: Yes. I will. We will go into it. What is the 'me'? If the psyche has such different meanings, the 'me' is the whole movement which thought has brought about.

DB: Now why do you say that? That...

Krishnamurti: The 'me' is the consciousness, my consciousness, the 'me' is my name, form and all the various experiences that I have had, remembrances and so on. The whole structure of the me is put together by thought.

DB: Yes, well that again would be something which some people might find it hard to accept.

Krishnamurti: Of course, of course. We are discussing it.

DB: Yes but I mean also to try to bring it out. Now, the first experience, the first feeling I have about the me is that the 'me' is there independently and that the me is thinking.

Krishnamurti: Is the 'me' independent of my thinking?

DB: Well my own first feeling is the 'me' is there independent of my thinking, and it is the 'me' that is thinking, you see.

Krishnamurti: Yes, yes.

DB: Like I am here and I could move, I could move my arm, I could think, or I could move my head.

Krishnamurti: Yes, yes.

DB: Now, is that an illusion?

Krishnamurti: No.

DB: Why?

Krishnamurti: Because the 'me' – when I move my arm there is the intention to grasp something, to take something, to put something, which is also, first, it is the movement of thought, and that makes the arm move and so on. My contention is – and I am ready to accept it as false or true – that thought is the basis of all this.

DB: Yes. Your contention is that the whole sense of the 'me' and what it is doing is coming out of thought. Now what you mean by thought though is not merely intellectual thought?

Krishnamurti: No, no, of course not.

DB: But what more, you see?

Krishnamurti: Thought is the movement of experience, knowledge, memory and thought. It is this whole movement.

DB: That sounds to me as if you mean the consciousness as a whole.

Krishnamurti: As a whole, that's right.

DB: And you are saying that that movement is the 'me' – right?

Krishnamurti: The whole content of that consciousness is the 'me'.

DB: Yes, well there are quite a few...

Krishnamurti: That 'me' is not different from my consciousness.

DB: Yes. Well someone might feel – well, I think one could say that I am my consciousness for if I am not conscious I am not here.

Krishnamurti: Of course.

DB: Now is consciousness nothing but say what you have just described, which includes thought, feeling, intention...

Krishnamurti: ...intention, aspirations...

DB: ...memories...

Krishnamurti: ...memories, beliefs, dogmas, the rituals that are performed, the whole, like a computer that has been programmed.

DB: Yes. Now that certainly is in consciousness. Everybody would agree but some people would feel, or many people would feel that there is more to it than that. That consciousness may go beyond that.

Krishnamurti: Let's go into it. Let's go into it.

DB: Yes.

Krishnamurti: The content of our consciousness makes up the consciousness, the content.

DB: Yes, I think that requires some understanding. The ordinary use of the word content is quite different. If you say that the content of a glass is water – right?

Krishnamurti: Yes.

DB: So the glass is one thing and the water is another.

Krishnamurti: No.

DB: The glass contains the water, otherwise the word content would suggest that something contains it – right?

Krishnamurti: All right. Consciousness is made up of all what it has remembered: beliefs, dogmas, rituals, the nationalities, fears, pleasures, sorrow.

DB: Yes, now if all that were absent would there be no consciousness?

Krishnamurti: Not as we know it.

DB: But there would still be a kind of consciousness?

Krishnamurti: A totally different kind.

DB: Well then I think you really mean to say that consciousness, as we know it, is made up...

Krishnamurti: I said that.

DB: Oh, yes.

Krishnamurti: Consciousness as we know it is all that.

DB: As we generally know it.

Krishnamurti: And that is the result of multiple activities of thought. Thought has put all this together, which is my consciousness – the reactions, the responses, the memories, the remembrances, extraordinary complex intricacies, subtleties, all that is the – makes up consciousness.

DB: As we know it.

Krishnamurti: I've said that.

DB: Yes.

Krishnamurti: As we know it.

DB: Yes. Now...

Krishnamurti: Is – whether that consciousness has a future.

DB: Yes. Does it have a past?

Krishnamurti: Of course. Remembrance.

DB: Remembrance, yes. Why do you say it has no future then?

Krishnamurti: If it has a future it will be exactly the same kind of thing, moving. The same activities, same thoughts, modified but the pattern will be repeated over and over again.

DB: Yes. Are you saying that thought can only repeat?

Krishnamurti: Yes.

DB: But there is a feeling that thought can develop new ideas for example.

Krishnamurti: But thought being limited, because knowledge is limited, if you admit that knowledge will always be limited.

DB: Yes, well, that again might require some discussion.

Krishnamurti: Of course, we must discuss it.

DB: Now, why do you say knowledge is always limited?

Krishnamurti: Because you as a scientist, you are experimenting, adding, searching, so you are adding, and after you some other person will add more. So knowledge, which is born of experience, is limited.

DB: Yes, well some people have said it is and they would hope to obtain perfect knowledge, or absolute knowledge of the laws of nature.

Krishnamurti: The laws of nature is not the laws of human being.

DB: Well, do you want to restrict the discussion then to knowledge about the human being?

Krishnamurti: Of course, that's all what we are talking about.

DB: Even there you could question whether that knowledge of nature is possible too.

Krishnamurti: Of course. We are talking about the future of man.

DB: All right. So we are saying that man cannot obtain unlimited knowledge of the psyche. Is that what you are saying?

Krishnamurti: Yes, that's right.

DB: There is always more that is unknown.

Krishnamurti: There is always more and more unknown. So if once we admit that knowledge is limited then thought is limited.

DB: Yes, knowledge – thought depends on knowledge and the knowledge does not cover everything.

Krishnamurti: That's right.

DB: Therefore thought will not be able to handle everything that happens.

Krishnamurti: That's right. That is what the politicians and all the other people are doing. They think thought can solve every problem.

DB: Yes. You can see in the case of politicians that knowledge is very limited, in fact it is almost non-existent! (laughter) But, therefore when you lack the adequate knowledge of what you are dealing with you create confusion.

Krishnamurti: Yes. So then as thought is limited, our consciousness, which has been put together by thought, is limited.

DB: Yes. Now why does that mean we – can you make that clear? That means we can only repeat, stay in the same circle.

Krishnamurti: The same circle.

DB: You see one of the ideas might be, if you compare with science, that people might think though my knowledge is limited I am constantly discovering.

Krishnamurti: But what you discover is added to, but is still limited.

DB: It is still limited. That's the point. I can keep on – I think one of the ideas behind a scientific approach is that though knowledge is limited I can discover and keep up with the actuality.

Krishnamurti: But that is also limited.

DB: My discoveries are limited. And there is always the unknown which I have not discovered.

Krishnamurti: That is why I am saying the unknown, the limitless, cannot be captured by thought.

DB: Yes.

Krishnamurti: Because thought in itself is limited. If you and I agree to that – not only agree but it is a fact.

DB: Yes, well perhaps we should bring it out still more. That is thought is limited even though we verbally – one may easily verbally admit thought is not limited, there is a very strong predisposition, feeling, tendency, to feel that way, that thought can do anything.

Krishnamurti: Anything. It can't. See what it has done in the world.

DB: Well, I agree that is has done some terrible things but that doesn't prove that it is always wrong. You see maybe you could always blame it on the people who have used it wrongly, you see. (Both laugh)

Krishnamurti: I know, that is a good old trick! But thought in itself is limited, therefore whatever it does, is limited.

DB: Yes, and it is limited in a very serious way is what you are saying.

Krishnamurti: That's right. Of course in a very, very serious way.

DB: Well, could we bring that out, say what that way is, I mean?

Krishnamurti: That way is, what is happening in the world.

DB: All right, let's look at that.

Krishnamurti: The totalitarian ideals, it is the invention of thought.

DB: Yes, well, we could say that the people – the very word totalitarian, means they wanted to cover the totality but they couldn't.

Krishnamurti: They couldn't.

DB: They couldn't, the thing collapsed.

Krishnamurti: It is collapsing.

DB: Collapsing. But then there are those who say they are not totalitarians.

Krishnamurti: But the democrats and all the rest of it, the republicans and the democrats, and the idealists and so on, all their thinking is limited.

DB: Yes, but it is limited in a way that is...

Krishnamurti: ...very destructive.

DB: ...that is very serious and destructive. Now in what way – could we bring that out? You see I could say, 'OK my thought is limited but well it may not be all that serious'. You see why is it so important?

Krishnamurti: That is fairly simple: because whatever action is born of limited thought must breed conflict, inevitably.

DB: Yes.

Krishnamurti: Like dividing humanity into geographically – into nationalities and so on and so on and so on, religiously, has created havoc in the world.

DB: Yes, now let's connect that with the limitation of thought. That is my knowledge is limited – right?

Krishnamurti: We said that.

DB: Now how does that lead me to divide the world into...

Krishnamurti: Aren't we seeking security?

DB: Yes.

Krishnamurti: And we thought there was security in the family, security in the tribe, security in nationalism. So we thought there is security in division.

DB: Yes. That seems, now it has come out – take the tribe for example, say, one may feel insecure because one then says, 'With the tribe I am secure.' That is a conclusion. And I think I know enough to be sure that is so, but I don't. Other things happen that I don't know which make that very insecure. Other tribes come along.

Krishnamurti: No, no, the very division creates insecurity.

DB: Yes it helps to create it but I am trying to say that I don't know enough to know that – right? I don't see that.

Krishnamurti: But one doesn't see it because one has not thought about anything, looked at the world as a whole.

DB: Yes, well the thought which attempts to, you see the thought which aims at security attempts to know everything important. As soon as it knows everything important it says, 'This will bring security' – not only there are a lot of things it doesn't know but one thing it doesn't know is that this very thought itself is divisive.

Krishnamurti: Divisive, yes.

DB: Divisive. It's going to, because I define an area which is secure, divided from another area.

Krishnamurti: Because in itself it is limited. Anything that is limited must inevitably create conflict.

DB: Well, you mean any thought that is...

Krishnamurti: If I say I am an individual, it is limited.

DB: Yes.

Krishnamurti: I am concerned with myself, that is very limited.

DB: Yes, we have to get this clear. You see if I say this is a table which is limited, it creates no conflict – right?

Krishnamurti: No, there is no conflict there.

DB: Now when I say this is me that creates conflict.

Krishnamurti: The 'me' is a divisive entity.

DB: Let's see more clearly why.

Krishnamurti: Because it is separative, it is concerned with itself. The 'me' identifying with the greater nation, is still divisive.

DB: Yes, well, I define myself in the interest of security so that I know what I am as opposed to what you are and I protect myself – right? Now this creates a division between me and you.

Krishnamurti: We and they and so on.

DB: We and they. Now that comes from my limited thought because I don't understand that we are really closely related and connected.

Krishnamurti: That's it, we are human beings.

DB: Yes we are all human beings.

Krishnamurti: All human beings have more or less the same problems.

DB: No, I haven't understood that. My thought, my knowledge is limited, I think that we can make a distinction and protect ourselves and me and not the others.

Krishnamurti: Yes, that's right.

DB: But in the very act of doing that I create instability.

Krishnamurti: That's right. You create...

DB: ...insecurity.

Krishnamurti: Insecurity. So if we see that, not merely intellectually or verbally, but actually feel it, that we are the rest of humanity, then the responsibility becomes immense.

DB: Yes, well, how can you do anything about that responsibility?

Krishnamurti: Then I either contribute to the whole mess, or keep out of it. That is not to be – to be at peace, to have order in oneself. I will come to that. I am going too fast.

DB: Yes, you see – now let's come – well I think we have touched on an important point. We say the whole of humanity, of mankind, is one, and therefore to create division there is...

Krishnamurti: ...is dangerous.

DB: Yes. Whereas to create division between me and the table is not dangerous because in some sense we are not one.

Krishnamurti: Me and the tree – of course.

DB: That is only in some very general sense that we are one. Now mankind doesn't realise that it is all one.

Krishnamurti: Why? Why?

DB: Well let's go into that. This is a crucial point. It is clear it doesn't because there are so many divisions and not only nations and religions but from one person to another.

Krishnamurti: I know. Why is there this division?

DB: Well the first is, the feeling, at least in the modern era, that every human being is an individual. This may not have been so strong in the past.

Krishnamurti: That is what I question. I question altogether whether we are individuals.

DB: Yes, well that is a big question because...

Krishnamurti: Of course. We said just now the consciousness which is me is similar to the rest of mankind. They all suffer; they all have fears; they are all insecure; they have their own particular gods and rituals, all put together by thought.

DB: Yes, well I think this calls for some – you know, it is – there are two questions here. One is, not everybody feels that he is similar – most people feel they have some unique distinction, at least they...

Krishnamurti: What do you mean 'unique distinction'? Distinction in doing something?

DB: Well, there may be many things. For example one nation may feel that it is able to do certain things better than another, one person has some special things he does, a quality, or...

Krishnamurti: Of course. You have better – you are more intellectual than I am. Somebody else is better in this or that.

DB: He may take pride in his own special abilities, or advantages.

Krishnamurti: But when you put away that, basically we are the same.

DB: We have to say what does it mean – you are saying that these things which you have just described which are...

Krishnamurti: ...superficial.

DB: Yes. Well now the things that are basic are what?

Krishnamurti: Is fear, sorrow, pain, anxiety, loneliness, and all the human travail.

DB: Yes well many people might feel that the basic things are the highest achievements of man.

Krishnamurti: The?

DB: The highest achievements of mankind are not these.

Krishnamurti: What has he achieved?

DB: Well, let's discuss it.

Krishnamurti: Yes, yes.

DB: I mean many people – well I understand, we have discussed this often but I think we must bring it out.

Krishnamurti: Yes sir, let's go into it.

DB: Now the...

Krishnamurti: What have we achieved?

DB: Well for one thing people may feel proud of the achievement of man in science and art and culture and technology.

Krishnamurti: We have achieved in all those directions, certainly we have.

DB: Yes.

Krishnamurti: Vast technology, communication, travel, medicines, surgery...

DB: Yes.

Krishnamurti: ...have advanced tremendously.

DB: Yes, I mean it is really remarkable in many ways.

Krishnamurti: There is no question about it.

DB: Yes. Now you are saying...

Krishnamurti: What have we psychologically achieved?

DB: Yes, I mean one point is to say none of this has affected us psychologically.

Krishnamurti: Yes, that's right.

DB: And the psychological question is more important than any of the others because if the psychological question is not cleared up the rest is dangerous.

Krishnamurti: Yes. Quite right. That's just it. If we psychologically are limited, then whatever we do will be limited, and the technology will then be used by our limited...

DB: ...yes, the master is this limited psyche and not the rational structure of technology.

Krishnamurti: Sane, rational.

DB: And in fact technology then becomes a dangerous...

Krishnamurti: ...instrument.

DB: ...instrument. Now, so that is one point that the psyche is at the core of it all, and if the psyche is not in order then the rest is useless.

Krishnamurti: If the house is in order...

DB: Then the second question is: although we are saying that there are certain basic disorders in the psyche, or lack of order which is common to us all, we may all have a potential for something else, but the second point is: are we all one really, you see? That is, even though we are all similar that doesn't say we are all the same, we are all one.

Krishnamurti: We said in our consciousness basically we all have the same ground on which we stand.

DB: Yes. Well, you see from the fact let's say the human body is similar it doesn't prove they are all the same.

Krishnamurti: Of course not. Your body is different from mine.

DB: Yes we are in different places, different entities and so on. But I think you are trying to say that the consciousness is not an entity which is individual...

Krishnamurti: That's right.

DB: ...the body is an entity which has a certain individuality.

Krishnamurti: That's right. That all seems so clear.

DB: It may be clear. But I think...

Krishnamurti: Your body is different from mine. I have a different name than you.

DB: Yes, well we are so different – though similar material it is different, we can't exchange because the proteins in one body may not agree with those in the other. Now many people feel that way about the mind, saying that there is a chemistry between people which may agree or disagree.

Krishnamurti: Yes, but actually if you go deeper into the question, consciousness is shared by all human beings. That's my whole...

DB: Yes. Now the feeling is that the consciousness is individual and that it is communicated, as it were, that it is...

Krishnamurti: I think that is an illusion because we are sticking to something that is not so.

DB: Yes, well do you want to say that there is one consciousness of mankind?

Krishnamurti: It is all one.

DB: It is all one. That is important because whether it is many or one is a crucial question.

Krishnamurti: Yes, yes.

DB: Now it could be many which are then communicating and building up the larger unit. Or you think from the very beginning it is all one?

Krishnamurti: From the very beginning it is all one.

DB: And the sense of separateness is an illusion – right?

Krishnamurti: That is what I am saying over and over again. That seems so logical, sane. The other is insanity.

DB: Yes, now people don't feel, at least one doesn't immediately feel that the notion of separate existence is insane because one extrapolates from the body to the mind, one says it is quite sensible to say my body is separate from yours, and inside my body is my mind. Now are you saying the mind is not inside the body?

Krishnamurti: That is quite a different question. Now just a minute. Let's finish with the other first. If each one of us thinks that we are separate individuals psychically, we have done – what we have done in the world is a colossal mess.

DB: Well if we think we are separate when we are not separate then it will clearly be a colossal mess.

Krishnamurti: That is what is happening. Each one thinks he has to do what he wants to do – fulfil himself. So he is struggling in his separateness to achieve peace, to achieve security, which that security and that peace is totally denied.

DB: Well the reason it is denied is because there is no separation. You see if there were really separation it would be a rational thing to try to do.

Krishnamurti: Actual.

DB: But if we are trying to separate what is inseparable the result will be chaos.

Krishnamurti: That's right. That's right.

DB: Now that is clear but I think that it will not be clear to people immediately that the consciousness of mankind is one inseparable whole.

Krishnamurti: Yes sir, inseparable whole – absolutely right.

DB: Many questions will arise if you once even consider the notion, but I don't know if we have gone far enough into this yet. One question is: why do we think we are separate?

Krishnamurti: Why? Why do I think I am separate? That is my conditioning.

DB: Yes but, how did we ever adopt such a foolish conditioning?

Krishnamurti: From childhood it is mine – my toy, not yours.

DB: Yes but the first feeling you get is I say it is mine because I feel I am separate, you see. Now it isn't clear how the mind which was one came to this illusion that it is all broken up into many pieces.

Krishnamurti: I think it is again the activity of thought. Thought in its very nature, thought is divisive, fragmentary and therefore I am a fragment.

DB: Yes, well thought will create a sense of fragments, you see. You could see for example that once we decide to set up a nation then we will be separate, think we are separate from the other nation and all sorts of things, consequences follow which make the whole thing seem independently real. You have all sorts of separate language and a separate laws and a separate this and you set up a boundary. And after a while you see so much evidence of separation that you forget how it started and you say that was there always and we are merely proceeding from what was there always.

Krishnamurti: Of course. That's why, sir, I feel if once we grasp the nature of thought, the structure of thought, how thought operates; what is the source of thought, and therefore it is always limited, if we really see that then...

DB: Now the source of thought is what? Is it memory?

Krishnamurti: Memory. Memory is the remembrance of things past, which is knowledge and knowledge is the outcome of experience and experience is always limited.

DB: Yes well thought includes, of course, also the attempt to go forward, to use logic, to take into account discoveries and insights, you know.

Krishnamurti: As we were saying some time ago, thought is time.

DB: Yes. All right. Thought is time. Now, that requires more discussion too, because you see the first experience is to say time is there first, and thought is taking place in time.

Krishnamurti: Ah, no.

DB: For example if we say that movement is taking place, the body is moving, and this requires time.

Krishnamurti: To go from here to there needs time.

DB: Yes, yes.

Krishnamurti: To learn a language needs time.

DB: Yes. To grow a plant needs time.

Krishnamurti: You know, the whole thing. To paint a picture takes time.

DB: We also say to think takes time.

Krishnamurti: So we think in terms of time.

DB: Yes. You see the first point that one would tend to look at is to say just as everything takes time, to think takes time – right? Now you are saying something else, which is thought is time.

Krishnamurti: Thought is time.

DB: That is psychically speaking, psychologically speaking.

Krishnamurti: Psychologically, of course, of course.

DB: Now how do we understand that?

Krishnamurti: How do we understand what?

DB: Thought is time. You see it is not obvious.

Krishnamurti: Oh yes. Would you say thought is movement and time is movement.

DB: That's movement. Now these are... you see time is a mysterious thing, people have argued about it. We could say that time requires movement. I could understand that we cannot have time without movement.

Krishnamurti: Time is movement.

DB: Time is movement. Now...

Krishnamurti: Time is not separate from movement.

DB: Now I don't say it is separate from movement, but you see to say time is movement, you see if we said time and movement are one.

Krishnamurti: Yes I'm saying that.

DB: Yes. They cannot be separated – right?

Krishnamurti: No.

DB: Because that seems fairly clear. Now there is physical movement which means physical time – right? There's the heat beat and so on.

Krishnamurti: Physical time, hot and cold, and also dark and light...

DB: ...the seasons...

Krishnamurti: ...sunset and sunrise. All that.

DB: Yes. Now then we have the movement of thought. Now that brings in the question of the nature of thought. You see is thought nothing but a movement in the nervous system, in the brain? Would you say that?

Krishnamurti: Yes, yes.

DB: Some people have said it includes the movement of the nervous system but there might be something beyond.

Krishnamurti: What is time, sir, actually? Actually, what is time? Time is hope.

DB: Psychologically.

Krishnamurti: Psychologically. I am talking entirely psychologically for the moment.

DB: But one tends to keep on thinking...

Krishnamurti: Of course. We have understood that. Time – I mean hope is time. Becoming is time. Achieving is time. Now take the question of becoming: I want to become something, psychologically. I want to become non-violent – take that for example. That is altogether a fallacy.

DB: Yes, well, we understand it is a fallacy but the reason it is a fallacy is that there is no time of that kind, is that it?

Krishnamurti: No. No sir. Human beings are violent.

DB: Yes.

Krishnamurti: And they have been talking a great deal, Tolstoy, and in India, of non-violence. The fact is we are violent.

DB: Yes, but...

Krishnamurti: Just a minute, let me. And the non-violence is not real. But we want to become that.

DB: Yes but you see it is again an extension of the kind of thought that we have with regard to material things. You see if you see a desert, the desert is real and you say the garden is not real, but in your mind is the garden which will come when you put the water there. So we say we can plan for the future when the desert will become fertile. Now we have to be careful, we say we are violent but we cannot by similar planning become non-violent.

Krishnamurti: No.

DB: Now why is that?

Krishnamurti: Why? Because the non-violent state cannot exist when there is violence.

DB: Yes.

Krishnamurti: That's an ideal.

DB: Well one has to make it more clear because in the same sense the fertile state and the desert don't exist together either. You see I think that you are saying that in the case of the mind when you are violent it has no meaning.

Krishnamurti: That is the only state.

DB: That is all there is.

Krishnamurti: Yes, not the other.

DB: The movement towards the other is illusory.

Krishnamurti: Illusory.

DB: Yes.

Krishnamurti: So all ideals are illusory, psychologically. The ideal of building a marvellous bridge is not illusory.

DB: No that...

Krishnamurti: You can plan it but to have psychological ideals...

DB: Yes, if you are violent and you continue to be violent while you are trying to be non-violent...

Krishnamurti: ...it is so obvious...

DB: ...it has no meaning.

Krishnamurti: No meaning and yet that has become such an important thing. So the becoming, which is either becoming 'what is' or becoming away from 'what is'.

DB: 'What should be', yes.

Krishnamurti: I question both.

DB: Yes, well if you say there can be no sense to becoming in the way of self-improvement, that's...

Krishnamurti: (laughs) Self-improvement is something so utterly ugly. So we are saying, sir, that the source of all this is a movement of thought as time. When once we admit time psychologically all the other ideals, non-violence, achieving some super state and so on and so on become utterly illusory.

DB: Yes. Now when you talk of the movement of thought as time, it seems to me that to say that that movement of thought, that time which comes from the movement of thought is illusory, is it?

Krishnamurti: Yes.

DB: We sense it as time but it is not a real kind of time.

Krishnamurti: That is why we asked: what is time?

DB: Yes.

Krishnamurti: I need time to go from here to there. I need – if I want to learn some engineering, I must study it, it takes time. That same movement is carried over into the psyche. We say I need time to be good. I need time to be enlightened.

DB: Yes, that will always create a conflict.

Krishnamurti: Yes.

DB: One part of you and another. So that movement in which you say I need time also creates a division in the psyche.

Krishnamurti: Yes, that's right.

DB: Say between the observer and the observed.

Krishnamurti: Yes, that's right. We are saying the observer is the observed.

DB: And therefore there is no time.

Krishnamurti: That's right.

DB: Psychologically.

Krishnamurti: The experience, the thinker, is the thought. There is no thinker separate from thought.

DB: All that you are saying, you know, seems very reasonable, but I think that it goes so strongly against the tradition that we are used to...

Krishnamurti: Of course, of course.

DB: ...that it will be extraordinarily hard for people to really, generally speaking, to...

Krishnamurti: No, most people, sir, don't want – they want a comfortable way of living: 'Let me carry on as I am, for God's sake, leave me alone.'

DB: Yes, but that is the result of so much conflict...

Krishnamurti: So much conflict.

DB: ...that people are worn out by it I think.

Krishnamurti: But in escaping from conflict, or not resolving conflict, conflict exists, whether you like it or not. So is it – that is the whole point – is it possible to live a life without conflict?

DB: Yes, well that is all implicit in what has been said.

Krishnamurti: That's right.

DB: The source of conflict is thought or knowledge, or the past.

Krishnamurti: So then one asks: is it possible to transcend thought?

DB: Yes.

Krishnamurti: Or is it possible to end knowledge? I am putting it psychologically, not...

DB: Yes. We say ordinary knowledge of objects, material objects and things like that, knowledge of science, will continue.

Krishnamurti: Absolutely. That must continue.

DB: But what you call self-knowledge is what you are asking to end, isn't it?

Krishnamurti: Yes.

DB: Well on the other hand people have said, even you have said, self-knowledge is very important.

Krishnamurti: Self-knowledge is important but if I take time to understand myself, that is, I will understand myself eventually by examination, analysis and so on and so on and so on, watching my whole relationship with others and so, all that involves time.

DB: Yes, well...

Krishnamurti: And I say there is another way of looking at the whole thing without time. Which is, when the observer is the observed.

DB: Yes.

Krishnamurti: In that observation there is no time.

DB: Could we go into that further? I mean for example if you say there is no time but still you feel that you can remember an hour ago you were somewhere else.

Krishnamurti: Of course, that would be crazy.

DB: Now in what sense can we make it that there is no time?

Krishnamurti: Time is division – right? As thought is division. That is why thought is time.

DB: Time is a series of divisions of past, present, future.

Krishnamurti: Thought is also that – divisive. So time is thought. Or thought is time.

DB: Yes, well I mean it doesn't exactly follow from what you said. I mean we have explained it.

Krishnamurti: Let's go into it.

DB: Yes. You see, at first sight one would think that thought makes divisions of all kinds, with the ruler and with all kinds of things, and also divides up intervals of time – past, present and future. Now it doesn't follow from just that that thought is time. You see...

Krishnamurti: Look, we said time is movement.

DB: Yes.

Krishnamurti: Thought is also a series of movements.

DB: Yes, all right.

Krishnamurti: So both are movements.

DB: Yes, so thought is a movement – right? – movement, we suppose, of the nervous system and...

Krishnamurti: You see, it is a movement of becoming. I am talking psychologically, not...

DB: Psychologically. But I mean whenever you think something is also moving in the blood, in the nerves and so on. Right. Now when we talk of a psychological movement, do you mean just a change of content?

Krishnamurti: Change of content?

DB: Well, what is the movement? You see what is moving?

Krishnamurti: Sir, look: I am this, and I am attempting to become something else psychologically.

DB: Yes, so that that movement is in the content of your thought, do you see.

Krishnamurti: Yes.

DB: So if you say I am this and I am attempting to become that, then I am in movement – right?

Krishnamurti: Yes.

DB: At least I feel I am in movement.

Krishnamurti: Yes. No, but I am, say for instance I am greedy. Greed is a movement.

DB: What kind of a movement is it?

Krishnamurti: To get what I want.

DB: To get more, yes.

Krishnamurti: To get more, more, more, more. It is a movement.

DB: All right.

Krishnamurti: And I find that movement painful, suppose. And I try not to be greedy.

DB: Yes.

Krishnamurti: The attempt not to be greedy is a movement in time, is becoming.

DB: Yes, but even the greed was becoming.

Krishnamurti: Of course. So is it possible – that is the real question – is it possible not to become psychologically?

DB: Well it seems that that would require that you should not be anything psychologically. That is, as soon as you define yourself in any way then...

Krishnamurti: No, we will define it in a minute or two.

DB: I meant if I define myself as greedy, or say I am greedy or I am this, or I am that, then either I will want to become something else or to remain what I am – right?

Krishnamurti: Now can I remain what I am? Can I remain not with non-greed but with greed. And greed is not different from me, greed is me.

DB: Yes. That will require – the ordinary way of thinking is that I am here and I could either be greedy or not greedy.

Krishnamurti: Of course.

DB: As these are attributes which I may or may not have. Now...

Krishnamurti: But the attributes are me.

DB: Yes. Now that again goes very much against our common language and experience.

Krishnamurti: Of course, sir.

DB: But instead of saying that I am my attributes which suggests that the thought of attribution creates the me, right? The sense of me. You see...

Krishnamurti: All the qualities, the attributes, the virtues, the judgements and the conclusions and opinions, is me.

DB: Well, it seems to me that this would have to be perceived immediately as obvious.

Krishnamurti: That is the whole question. To perceive the totality of this whole movement instantly. Then we come to the point, perception: whether it is possible to perceive – it sounds a little odd, and perhaps a little crazy, but it is not, is it possible to perceive without all the movement of memory? To perceive something directly without the word, without the reaction, without the memories entering into perception.

DB: Yes, well that is a very big question because memory has constantly entered perception.

Krishnamurti: Of course. That is the whole...

DB: You see it would raise the question of what is going to stop memory from entering perception?

Krishnamurti: Nothing can stop it. But if I see the reason, the rationality of the activity of memory which is limited, the very perception that it is limited, you have moved out of it into another dimension.

DB: Well it seems to me that you have to perceive the whole of the limitation of memory.

Krishnamurti: Yes, not one part.

DB: You can see in general that memory is limited but there are many ways in which this is not obvious. For example many of our reactions, it is not obvious, may be memory but we don't experience them as memory, you see. Like you say I experience me as being there presently and not memory. That is the common experience. Say, suppose I say I am becoming. I want to become less greedy, so I experience greed and I experience the urge to become as an actual...

Krishnamurti: ...actuality.

DB: ...actuality, not merely the result of memory but I say I can remember that I have been greedy but this me is the one who remembers, not the other way around, that memory creates me – right?

Krishnamurti: Sir, all this really comes down to: can man live, humanity live without conflict? That really basically comes to that. Can we have peace on this earth?

DB: Yes, well... Go on.

Krishnamurti: And the activities of thought never bring it about.

DB: Yes, well it seems clear from what has been said that the activity of thought cannot bring about peace, it is inherently, psychologically it inherently brings about conflict.

Krishnamurti: Yes, if we once really see or acknowledge that, our whole activity would be totally different.

DB: But are you saying there is an activity which is not thought then?

Krishnamurti: Which is not?

DB: Which is beyond thought?

Krishnamurti: Yes.

DB: And which is not only beyond thought but which does not require the co-operation of thought?

Krishnamurti: Certainly not.

DB: That it is possible for this to go on when thought is absent?

Krishnamurti: That is the real point. We have often discussed this, whether there is anything beyond thought. Not something holy, sacred – I am not talking of that. I am talking: is there an activity which is not touched by thought? We are saying there is. And that activity is the highest form of intelligence.

DB: Yes, well, now we have brought in intelligence.

Krishnamurti: I know, I purposely brought it in! So intelligence is not the activity of cunning thought. There is intelligence to build a table.

DB: Yes well intelligence can use thought, as you have often said.

Krishnamurti: Intelligence can use thought.

DB: Yes, that is thought can be the action of intelligence – would you put it that way?

Krishnamurti: Yes.

DB: Or it could be the action of memory?

Krishnamurti: That's it. Either it is the action born of memory and therefore memory is limited, therefore thought is limited and it has its own activity which then brings about conflict.

DB: Yes, I think this would connect up with what people are saying about computers. You see every computer must eventually depend on some kind of memory, on memory, which is put in, or else...

Krishnamurti: ...programmed...

DB: ...programmed. And that must be limited – right?

Krishnamurti: Of course.

DB: Because the – therefore when we operate from memory we are not very different from a computer; the other way around perhaps, the computer is not very different from us.

Krishnamurti: I would say once a Hindu has been programmed for the last five thousand years to be a Hindu, or in this country you have been programmed as British, or as a Catholic or as a Protestant. So we are all programmed up to a certain extent.

DB: Yes, now then we could say there – you are bringing in the notion of an intelligence which is free of the programme, which is creative perhaps and...

Krishnamurti: Yes, that's right. That intelligence has nothing to do with memory and knowledge.

DB: Yes. It may act in memory and knowledge but it is has nothing to do with it...

Krishnamurti: Yes it can act through memory, etc. That's right. I mean how do you find out whether it has any reality, not just imagination and romantic nonsense, how do you find out? To come to that one has to go into the whole question of suffering, whether there is an ending to suffering, and as long as suffering and fear and the pursuit of pleasure exists there cannot be love.

DB: Yes, well there are many questions there. Now the first point is say suffering, or including pleasure, fear, suffering and I suppose we could include anger and violence and greed in that.

Krishnamurti: Of course, otherwise...

DB: We could say first of all that all those are the response of memory.

Krishnamurti: Yes.

DB: They are nothing to do with intelligence.

Krishnamurti: That's right, sir, they are all part of thought and memory.

DB: And that as long as they are going on it seems to me that intelligence cannot operate in thought.

Krishnamurti: That's right.

DB: Through thought.

Krishnamurti: So there must be freedom from suffering.

DB: Yes, well that is a very key point. Now...

Krishnamurti: That is really a very serious and deep question. Whether it is possible to end suffering, which is the ending of me.

DB: Yes again, it may seem repetitious but the feeling is that I am there and I either suffer or don't suffer. I either enjoy things or suffer.

Krishnamurti: Yes, I know that.

DB: Now, I think you are saying that suffering arises from thought, it is thought.

Krishnamurti: Identified.

DB: Yes. And that...

Krishnamurti: Attachment.

DB: So what is it that suffers? You see there is this feeling – it is really the opposite of the feeling of pleasure, it seems to me, that whatever pleasure, memory may produce pleasure and then when it doesn't work it produces – and when it is frustrated it produces pain and suffering.

Krishnamurti: Not only that. Suffering is much more complex, isn't it?

DB: Yes.

Krishnamurti: Suffering – what is suffering?

DB: Yes, well, that is...

Krishnamurti: The meaning of the word is to have pain, to have grief, to feel utterly lost, lonely.

DB: Well it seems to me that it is not only pain but a kind of a total pain, a very pervasive...

Krishnamurti: But suffering is the loss of someone.

DB: Or the loss of something very important.

Krishnamurti: Yes, of course. Loss of my wife, or loss of my son, brother, husband, or whatever it is, and the desperate sense of loneliness.

DB: Or else just simply the fact that the whole world is going into such a state.

Krishnamurti: Of course, sir. I mean all the wars.

DB: That makes everything meaningless you see.

Krishnamurti: What a lot of suffering the Falkland wars have created.

DB: Well, all these wars.

Krishnamurti: And wars have been going on for thousands of years. That is why I am saying we are carrying on with the same pattern of the last five thousands years or more, of wars.

DB: Yes now one can easily see that the violence and hatred in wars will interfere with intelligence.

Krishnamurti: Obviously.

DB: Now it is not quite so obvious, I think, you see some people have felt that by going through suffering people become...

Krishnamurti: ...intelligent?..

DB: ...purified, like going through the crucible, the metal is being purified in the crucible – right?

Krishnamurti: I know. That through suffering you learn.

DB: Or you are purified in some way.

Krishnamurti: You are purified. This is, through suffering your ego is vanished, dissolved.

DB: Yes dissolved, refined.

Krishnamurti: It doesn't. People have suffered immensely. How many wars, how many tears and the destructive nature of governments?

DB: Yes, they've suffered any number of things.

Krishnamurti: One can multiply them – unemployment, ignorance...

DB: ...ignorance of disease, pain, everything. But you see what is suffering really? Why does it destroy intelligence, or interfere or prevent it? Why does suffering prevent intelligence? What is going on really?

Krishnamurti: Suffering is only concerned – is a shock, is – I suffer, I have pain, it is the essence of the 'me'.

DB: Yes, the difficulty with suffering is that it is the 'me' that is there that is suffering.

Krishnamurti: Yes.

DB: And this 'me' is really being sorry for itself in some way.

Krishnamurti: My suffering is different from your suffering.

DB: That isolates itself, yes.

Krishnamurti: Yes.

DB: It creates an illusion of some kind.

Krishnamurti: We don't see suffering is shared by all humanity.

DB: Yes, but suppose we see it is shared by all humanity?

Krishnamurti: Then I begin to question what suffering is. It is not my suffering.

DB: Yes, well, that is important. In order to understand the nature of suffering I have to get out of this idea that it is my suffering because as long as I believe it is my suffering I have an illusory notion of the whole thing.

Krishnamurti: And I can never end it.

DB: Well, not if you are dealing with an illusion – you can do nothing with it. You see why – we have to come back. Why is suffering the suffering of many? At first it seems that I feel pain in the tooth, or else I have a loss, or something has happened to me, and the other person seems perfectly happy.

Krishnamurti: Happy, yes, that's right. But also he is suffering too in his own way.

DB: Yes. At the moment he doesn't see it but he has his problems too.

Krishnamurti: So suffering is common to all humanity.

DB: Yes but the fact that it is common is not enough to make it all one.

Krishnamurti: It is actual.

DB: Yes, but I want to say, are you saying that the suffering of mankind is all one, inseparable?

Krishnamurti: Yes sir. That is what I have been saying.

DB: As is the consciousness of mankind.

Krishnamurti: Yes, that's right.

DB: That when anybody suffers the whole of mankind is suffering.

Krishnamurti: If one country kills hundreds and thousands of human beings – no, the whole point is we have suffered, from the beginning of time we have suffered, and we haven't solved it.

DB: Now, that's clear that it hasn't been solved. We haven't solved it.

Krishnamurti: We haven't ended suffering.

DB: But I think you have said something, and the thing you said is that the reason we haven't solved it because we are treating it as personal or as in a small group where it cannot – that is an illusion.

Krishnamurti: Yes.

DB: Now any attempt to deal with an illusion cannot solve anything. Now the – we would like to make it very clear...

Krishnamurti: Thought cannot solve anything psychologically.

DB: Well, yes because you can say that the thought itself divides. Let's put it – thought is limited and is not able to see that this suffering is all one – right? And that way divides it up as mine and yours.

Krishnamurti: That's right.

DB: And that creates illusion which can only multiply suffering. Now it seems to me that the statement that suffering of mankind is one, is inseparable from the statement that consciousness of mankind is one.

Krishnamurti: We said that. Suffering is part of our consciousness.

DB: But one doesn't get the feeling immediately that this suffering belongs to the whole of mankind, you see.

Krishnamurti: Sir, the world is me, I am the world.

DB: Yes, you have often said that.

Krishnamurti: Yes. But we have divided it up into the British earth and the French earth and all the rest of it.

DB: Do you mean by the world, the physical world, or the world of society, or?

Krishnamurti: The world of society, the world – the psychological world primarily, chiefly.

DB: So we say the world of society, of human beings, is one and when I say I am that world, what does that mean?

Krishnamurti: The world is not different from me.

DB: The world and I are one – right? We are inseparable.

Krishnamurti: Yes. And that requires – that is real meditation, you must feel this, not just verbal statement, it is an actuality. I am my brother's keeper.

DB: Yes, now many religions have said that.

Krishnamurti: That is just a verbal statement and they don't keep it, they don't do it in their hearts.

DB: Perhaps some have done it but in general it is not being done – right? I mean there may have been a few.

Krishnamurti: I don't know if anybody has done it – we human beings haven't done it. Our religions actually have prevented it.

DB: Because of division, every religion has its own beliefs and its own organisation.

Krishnamurti: Of course. Its own gods and its own saviours.

DB: Yes.

Krishnamurti: So from that, is that intelligence actual? You understand my question? Or is it some kind of fanciful projection, hoping that it will solve our problems? It is not to me. It is an actuality. Because the ending of suffering means love.

DB: Yes now before we go on, let's clear up a point about me. You see you said it is not to me. Now in some sense it seems that you are still defining an individual – is that right?

Krishnamurti: Yes, yes. When I say I am really not – I am using the word 'I' as a means of communication, it is not...

DB: Yes but what does it mean? You see in some way let's say there may be two people, let's say 'A' who is the way you see and 'B' who is not, eh?

Krishnamurti: Yes.

DB: So 'A' says it is not – that seems to create a division between 'A' and 'B'.

Krishnamurti: That's right. But 'B' creates the division.

DB: Why?

Krishnamurti: So what is the relationship between the two?

DB: Yes. You see 'B' is creating – yes well 'B' is creating the division by saying, ''I am a separate person'' but it may confuse 'B' further when 'A' says 'It's not that way to me' – right?

Krishnamurti: Yes. Sir, that is the whole point, isn't it, in relationship. You feel that you are not separate and that you really have this sense of love and compassion, and I haven't got it. I haven't even perceived or gone into this question. What is your relationship to me?

DB: Yes, well...

Krishnamurti: That's what I am saying: your relationship to me – you have a relationship with me but I haven't any relationship with you.

DB: Yes, well I think one could say that the person who hasn't seen is almost living a world of dreams psychologically and therefore the world of dreams is not related to the world of being awake.

Krishnamurti: That's right.

DB: But the fellow who is awake can at least perhaps awaken the other fellow.

Krishnamurti: You are awake, I am not. Then your relationship with me is very clear. But I have no relationship with you, I cannot. I insist on division and you don't.

DB: Yes, in some way we have to say the consciousness of mankind has divided itself, it is all one but it has divided itself...

Krishnamurti: Of course, of course.

DB: ...by thought – right?

Krishnamurti: That's is what we have been through.

DB: Yes and why we are in this situation.

Krishnamurti: That is why – all the problems that humanity has now, psychologically as well as in other ways, is the result of thought. And we are pursuing the same pattern of thought, and thought will never solve any of these problems. So there is another kind of instrument, which is intelligence.

DB: Yes, well that opens up an entirely different subject.

Krishnamurti: Yes, I know.

DB: And you also mentioned love as well.

Krishnamurti: Yes.

DB: And compassion.

Krishnamurti: Without love and compassion there is no intelligence. And that you cannot be compassionate if you are attached to some religion, some post, you are tied to a post like an animal tied to a post, and it can think it is compassionate.

DB: Yes well as soon as your self is threatened then it cannot – it all vanishes, you see.

Krishnamurti: Of course. But you see, self hides behind...

DB: ...other things. I mean noble ideals.

Krishnamurti: Yes, yes. It has immense capacity to hide itself. So what is the future of mankind? From what one observes it is leading to destruction.

DB: That is the way it seems to be going, yes.

Krishnamurti: Very gloomy, grim, dangerous and if one has children what is their future? To enter into all this? And go through all the misery of it all? So education becomes extraordinarily important. But now education is merely the accumulation of knowledge.

DB: Yes well every instrument that man has invented, discovered, or developed has been turned toward destruction.

Krishnamurti: Yes sir. Absolutely. They are destroying nature, there are very few tigers now.

DB: Very few?

Krishnamurti: Tigers. They are destroying everything.

DB: They are destroying forests and agricultural land.

Krishnamurti: Over population. Nobody seems to care.

DB: I think people – there are two things: one is people are immersed in their own problems – right?

Krishnamurti: Immersed in their own little plans to save humanity!

DB: Well some, most people are just immersed in their plans to save themselves.

Krishnamurti: Of course. (laughs)

DB: But those others have plans to save humanity, but I think also there is a tendency toward despair implicit in what is happening now in that people don't think anything can be done.

Krishnamurti: Yes. And if they think something can be done they form little groups and little theories.

DB: Yes, well there are those who are very confident in what they are doing and those who...

Krishnamurti: Most Prime Ministers are very confident. They don't know what they are doing really.

DB: Yes but then most people haven't much confidence in what they are doing.

Krishnamurti: I know, I know. If you have tremendous confidence I accept your confidence and go with you.

DB: Yes, but since thought is limited...

Krishnamurti: Ah, then we... No sir, that is the future of man, mankind, the future of humanity – I wonder if anybody is concerned with it. Or each person, or each group is only concerned with its own survival.

DB: Well I think the first concern almost always has been with survival either the individual or the group. You see that has been the history of mankind.

Krishnamurti: Therefore perpetual wars, perpetual insecurity.

DB: Yes, but this, as you said, is the result of thought which makes the mistake on the basis of being incomplete to identify the self, you know, with the group and so on.

Krishnamurti: You happen to listen to all this. You agree to all this; you see the truth of all this. Those in power will not even listen to you.

DB: No.

Krishnamurti: They are creating more and more misery, more and more – the world becoming dangerous, how do you then – what is the point of you and I agreeing, seeing something true? This is what people are asking: what is the point of you and I seeing something to be true and what effect has it?

DB: Yes, well, it seems to me that if we think in terms of the effects...

Krishnamurti: Yes, and also it is a wrong question.

DB: We are bringing in the very thing which is behind the trouble, time. That is, the first response would be we must quickly get in and do something...

Krishnamurti: ...do something.

DB: ...to change the course of events.

Krishnamurti: Therefore form a society, foundation, organisation and all the rest of it.

DB: But you see our mistake is to do that we must think about something, and that thought is incomplete. We don't really know what is going on and people have made theories about it but they don't know.

Krishnamurti: No, but come down to it: if that is a wrong question, then as a human being, who is mankind, what is my responsibility?

DB: Well I think it is the same...

Krishnamurti: Apart from effect and all the rest of it.

DB: Yes, we can't look toward effects. But it's the same as with 'A' and 'B', that 'A' sees, and 'B' does not – right?

Krishnamurti: Yes.

DB: Now suppose 'A' sees something and most of the rest of mankind does not. Then it seems, one could say mankind is in some way dreaming, asleep, you know, it's dreaming.

Krishnamurti: It is caught in illusion.

DB: Illusion. And the point is that to somehow, if somebody sees something then his responsibility is to help awake the others up – right? – to get out of the illusion.

Krishnamurti: That is just it. I mean this has been the problem. That is why the Buddhists have projected the idea of the Bodhisattva, who is compassionate and is the essence of all compassion, and he is waiting to save humanity. It sounds nice. It is a happy feeling that there is somebody doing this. But in actuality we won't do anything that is not comfortable, satisfying, secure, both psychologically and physically.

DB: Yes, well that is the source of the illusion, basically.

Krishnamurti: How does one make another see all this? They haven't time, they haven't the energy, they haven't even the inclination. They want to be amused. How does one make 'X' see this whole thing so clearly that he says, 'All right, I have got it, I will work. And I see I am responsible, I won't be...' and all the rest of it. I think that is the tragedy of those who see and those who don't.
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Second Conversation With David Bohm at Brockwood Park

Krishnamurti: Sir, last time we were talking about the future of man. All the psychologists, as far as I can understand, are they really concerned with the future of man? Or are they concerned with the human being conforming to the present society, or going beyond that?

David Bohm: Well I think that most psychologists evidently want the human being to conform to this society, but I think some psychologists, some of whom will be listening to us, are thinking of going beyond that to transform the consciousness of mankind.

Krishnamurti: Can the consciousness of mankind be changed through time? That is one of the questions we should discuss this evening.

DB: Yes. We have discussed it actually last time and I think that what came out was that with regard to consciousness time is not relevant, that it is a kind of illusion. We discussed the illusion of becoming.

Krishnamurti: Yes, we are saying, aren't we, let's be clear, that the evolution of consciousness is a fallacy.

DB: As through time, right, through time, though physical evolution is not.

Krishnamurti: Can we put it this way, much more simply: there is no psychological evolution, or the evolution of the psyche?

DB: Yes. And since the future of mankind depends on the psyche it seems then that the future of mankind is not going to be determined through actions in time.

Krishnamurti: Time, that's right.

DB: And then that left us the question: what will we do?

Krishnamurti: Now let's proceed from there. Shouldn't we first distinguish between the brain and the mind?

DB: Yes, well that distinction has been made and it is not clear. Now of course there are several views. One view is to say that the mind is just a function of the brain – that is the materialists' view. There is another view which says mind and brain are two different things.

Krishnamurti: Yes, I think they are two different things.

DB: But there must be...

Krishnamurti: ...a contact between the two.

DB: Yes.

Krishnamurti: A relationship between the two.

DB: A relation, we don't necessarily imply any separation of the two.

Krishnamurti: No, first let's see the brain. I am really not an expert on the structure of the brain and all that kind of thing. But one can see within one, one can observe one's own activity of the brain, that it is really like a computer that has been programmed and remembers.

DB: Well, certainly a large part of the activity is that way, but one is not certain that all of it is that way.

Krishnamurti: No. And it is conditioned.

DB: Yes.

Krishnamurti: Conditioned by past generations, by the society, by the newspapers, by the magazines, by all the activities and pressures from the outside. It is conditioned.

DB: Yes, now what do you mean by this conditioning? You see, what does it...

Krishnamurti: It is programmed; it is made to conform to a certain pattern, lives entirely on the past, modifying itself with the present and going on.

DB: Yes, now we have agreed that some of this conditioning is useful and necessary.

Krishnamurti: Of course. We discussed that last time.

DB: Yes and now – but the conditioning which determines the self, you know, which determines the...

Krishnamurti: ...the psyche.

DB: ...the psyche – you call it the psyche.

Krishnamurti: Let's call it for the moment the psyche.

DB: The psyche.

Krishnamurti: The self.

DB: The self, the psyche, that conditioning is what you are talking about. That may not only be unnecessary but harmful.

Krishnamurti: Yes. That's what we were discussing too.

DB: Yes.

Krishnamurti: The emphasis on the psyche, as we are doing now, and giving importance to the self, is creating great damage in the world because it is separative and it is – therefore it is constantly in conflict, not only within itself and with the society, with the family and so on and so on.

DB: Yes. And it is also in conflict with nature.

Krishnamurti: With nature, with the whole universe – if you can call it.

DB: I think we discussed last time that the conflict arose because...

Krishnamurti: ...of division...

DB: ...the division arising because thought is limited...

Krishnamurti: ...thought is limited. That's right.

DB: Being based on this conditioning, on this knowledge and memory, it is limited.

Krishnamurti: Limited, yes. And experience is limited, therefore knowledge is limited, memory and thought. Thought is limited. And the very structure and the nature of the psyche is the movement of thought.

DB: Yes.

Krishnamurti: In time.

DB: Yes. Now I would like to ask a question. When you discussed the movement of thought, it doesn't seem clear to me what is moving. You see I discussed the movement of my hand, that is a real movement. It is clear what is meant. But now when I discuss the movement of thought it seems to me we are discussing something which is a kind of illusion because you have said becoming is the movement of thought.

Krishnamurti: Becoming is, entirely.

DB: Therefore if you say...

Krishnamurti: That is what I mean, the movement in becoming.

DB: But that movement you are saying is in some way illusory, aren't you?

Krishnamurti: Yes, of course, of course.

DB: It is rather like the movement on the screen which is projected from the...

Krishnamurti: ...from the screen, from the camera...

DB: ...from the camera. We say that there are no objects moving across the screen but the only real movement is the turning of the projector. Now can we say that there is a real movement in the brain which is projecting all this, which is the conditioning?

Krishnamurti: Sir, that is what I want to find out. Let's discuss that a bit. We both agree, or see, that the brain is conditioned.

DB: We mean by that that really it has been impressed physically.

Krishnamurti: Physically as well as...

DB: And chemically...

Krishnamurti: ...genetically as well as psychologically.

DB: Well, what is the difference of physically and psychologically?

Krishnamurti: Psychologically it is centred in the self – right?

DB: Yes.

Krishnamurti: And the constant assertion of the self is the movement, is the conditioning.

DB: Yes, but in so far as we experience it that is an illusion-right?

Krishnamurti: We said that that is an illusion.

DB: But there is some real movement happening inside, say the brain, for example, is doing something. It has been conditioned physically and chemically...

Krishnamurti: ...chemically, yes.

DB: And something is happening physically and chemically when we are thinking of the self – right?

Krishnamurti: Are you saying, are you asking rather: the brain and the self are two different things?

DB: No, I am saying the self is the result of conditioning the brain.

Krishnamurti: Yes. The self is conditioning the brain.

DB: Yes. But does the self exist, you see?

Krishnamurti: No, no.

DB: But the conditioning of the brain, as I see it, is involving with an illusion which we call the self.

Krishnamurti: That's right. That's right. Can that conditioning be dissipated?

DB: Yes.

Krishnamurti: That's the whole question.

DB: It really has to be dissipated in some physical and chemical and neurophysiological sense.

Krishnamurti: Yes.

DB: Now the first reaction of any scientific person would be that it looks unlikely that we could dissipate it by the sort of thing we are doing. You see some scientists might feel that maybe we will discover drugs or new genetic changes or deep knowledge of the structure of the brain. In that way we could perhaps hope to do something. I think that idea might be current among some people.

Krishnamurti: Will that change the human behaviour?

DB: Well why not? You see I think some people believe it might.

Krishnamurti: Wait a minute, that is the whole point. It might, which means in the future.

DB: Yes. It would take time to discover all this.

Krishnamurti: To discover all this. In the meantime man is going to destroy himself.

DB: Well they might hope that he will manage to do it in time, you see. (Both laugh) Because they could also criticise what we are doing, the same point saying what good can it do? You see it doesn't seem to affect anybody and certainly not in time to make a big difference. You see that is a question that would arise. Suppose for the sake of argument...

Krishnamurti: ...we two are very clear about it. In what way does it affect humanity?

DB: Now will it affect mankind in time to really save...

Krishnamurti: Certainly not. Obviously not.

DB: Then why should we be doing it?

Krishnamurti: Because this is the right thing to do.

DB: Independently.

Krishnamurti: Independently. It has nothing to do with reward and punishment.

DB: Nor with goals.

Krishnamurti: Yes.

DB: You do the right thing even though we don't know what the outcome will be – right?

Krishnamurti: That's right.

DB: Are you saying that there is no other way – right?

Krishnamurti: We are saying that there is no other way, that's right.

DB: Yes, well we should make that clear enough. For example some psychologists would feel that by enquiring into this sort of thing we could bring about an evolutionary transformation of consciousness – right?

Krishnamurti: We come back to that point that through time we hope to change consciousness. We question that.

DB: We have questioned that and are saying that time will inevitably involve – we are all caught in becoming and illusion and we will not know what we are doing.

Krishnamurti: That's right. That's right.

DB: Now could we say the same thing would hold even for those scientists who are trying to do it physically and chemically or some structurally, that they themselves are still caught in this and through time they are caught in trying to become better?

Krishnamurti: Yes, that's right. That's right. (laughs)

DB: They will not know what they are doing really.

Krishnamurti: Both experimentalists and the psychologists and ourselves, they are all trying to become something.

DB: Yes, though it may not seem obvious at first. It may seem that they are really just disinterested, or unbiased observers, you know, working on the problem, but underneath you feel there is the desire to become better on the part of the person who is doing it.

Krishnamurti: To become, of course, of course.

DB: He is not free of that.

Krishnamurti: That is just it. They are not free of that.

DB: And that desire will give rise to self-deception and illusion, and so on.

Krishnamurti: So where are we now? That any form of becoming is an illusion, and becoming implies time. Time for the psyche to change. We are saying time is not necessary.

DB: Yes, now that ties up with the other question of the mind and the brain. You see the brain clearly is to be understood as an activity in time, as a physical chemical complex process.

Krishnamurti: I think the mind is separate from the brain.

DB: Well what does it mean separate? That is it is in contact.

Krishnamurti: Separate in the sense the brain is conditioned and the mind is not.

DB: Well let's say the mind has a certain independence of the brain is what you are saying, that even if the brain is conditioned...

Krishnamurti: ...the other is not.

DB: It need not be...

Krishnamurti: ...conditioned.

DB: Now how – on what basis do you say that?

Krishnamurti: No, let's begin not on what basis do I say that.

DB: Well, what makes you say it, right?

Krishnamurti: As long as one's brain, or the brain is conditioned, it is not free.

DB: Yes.

Krishnamurti: And the mind is free.

DB: Yes, that is what you are saying. Now you see the brain not being free means it is not free to enquire in an unbiased way.

Krishnamurti: I will go into it. Let's enquire what is freedom.

DB: Yes.

Krishnamurti: Freedom to enquire, as you point out, freedom to investigate, and it is only in freedom there is deep insight.

DB: Yes, that's clear because if you are not free to enquire – or if you are biased then you are limited.

Krishnamurti: Limited.

DB: In an arbitrary way.

Krishnamurti: So as long as the brain is conditioned its relationship to the mind is limited.

DB: Yes, now we have the relationship of the brain to the mind, and also the other way round.

Krishnamurti: Yes, yes. But the mind being free has a relationship to the brain.

DB: Yes. Now we say the mind is free in some sense, not subject to the conditioning of the brain.

Krishnamurti: Yes.

DB: Now one could ask a question: what is the nature of the mind? For example I could ask is the mind located inside the body, or is it in the brain?

Krishnamurti: No, it is nothing to do with the body or the brain.

DB: Has it to do with space or time?

Krishnamurti: Space – just a minute – space – now wait a minute. It has to do with space and silence. These are the two factors of the...

DB: But not time, right?

Krishnamurti: Not time. Time belongs to the brain.

DB: Now what is this space and silence, now what kind of space? It is not the space in which we see life moving.

Krishnamurti: No, space. Let's look round at it the other way. Thought can invent space.

DB: Well, in addition we have the space that we see and thought can invent all kinds of space.

Krishnamurti: And space from here to there.

DB: Yes, the space through which we move physically.

Krishnamurti: Space also between two noises.

DB: Between two sounds.

Krishnamurti: Two sounds.

DB: Well that is the interval, they call it the interval. That would be called the interval between two sounds.

Krishnamurti: Yes, interval between two noises.

DB: Two noises, eh.

Krishnamurti: Two thoughts.

DB: Two thoughts.

Krishnamurti: Two notes.

DB: Yes.

Krishnamurti: Space between two people.

DB: Space between the walls.

Krishnamurti: And so on. But that kind of space is not the space of the mind.

DB: You say it is not limited, but it is not an interval.

Krishnamurti: That's right. I didn't want to use the word limited.

DB: But I mean it is implied, it is not in the nature of being bounded by something.

Krishnamurti: No, it is not bounded by the psyche.

DB: By the psyche. But is it bounded by anything?

Krishnamurti: No.

DB: No, now the psyche you say is bounded because we have said it is limited and so on. Right, no?

Krishnamurti: So can the brain, that is what I want to find out, discuss rather, talk over – can the brain, with all its cells conditioned, can those cells radically change?

DB: Yes, well we've often discussed this, it is not certain that all the cells are conditioned. For example some people think that only some, or a small part of the cells are being used, and the others are just rather being inactive, dormant.

Krishnamurti: Used at all, or just touched occasionally.

DB: Just touched occasionally. But those cells that are conditioned, whatever they may be, evidently dominate consciousness now – right?

Krishnamurti: Yes, can those cells be changed?

DB: Yes.

Krishnamurti: We are saying that they can, through insight.

DB: Yes, now...

Krishnamurti: Insight being out of time, it is not the result of remembrance; it is not an intuition, or desire, or hope, it is nothing to do with any time and thought.

DB: Yes, now you say insight, is it of the mind, is it of the nature of mind – right? – activity of mind?

Krishnamurti: Yes.

DB: Therefore you are saying mind can act in the matter of the brain.

Krishnamurti: Yes, we said that earlier.

DB: Yes but we have to... but you see this is a difficult point, you see, how mind is able to act in matter.

Krishnamurti: It is able to act on the brain, say for instance, take any crisis, or any problem. Problem – the root meaning of it is, as you know, is something thrown at you. And we meet it with all the remembrance of the past, with a bias and so on. And therefore the problem multiplies itself. You may solve one problem, in the very solution of one problem, of that particular problem, other problems arise, as they are doing in politics and so on and so on. Right? Now to approach the problem or to have perception of the problem without any past memories and thoughts interfering, or projecting in perception of the problem.

DB: Yes. Now that implies that perception also is of the mind, that it is not...

Krishnamurti: Yes, that's right.

DB: Are you more or less saying that the brain is a kind of instrument of the mind? Is that what is being said?

Krishnamurti: Instrument of the mind when the brain is not self-centred.

DB: Yes, well you see if we think of all this conditioning, the conditioning may be thought of as the brain exciting itself and keeping itself going just from the programme. This occupies all of its capacities.

Krishnamurti: All our days, quite, yes.

DB: The whole capacity of the brain. It is rather like a radio receiver which can generate its own noise, it would not pick up a signal. Now would this analogy be at all...

Krishnamurti: Not quite.

DB: It is not very good but...

Krishnamurti: Not very. You see sir, would you go into this a little bit? Experience is always limited – right? I may blow up that experience into a kind of fantastic affair and then set up a shop to sell my experience, but that experience is limited. And so knowledge is always limited. And this knowledge is operating in the brain. This knowledge is the brain. Right? And thought is also part of the brain and that thought is limited. So the brain is operating in a very, very small area.

DB: Yes. What prevents it from operating in a broader area?

Krishnamurti: What?

DB: What is preventing it from operating in an unlimited area?

Krishnamurti: Thought.

DB: Thought. But the brain, it seems to me, is running on its own, from its own programme.

Krishnamurti: Yes, like a computer that is running on its own programme.

DB: Now essentially what you are asking is that the brain should really be responding to the mind.

Krishnamurti: That it can only respond if it is free from the limited – from the thought which is limited.

DB: Yes, so the programme does not dominate it. You see we are going to still need that programme.

Krishnamurti: Of course, of course. We need it for – we said that.

DB: ...for many things. Yes but the intelligence – is intelligence from the mind then?

Krishnamurti: Yes, intelligence is the mind.

DB: Is the mind.

Krishnamurti: Because now that comes into – we must go into something else. Because compassion is related to intelligence. There is no intelligence without compassion. And compassion can only be when there is love which is completely free from all remembrances, personal jealousies and all that kind of thing.

DB: Now is all that compassion, love, also of the mind?

Krishnamurti: Of the mind. Not – and you cannot be compassionate if you are attached to any particular experience, or any particular ideal.

DB: Yes, well that is again the programme that is holding us.

Krishnamurti: Yes. Say for instance, there are those people who go out to various poverty-ridden countries and work, work, work, and they call that compassion. But they are attached, or tied to a particular form of religious belief and therefore that is merely pity, sympathy but it is not compassion.

DB: Yes, well I understand that, we have here two things which can be somewhat independent. There is the brain and the mind, though they make contact. Now then intelligence and compassion we say come from beyond the brain. Now then I would like to go into the question of how they are making contact, you see.

Krishnamurti: Ah! Contact can only exist between the mind and the brain when the brain is quiet.

DB: Yes, that is the condition for making it, that is the requirement for making it. Now then the brain has got to be quiet.

Krishnamurti: Sir, quiet is not a trained quietness. Not a self-conscious, meditative, desire for silence. It is a natural outcome of understanding one's own conditioning.

DB: Yes and one can see that if the brain is quiet then you could almost say it can listen to something deeper – right?

Krishnamurti: Deeper, that's right. Then if is quiet it is related to the brain. No, to the mind. Then the mind can function through the brain.

DB: Now I think that it would help if we could see with regard to the brain whether it has any activity which is beyond thought. You see, for example, one could ask is awareness part of the function of the brain?

Krishnamurti: As long as awareness in which there is no choice – I am aware and in that awareness I choose.

DB: Yes, well I think that may cause difficulty. You see what is wrong with choice?

Krishnamurti: Choice means confusion.

DB: It is not obvious just from the word. You see...

Krishnamurti: Of course, you choose between two things.

DB: Now I could choose whether I will buy one thing or another.

Krishnamurti: Yes, I can choose between this table and that table.

DB: I choose the colours when I buy the table.

Krishnamurti: This is a better table.

DB: Apparently that need not be confused. If I choose which colour I want I don't see why that has to be confused.

Krishnamurti: There is nothing wrong. There is no confusion there.

DB: But the choice, the choice about the psyche, it seems to me, is where the confusion is.

Krishnamurti: That's all, we're talking about the psyche.

DB: One tends – you now the language tends to carry away, you see.

Krishnamurti: We are talking of the psyche that chooses.

DB: That chooses to become really.

Krishnamurti: Yes. Chooses to become, and also choice exists where there is confusion.

DB: Yes. Well you are saying out of confusion the psyche makes a choice to become one thing or another – right? Being confused it tries to become something better.

Krishnamurti: And choice implies a duality.

DB: Yes, but now it seems at first sight we have another duality you have introduced, which is the mind and the brain.

Krishnamurti: No, that is not a duality.

DB: That is important to get clear.

Krishnamurti: That is not a duality.

DB: Yes, what is the difference?

Krishnamurti: All right, let's take a very simple example. Human beings are violent and this has been – non-violence has been projected by thought and that is the duality – the fact and the non-fact.

DB: Well, you are saying there is a duality between a fact and some mere projection which the mind makes.

Krishnamurti: The ideal and the fact.

DB: Yes. The ideal is unreal and the fact is real.

Krishnamurti: That's it. The ideal is non, not actual.

DB: Yes, that is it. Not actual. Now then you say the division of those two you call duality. Why do you give it that name?

Krishnamurti: Because they are divided.

DB: Well, at least they appear to be divided anyway.

Krishnamurti: Divided, and we are struggling as all, say for instance the totalitarian communist ideals and the democratic ideals, they are the outcome of thought and so on, which is limited and this is creating havoc in the world.

DB: Yes. So there is a division which has been brought in but I think we were discussing in terms of dividing something which cannot be divided. We are trying to divide the psyche.

Krishnamurti: That's right. Violence cannot be divided into non-violence.

DB: Yes. And the psyche cannot be divided into violence and non-violence – right?

Krishnamurti: It is what it is.

DB: It is what it is, so if it is violent it cannot be divided into a violent and a non-violent part.

Krishnamurti: That's right. So – that is very good! So can we remain with 'what is', not with 'what should be', 'what must be' and invent ideals and all the rest of it?

DB: Yes, but could we return to the question of the mind and the brain now. We are saying that is not a division.

Krishnamurti: Oh no, that is not a division.

DB: They are in contact, is that right?

Krishnamurti: We said there is contact between the mind and the brain when the brain is silent and has space.

DB: Yes, so we are saying that although they are in contact and not divided at all, there can be an independent – that the mind can still have a certain independence of the conditioning of the brain.

Krishnamurti: Now careful sir, careful, careful! Let's see. Suppose my brain is conditioned, being programmed as a Hindu, and I function, act, my whole life is conditioned by the idea that I am a Hindu. Mind obviously has no relationship with that conditioning.

DB: You are using the word mind, it means it is not my mind.

Krishnamurti: Oh, mind, mind, it is not mine.

DB: Universal or general.

Krishnamurti: Yes. It is not my brain either.

DB: No, but there is a particular brain, this brain or that brain. Would you say there is a particular mind?

Krishnamurti: No.

DB: Now, you see that is an important difference. You are saying mind is really universal.

Krishnamurti: Mind is universal – if you can use that word, ugly word.

DB: Unlimited and undivided.

Krishnamurti: It is unpolluted, not polluted by thought.

DB: But I think for most people there will be a difficulty in saying how do we know anything about this mind. I only know of my mind is the first feeling – right?

Krishnamurti: You cannot call it your mind. You only have your brain which is conditioned. You can't say, 'It is my mind'.

DB: Yes, well whatever is going on inside I feel is mine and it is very different from what is going on inside somebody else.

Krishnamurti: No, I question whether it is different.

DB: At least it seems different.

Krishnamurti: Yes. I question whether it is different, what is going on inside me as a human being and you as another human being, we both go through all kinds of problems, suffering, fear, anxiety, loneliness, suffer, and so on and so on. We have our dogmas, beliefs, superstitions, and everybody has this.

DB: Well we'll say it is all very similar but still it seems each one of us is isolated from the other.

Krishnamurti: By thought. My thought has created that I am different from you, because my body is different from you, my face is different from you, so we carry that same – we extend that same thing into the psychological area.

DB: We have discussed that. But now, if we said all right that division is an illusion perhaps.

Krishnamurti: No, not perhaps, it is.

DB: It is an illusion, all right. Although it is not obvious when a person first looks at it.

Krishnamurti: Of course, of course.

DB: Now then, we say mind – in reality even brain is not divided because we are saying that we are all not only basically similar but really connected – right? And then we say that beyond all that is mind which has no division at all.

Krishnamurti: It is unconditioned.

DB: Yes, it would almost seem to imply then that in so far as a person feels he is a separate being he has very little contact with mind – right?

Krishnamurti: Absolutely, quite right. That is what we said.

DB: No mind.

Krishnamurti: That is why it is very important to understand not the mind but my conditioning. Then whether that, my conditioning, human conditioning, can ever be dissolved. That is the real issue.

DB: Yes. I think I mean still the mind, we won't call it the mind but a human being considers always what is the meaning. I think we want to understand the meaning of what is being said. You see we have a mind that is universal, that is in some kind of space you say, or is it its own space?

Krishnamurti: It is not in me or in my brain.

DB: But it has a space.

Krishnamurti: It is, it lives in space and silence.

DB: It lives in a space and silence, but it is the space of the mind. It is not a space like this space?

Krishnamurti: No. That is why we said space is not invented by thought.

DB: Yes, now is it possible then to perceive this space when the mind is silent, to be in contact with it?

Krishnamurti: Not perceive. Let's see.

DB: When the brain is...

Krishnamurti: Let's see. You are asking a question whether the mind can be perceived by the brain.

DB: Or at least somehow be aware, an awareness, a sense.

Krishnamurti: Yes. We are saying yes, through meditation. You may not like to use that word.

DB: Well, I don't mind.

Krishnamurti: I think it is possible to bring about – you see, sir, that is the difficulty. When we use the word meditation it is generally understood there is always a meditator meditating. Meditation is really an unconscious process, it is not a conscious process.

DB: How are you able to say that meditation takes place then if it is unconscious?

Krishnamurti: It is taking place when the brain is quiet.

DB: Well, you mean by consciousness all the movement of thought.

Krishnamurti: The movement of thought.

DB: Feeling, desire, will and all that goes with it, right?

Krishnamurti: Yes.

DB: But there is a kind of awareness still, isn't there?

Krishnamurti: Oh yes. Depends what you call awareness.

DB: Yes.

Krishnamurti: Awareness of what?

DB: Possibly awareness of something deeper, I don't know.

Krishnamurti: You see again, when you use the word deeper it is a measurement – oh no sir, I wouldn't use that.

DB: Well let's not use that. But let's say that some kind of – you see there is a kind of unconsciousness which we are simply not aware of at all. A person may be unconscious of some of his problems, conflicts.

Krishnamurti: Let's go at it. Let's go at it a bit more. If I do something consciously it is the activity of thought.

DB: Yes.

Krishnamurti: Right?

DB: Yes, it is thought reflecting on itself.

Krishnamurti: Yes, it is the activity of thought. Now if I consciously meditate, practise, do all this kind of what I call nonsense, then you are making the brain conform to another series of patterns.

DB: Yes, it is more becoming.

Krishnamurti: More of becoming, that's right.

DB: Yes, you are trying to become better.

Krishnamurti: There is no – you can't – there is no illumination by becoming. You can't be illumined, if I can use that word, by saying I am going to be a cheap guru.

DB: But now it seems very difficult to communicate something which is not conscious, you see.

Krishnamurti: That's it. That's the difficulty.

DB: Still it is not just being knocked out, or if a person is unconscious he is knocked out too, but you don't mean that.

Krishnamurti: Of course not, good lord!

DB: Or under anaesthetic or...

Krishnamurti: No, let's put it that way: conscious meditation, conscious activity to control thought, to free oneself from conditioning, is not freedom.

DB: Yes, I think that is clear, but now it becomes very unclear how to communicate what else.

Krishnamurti: Wait a minute. How can I tell – you want to tell me what lies beyond thought.

DB: Or when thought is silent.

Krishnamurti: Quite, silent. What words would you use?

DB: Well, I suggested the word 'awareness'. What about the word attention?

Krishnamurti: Attention is better for me.

DB: Yes.

Krishnamurti: Would you say attention, in attention there is no centre as the 'me'?

DB: Well in the kind of attention you are discussing. There is a kind, which is the usual kind, where we pay attention because of what interests us.

Krishnamurti: Attention is not concentration.

DB: Yes that is concentration. But we are discussing a kind of attention without this me present which is not the activity of the conditioning.

Krishnamurti: Not the activity of thought.

DB: Yes.

Krishnamurti: In attention thought has no place.

DB: Yes, but could we say more: what do you mean by attention? Now would the derivation of the word be of any use? It means stretching the mind – would that help?

Krishnamurti: No, no. Would it help if we say concentration is not attention – right? Effort is not attention. When I make effort to attend it is not attention. Attention can only come into being when the self is not.

DB: Yes but that is going to get us in a circle because we are starting when the self is. So there is a person who says meditation is necessary, it begins with the self, he says, 'I am here'.

Krishnamurti: No, I used the word carefully. Meditation means measure.

DB: Yes.

Krishnamurti: As long as there is measurement, which is becoming, there is no meditation. Let's put it that way.

DB: Yes. We can discuss when there is not meditation.

Krishnamurti: That's right. Through negation the other is.

DB: Because if we succeed in negating the whole activity of what is not meditation the meditation will be there.

Krishnamurti: That's right. That's right.

DB: That which is not meditation but which we think is meditation.

Krishnamurti: Yes, that's right. That is very clear. As long as there is measurement, which is the becoming, which is the process of thought, meditation or silence cannot be.

DB: You see in this undirected attention, this attention is it of the mind, or...?

Krishnamurti: Attention is of the mind.

DB: Well, it contacts the brain, doesn't it?

Krishnamurti: Yes. We said that. As long as the brain is silent, the other has contact.

DB: That is this true attention has contact with the brain when the brain is silent.

Krishnamurti: Silent and has space.

DB: What is the space?

Krishnamurti: The brain has no space now because it is concerned with itself; it is programmed; it is self-centred and it is limited.

DB: Yes, now would you say the brain in addition, the mind is in its space, now does the brain have its space too?

Krishnamurti: Limited.

DB: Limited space?

Krishnamurti: Of course. Thought has a limited space.

DB: But still this – but when thought is absent does the brain have its space?

Krishnamurti: That's right. That's right. The brain has space, yes.

DB: Unlimited?

Krishnamurti: No. It is only mind that has unlimited...

DB: Unlimited.

Krishnamurti: My brain can be quiet over a problem which I have thought about and I suddenly say, 'Well, I won't think any more about it' and there is a certain amount of space. In that space you solve the problem.

DB: Yes, now if the mind is silent, is not thinking of a problem, then still the space is limited, but it is open to...

Krishnamurti: ...to the other.

DB: ...to the attention. Would you say the mind through attention, or in attention, the mind is contacting the brain?

Krishnamurti: Yes, when the brain is not inattentive.

DB: So what happens to the brain?

Krishnamurti: What happens to the brain? Which is to act. Right? Which is to – wait – let's get it clear. We said intelligence is the – is born out of compassion and love. That intelligence operates when the brain is quiet.

DB: Yes, does it operate through attention?

Krishnamurti: Of course, of course.

DB: So attention seems to be the contact.

Krishnamurti: Contact, attention naturally. Attention, we said too, attention can only be when the self is not.

DB: Yes. Now you say that love and compassion are sort of the ground, and out of this comes the intelligence through attention.

Krishnamurti: Through attention, yes, functions through the brain.

DB: And this intelligence – so let's say, there are two questions: one is the nature of this intelligence, and the second is what does it do to the brain, you see?

Krishnamurti: Yes. Sir, let's see. That is, we must again approach it negatively. Love is not jealousy and all that. Love is not personal, but it can be personal.

DB: But then it is not what you are talking about.

Krishnamurti: Yes. Love is not my country, your country, I love my god, it is not that.

DB: Well if it is from universal mind...

Krishnamurti: That is why I say love is something not – it has no relationship to thought.

DB: Yes and to particular – it does not start in the particular brain, originate in the particular brain.

Krishnamurti: Yes, it is not my love.

DB: Yes.

Krishnamurti: When there is that love, out of that there is compassion and there is intelligence.

DB: Now this intelligence, the nature of this intelligence, that is – this intelligence is able to, if I could use the word, understand deeply – no, I don't think...

Krishnamurti: No, not understand. Let's look at it.

DB: What does it do? Does it perceive?

Krishnamurti: Through perception it acts.

DB: Yes. Perception of what?

Krishnamurti: Perception – now let's discuss perception. There can be perception only when it is not tinged by thought.

DB: When it is not?

Krishnamurti: Tinged or interfere – when there is no interference from the movement of thought there is perception, which is direct insight into a problem, or into human complex.

DB: Yes, now this perception originates in the mind?

Krishnamurti: Does the perception originate in the mind? Let's look at it. Yes. When the brain is quiet.

DB: Yes, but we used the words perception and intelligence, now what – how are they related, or what is their difference?

Krishnamurti: Between perception and intelligence?

DB: Yes.

Krishnamurti: None.

DB: So we say intelligence is perception.

Krishnamurti: Yes, that's right.

DB: Intelligence is perception of 'what is' – right? And through attention there is contact.

Krishnamurti: Sir, let's take a problem and look at it, it would be probably easier to understand.

DB: Yes.

Krishnamurti: Take a problem of suffering. Human beings have suffered endlessly, through wars, through every kind of disease, physical disease, and through wrong relationship with each other. Man has suffered a great deal. Now can that end?

DB: Yes. Well I would say that the difficulty of ending that is that it is on the programme. We are conditioned to this whole thing – right?

Krishnamurti: Yes, to this whole thing.

DB: And it is physically and chemically...

Krishnamurti: We are conditioned. Now that has been going on for centuries.

DB: Yes, so it is very deep, somewhat.

Krishnamurti: Very, very deep. Now can that suffering end?

DB: Yes and it cannot end by an action of the brain.

Krishnamurti: By thought.

DB: Because the brain is caught in suffering and it cannot take an action to end its own suffering.

Krishnamurti: Of course it cannot. That is why thought cannot end it. Thought has created it.

DB: Yes, thought has created it and anyway it is unable to get hold of it.

Krishnamurti: Yes, thought has created the wars, the misery, the confusion, and thought has become prominent in human relationship.

DB: Yes, you see I think people might agree with that and still think that thought might still – that as thought can do bad things, it can do good things.

Krishnamurti: No, thought cannot do good or bad. It is thought, limited.

DB: Thought cannot get hold of this suffering. That is this suffering being in the physical conditioning of the brain, and chemical, thought has no way of knowing what it is, even.

Krishnamurti: I mean I lose my son and I am...

DB: Yes but I mean by thinking I don't know what is going on inside me. I can't change the suffering inside because thinking will not show me what it is. Now you are saying it is intelligence.

Krishnamurti: But after all we are asking can suffering end? That is a problem.

DB: Yes, and it is clear that thinking cannot do it.

Krishnamurti: Thought cannot do it.

DB: No. All right. Now because...

Krishnamurti: That is the point. If I have an insight into it...

DB: Yes, now this insight will be from the action of the mind, intelligence, and attention.

Krishnamurti: When there is that insight intelligence wipes away suffering.

DB: Yes, now you are saying therefore there is a contact from mind to matter which removes the whole physical chemical structure which keeps us going on with suffering.

Krishnamurti: That's right. In that ending there is a mutation in the brain cells. We discussed this some years ago, this question.

DB: Yes and that mutation just wipes out the whole structure that makes you suffer.

Krishnamurti: Yes. Therefore it is like I have been going along a certain tradition, I suddenly change that tradition there is a change in the whole brain, which has been going North, now it goes East.

DB: Of course this is a radical notion from the point of view of traditional ideas in science because if we accept that mind that is different from matter then people would find it hard to say that mind would actually...

Krishnamurti: Mind after all, is sir... would you put it, mind is pure energy?

DB: Well we could put it that way, but say matter is energy too.

Krishnamurti: Therefore matter is limited, thought is limited.

DB: Yes, well, but we are saying that the pure energy of mind is able to reach into the limited energy of matter.

Krishnamurti: Yes, that's right. And change the limitation.

DB: Yes, to remove some of the limitation.

Krishnamurti: When there is a deep issue, or a problem, or a challenge which you are facing.

DB: Yes, so we have thought – we could also add that all the traditional ways of trying to do this cannot work because...

Krishnamurti: It hasn't worked.

DB: Well that is not enough. We have to say, because people still might hope it could, it cannot actually.

Krishnamurti: It cannot.

DB: Because thought cannot get at the basis of its own physical, its own physical chemical basis in the cells, and do anything about those cells.

Krishnamurti: Yes, sir, we have said that very clearly. Thought cannot bring about a change in itself.

DB: Yes, and yet practically everything that mankind has been trying to do is based on thought. There is a limited area, of course, where that is all right but we cannot, therefore, as we said, we were discussing before, do anything about the future of mankind from the usual approach.

Krishnamurti: Sir, look that is what I'm – when you listen to the politicians who are so very active in the world, they are creating problem after problem and to them thought is the most important thing – ideals.

DB: Well generally speaking nobody knows they can know of anything else.

Krishnamurti: Exactly. We are saying the old instrument which is thought is worn out, except in certain areas.

DB: Well, it never was adequate except in those areas.

Krishnamurti: Of course, of course.

DB: And man has always been in trouble as far as he can remember, as far as history goes.

Krishnamurti: Yes sir, man has always been in trouble, in turmoil, fear. We mustn't reduce all this to an intellectual argument. But as human beings, facing all the confusion of the world, can there be a solution to all this?

DB: Yes, and that comes back to the question I would like to repeat that it seems here there are a few people who are talking about it, and think perhaps they know, and perhaps meditating and so on, but how is that going to affect this vast current of mankind?

Krishnamurti: Probably very little. But why do you raise – will it affect? It might, or it might not.

DB: It might not. It might or it might not.

Krishnamurti: But then one puts that question: then what is the use of it?

DB: Yes, that's the point. I think there is an instinctive feeling that makes one put the question.

Krishnamurti: Yes. I think that is a wrong question.

DB: But that is the wrong question. You see the first instinct is to say, 'What can we do to stop this tremendous catastrophe?'

Krishnamurti: Yes. But if each one of us, whoever listens, sees the truth of this that thought in its activity both externally and inwardly has created a terrible mess, great suffering, then one must inevitably ask: is there an ending to all this? If thought cannot end it what will?

DB: Yes.

Krishnamurti: What is the new instrument that will put an end to all this misery? You see there is a new instrument which is the mind and so on and so on.

DB: Yes.

Krishnamurti: Which is intelligence. But you see the difficulty is also, people won't listen to all this. They have come to definite conclusions, both the scientists and the ordinary layman like us, they won't listen.

DB: Yes, well that is the sort of point I had in mind when I said that a few people don't seem to have much effect.

Krishnamurti: Of course, of course. I think after all few people have changed the world. Hitler was a – whether good or bad, that is not the point.

DB: Well he didn't change it fundamentally.

Krishnamurti: No, change the world superficially if you like. The revolution of the Bolsheviks, the communists, has changed, but they have gone to the same pattern again. Physical revolution has never changed psychologically the human state.

DB: Well do you think it is possible that say a certain number of brains coming in contact with mind in this way will be able to have an effect on mankind which is beyond just the immediate obvious effect of their communication?

Krishnamurti: Yes, that's right. That's right.

DB: I mean obviously whoever does this may communicate in the ordinary way and it will have a small effect but now this is a possibility of something entirely different – right?

Krishnamurti: You see how do you – I have often thought about it – how do you convey to all this rather subtle and very complex issue, how do you convey all this to a person who is steeped in tradition, who is conditioned and won't even take time to listen, to consider?

DB: Yes, well that is a question. You see one point you could say is that this conditioning cannot be absolute, you know an absolute block or else there would be no way out at all. But the conditioning may be thought to have some sort of permeability.

Krishnamurti: I mean after all the Pope won't listen to us, but the Pope has tremendous influence.

DB: Is it possible that every person has something he can listen to if it could be found?

Krishnamurti: If he takes a little patience. Who will listen? The politicians won't listen. The idealists won't listen. The totalitarians won't listen. The deeply steeped religious people won't listen. So perhaps, sir, that is the whole point: a so-called ignorant person, not highly educated and conditioned in his profession, career, money, the poor man who says, 'I am suffering, please let's end that.'

DB: Well but he doesn't listen either, you see. He wants to get a job.

Krishnamurti: (laughs) Of course not. He says, 'Feed me first'. We have been through all this for the last sixty years. The poor man won't listen, the rich man won't listen, the learned won't listen and the deeply dogmatic religious believers don't listen. So perhaps it is like a wave in the world, it might catch somebody. I think it is a wrong question to say, does it affect?

DB: Yes, all right. We will say that that brings in time and that is becoming, it brings in the psyche in the process of becoming again.

Krishnamurti: Yes. But if you say... it must affect mankind.

DB: Well, are you proposing that it affects mankind through the mind directly rather than through...

Krishnamurti: Yes, yes.

DB: We are taking this very seriously this...

Krishnamurti: It may not show immediately in action.

DB: Yes. You are taking very seriously what you said that the mind is universal and is not located in our ordinary space, is not separate...

Krishnamurti: Yes. You see, sir, there is a danger in saying this – the mind is universal – that is what some people say 'the mind', and it has become a tradition.

DB: You can turn it into an idea, of course.

Krishnamurti: Of course, that is just the danger of it, that is what I am saying.

DB: Yes. But what you are saying is – really the question is we have to come directly in contact with this to make it real – right?

Krishnamurti: Of course, that's it. They can only come into contact with it when the self is not. To put it very, very simply, and therefore when the self is not there is beauty, there is silence, space, then that intelligence which is born of compassion operates through the brain. It is very simple.

DB: Yes. Would it be worth discussing the self – the question of – you see since the self is active widely...

Krishnamurti: I know, but that is our long tradition of many, many, many centuries.

DB: Now is there some aspect of meditation which can be helpful here when the self is acting. You see suppose a person says, 'OK I am caught in the self but I want to get out. But I want to know what shall I do.'

Krishnamurti: Ah! You see that is...

DB: I won't use the words 'what shall I do', but what do you say?

Krishnamurti: Ah, that is very simple. Is the observer different from the observed?

DB: Well suppose we say, 'Yes, it appears to be different', then what?

Krishnamurti: Is that an idea or an actuality?

DB: What do you mean?

Krishnamurti: Actuality is when there is no division between the thinker and the thought.

DB: Yes, but suppose I say ordinarily one feels the observer is different from the observed. I say we begin there.

Krishnamurti: We begin there. I'll show you. Look at it. Are you different from your anger, from your envy, from your suffering? You are not.

DB: At first sight it appears that I am, you see that I might try to control it.

Krishnamurti: Not control, you are that.

DB: Yes, how will I see that I am that?

Krishnamurti: You are your name. You are your form, body. You are all the reactions and actions. You are the belief, you are the fear, you are the suffering and pleasure. You are all that.

DB: Yes but the first experience is that I am here first and that those are properties of me, they are my qualities which I can either have or not have. I might be angry or not angry, I might have this belief or that belief.

Krishnamurti: Contradictory. You are all that.

DB: But you see it is not obvious. When you say I am that, do you mean that I am that and cannot be otherwise?

Krishnamurti: No. At present you are that. It can be totally otherwise.

DB: Yes, OK. So I am all that. Rather than saying as I usually do, that I am looking at those qualities...

Krishnamurti: That's it.

DB: ...that is, that I, the observer, I admit that I am anger, but I feel that I as the observer, am not angry but an unbiased observer who is looking at anger.

Krishnamurti: Of course.

DB: But you are telling me that this unbiased observer is the same as the anger he is looking at.

Krishnamurti: Of course. Like I analyse myself and the analyser is the analysed.

DB: Yes. He is biased by what he analyses.

Krishnamurti: Of course.

DB: So if I watch anger for a while I can see that I am very biased by the anger, so at some stage I say, OK, I am one with that anger – right?

Krishnamurti: No, not I am one with it, you are it.

DB: But that anger and I are the same, right?

Krishnamurti: Yes. The observer is the observed. And when there is that actuality exists you have really eliminated altogether conflict. Conflict exists when I am separate from my quality.

DB: Yes that is because if I believe myself to be separate then I can try to change it but since I am that it is not trying to change itself and remain itself at the same time, right?

Krishnamurti: Yes, that's right. But when the quality is me, the division has ended. Right?

DB: Yes, well when I see that the quality is me then there is no point to the whole thing.

Krishnamurti: No, no. What happens before, the quality is not me, then in that there is conflict, either suppression, escape and all the rest of it, which is a wastage of energy. When that quality is me I am – there is, all that energy which has been wasted, is there to look, to observe.

DB: But why does it make such a difference to have that quality being me?

Krishnamurti: I am showing it to you.

DB: Yes.

Krishnamurti: It makes a difference when there is no division between the quality and me.

DB: Yes, well, when there is no perception of a difference...

Krishnamurti: That's right. Put it round differently.

DB: ...then the mind does not try to fight itself.

Krishnamurti: Yes, yes. It is so.

DB: If there is an illusion of a difference the mind must be compelled to fight against itself.

Krishnamurti: The brain.

DB: The brain fights against itself.

Krishnamurti: Yes, that's right.

DB: On the other hand when there is no illusion of a difference the brain just stops fighting.

Krishnamurti: Fighting, and therefore you have tremendous energy.

DB: Yes. The brain's natural energy is released, eh?

Krishnamurti: Yes, yes. And which means – energy means attention.

DB: Yes. Well you see the energy of the brain allows for attention...

Krishnamurti: For that thing to dissolve.

DB: Yes, well, wait a minute because we said before attention was a contact of the mind and the brain.

Krishnamurti: Yes sir.

DB: But the brain must be in a state of high energy to allow that contact.

Krishnamurti: That's right. That's – the same thing.

DB: I mean a brain which is low energy cannot allow that contact.

Krishnamurti: Of course not. But most of us are low energy because we are so conditioned.

DB: Well, essentially you are saying that this is the way to start then.

Krishnamurti: Yes sir. Start simply.

DB: Yes.

Krishnamurti: Start with 'what is', what I am. That is why self-knowledge is so important. Self-knowledge is not an accumulated process of knowledge, which then looks at, it is a constant learning about oneself.

DB: Yes, well if you call it self-knowledge then it is not knowledge of the kind we talked about before, which is conditioning.

Krishnamurti: That's right. Knowledge conditions.

DB: But you are saying that self knowledge of this kind is not conditioning. But why do you call it knowledge? Is it a different kind of knowledge?

Krishnamurti: Yes, yes. Knowledge conditions.

DB: Yes, but now you have this self-knowledge.

Krishnamurti: Self-knowledge, which is to know and to comprehend oneself, to understand, oneself is such a subtle, complex thing, it is living.

DB: Essentially knowing yourself in the very moment in which things are happening.

Krishnamurti: Yes, to know what is happening.

DB: Rather than store it up in memory.

Krishnamurti: Of course. That can only be in – through reactions I begin to discover what I am, and so on and so on.

I think we had better stop. Right?
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First Conversation with Pupul Jayakar at Brockwood Park

Pupul Jayakar: Krishnaji, there is a strange phenomena happening in the world today where the East reaches out to the West to find sustenance, and the West reaches out to the East for – in inverted commas – 'wisdom', to fill some vacuum which exists. Would you say there is an Indian mind which may have the same directions, or contain the same elements of sorrow, greed, anger, etc., but where the ground from which these spring are different?

Krishnamurti: Are you asking – if I may, sorry to interrupt – are you asking whether the Eastern thought, Eastern culture, Eastern way of life, is different from the West?

PJ: Well obviously the Indian way of life is different to the West.

Krishnamurti: It is.

PJ: Because the conditionings of the two are different. But they in a sense complement each other.

Krishnamurti: In what way?

PJ: In the sense that the East, or India more specifically, lacks perhaps that precision of carrying an abstraction to concrete action.

Krishnamurti: Are you saying they live more in abstraction?

PJ: Yes. They are not so concerned about action in the environment, action as such.

Krishnamurti: What would you say they are concerned with?

PJ: Today, of course, there is a great change taking place, it is very difficult to say what the Indian mind is. Because the Indian mind today is looking at one level for the same material comforts...

Krishnamurti: ...progress in the technological world...

PJ: Yes, progress in the technological world.

Krishnamurti: ...and applying it in daily life, and so on.

PJ: And consumerism.

Krishnamurti: Consumerism, yes.

PJ: It has percolated very deep into the Indian spirit.

Krishnamurti: So what ultimately is the difference between the Indian mind, Indian culture, and the Western culture?

PJ: Perhaps still, in spite of this material overtone, there is a certain edge to the delving process, if I may put it. When it goes into the field of...

Krishnamurti: Parapsychology?

PJ: No, not parapsychology – parapsychology is very developed in the West. But I am talking about this delving into the self, the delving into the within, the insights into things. For centuries the Indian mind has been nurtured on a ground of this feeling. Whereas, from a certain time in the West, there was a movement away. And there has always been a movement away right from the time of the Greeks towards the outer, the environment.

Krishnamurti: I understand. But the other day I heard on the television – a very well known Indian was being interviewed – he said the technological world now in India is humanising the Indian mind.

PJ: No – I understand that.

Krishnamurti: I wonder what he meant by that, humanising. Instead of living in abstractions, and theories, and complexity of ideations and so on, the technological world is bringing them to earth.

PJ: And perhaps it is necessary to some extent.

Krishnamurti: Obviously it is necessary.

PJ: So if these two minds have a different essence...

Krishnamurti: I question that very much, whether the Indian thought – I am sorry, I don't mean that – whether thought is ever East or West. There is only thought, it is not Eastern thought, or Western thought. The expression of thoughts may be different in India, and here it may be different, but it is still a process of thought.

PJ: But is it also not true that what the brain cells contain in the West and perhaps the centuries of knowledge and so-called wisdom in the East have given a content to the brain cells which make them perceive in a different way?

Krishnamurti: I wonder how accurate what you are saying – I would like to question what you are saying, if I may. I find when I go there, there is much more materialism now than there used to be.

PJ: Yes.

Krishnamurti: More concerned with money, position, power and all that. And of course there is overpopulation, and all the complexity of modern civilisation. Are you saying that the Indian mind has a tendency to an inward search, much more so than the West?

PJ: I would say so. I would say just as the Western mind has a...

Krishnamurti: technical...

PJ: ...not only technological but environmental...

Krishnamurti: Yes, environmental, economic and so on – ecological.

PJ: Movement outer. There is the inner environment and the outer environment and I think if you take it that way I would say the outer environment is the concern of the West, and the inner environment has been the concern of the East, of India.

Krishnamurti: Has been the concern, but it has been the concern of a very, very few people.

PJ: But it is only the few people who create the culture. How does culture come into being?

Krishnamurti: That is a question... we should discuss, rather. Before we go to that, is there really a distinction between the Eastern thought and Western thought? I would like to establish that. Or there is only this extraordinary phenomenon of the world being divided into the East and the West.

PJ: But what has divided it?

Krishnamurti: Geographically, first. Politically, economically, as a much more ancient civilisation – if I can use that word – than the West. All that is the Indian mind – if we can use that word 'mind' with regard to all that. The Western world is much more concerned, as far as I can see – I may be mistaken – is concerned with worldly affairs.

PJ: But what turned it in that direction?

Krishnamurti: Climate. Climate – much more, very much more, it is a colder climate, and all the inventions, and all the modern technology comes from the Northern part of the world, the northern people.

PJ: Yes, but if it was only climate then...

Krishnamurti: No, it is not only the climate.

PJ: ...Mexico, Africa, Equatorial Africa...

Krishnamurti: Of course not, of course not.

PJ: ...would have the same mind.

Krishnamurti: No, no...

PJ: But it is not that. That's not the answer.

Krishnamurti: It is not only the climate. It is climate and the whole so-called religious way of life in the West is very, very different from the East.

PJ: That's what I am saying. Somewhere along the line people of one racial stock, seemingly, divided.

Krishnamurti: Divided, yes, from Sumaria and so on.

PJ: Divided. And the direction in which the West turned was the discovery of their dialogue with nature, out of which arose technology, out of which arose all the great scientific finds, truths. India also had a dialogue with nature and with the self...

Krishnamurti: But of a different nature.

PJ: ...of a different nature. The dialogues were in themselves of a different kind.

Krishnamurti: So are you trying to say that the Eastern mind, Indian mind, is more concerned with religious matters than the West? Here in the West it is all rather superficial, though they think it is rather deep. And there, in India, tradition, literature and everything says the world is not so important as the understanding of the self, the understanding of the universe, the understanding of the highest principle, Brahman.

PJ: This swiftness with which the mind can start the enquiry is perhaps different to the West, where enquiry, insights, the great insights have been in different directions.

Krishnamurti: Of course. But here in religious matters, doubt, scepticism, questioning, is absolutely denied. Faith is all important here. In Indian religion, in Buddhism and so on, doubt, questioning, enquiry becomes all important. So...

PJ: Out of this today somehow both the cultures are in crisis.

Krishnamurti: Yes, of course. Would you say not only cultures, but the whole human consciousness is in a crisis.

PJ: Would you distinguish human consciousness from culture?

Krishnamurti: No.

PJ: In a sense they are the same.

Krishnamurti: No, basically not.

PJ: So the crisis at the very root is making them search somewhere away from themselves. They feel an inadequacy and so they turn to the other culture. It is happening in both countries.

Krishnamurti: Yes, but you see, Pupulji, I am questioning whether in their search from their materialistic outlook – if I may use that word – they are being caught by all kinds of superstitious, romantic, occult ideas, and these gurus that come over here, and all the rest of it. What I want to find out is whether human consciousness, if it is in a crisis, as it is, whether it is possible not only to resolve that crisis, without war destroying humanity, whether human beings can ever go beyond their own limitation. I don't know if I am making myself clear.

PJ: Sir, may I just...

Krishnamurti: Of course, this is a discussion.

PJ: The outer and inner is like the material and the search within. It's two mirror images of these two directions in which man has moved. The problem really is that if man has to survive the two have to be...

Krishnamurti: They must live together.

PJ: Not live together, but a human culture come into being which would contain both.

Krishnamurti: Now what do you mean by the word 'culture'? What do you mean by culture?

PJ: Isn't culture everything that the brain possesses?

Krishnamurti: That is, would you say the training of the brain and refining the brain?

PJ: The training of the brain and the refinement of the brain.

Krishnamurti: And the expression of that refinement in action, in behaviour, in relationship, and also a process of enquiry that leads to something totally untouched by thought? I would say this is culture.

PJ: Would you include enquiry in the field of culture?

Krishnamurti: Of course.

PJ: Isn't culture a closed circuit?

Krishnamurti: You can make of it that way, or you can break it and go beyond.

PJ: But to take culture as a closed circuit, today culture as it exists...

Krishnamurti: That's why I want to understand what you mean by the word 'culture'.

PJ: As we understand it today, Krishnaji, it is our perceptions, the way we look at things, our thoughts, our feelings, our attitudes, the operation of our senses – you could keep on adding to this.

Krishnamurti: That is, the religion, faith, belief, superstition.

PJ: The outer and the inner, which keeps on growing. It may be growing but it is all growing within that contour. It remains a contour. And when you talk of a search which is no way connected with this, would you include it in...

Krishnamurti: Search.

PJ: Well, enquiry, search, observance...

Krishnamurti: I understand.

PJ: ...you can use any word.

Krishnamurti: Of course, of course.

PJ: But would you put it into the field of culture? You would.

Krishnamurti: Of course. Would you say – I am just trying to clarify the matter – would you say the whole movement of culture is like a tide going out and coming in, like the sea, going out and coming in. And the human endeavour is this process of going out and coming in, and never enquiring whether that process can ever stop. You understand? What I mean is we act and react. That's the human nature. Act and react, like the ebb and flow. I react, and out of the reaction act, and from that action react – it's back and forth. Right? Now I am asking whether this reaction of reward and punishment can stop and take a totally different turn? We function, we live, and our reactions are based on reward and punishment. Right?

PJ: Yes.

Krishnamurti: Both physically, psychologically and every way. And that's all we know, deeply. Now I am asking whether there is this reaction of reward and the avoidance of punishment, and so on, like the tide – is there another sense of action which is not based on this action/reaction? You understand what I am talking about?

PJ: As this action/reaction is an impulse of the brain cells, it can never be...

Krishnamurti: It is our conditioning.

PJ: And it is an impulse of the brain cells.

Krishnamurti: Yes, of course.

PJ: It is the way the brain cells respond, and the way they receive through the senses and the way they...

Now the question you ask...

Krishnamurti: Our question is really, we are enquiring into what is culture.

PJ: What is culture, and we went into that.

Krishnamurti: A little bit.

PJ: Little bit. It can be expanded much further, but still it remains within the same field.

Krishnamurti: The same field but you can enlarge the field.

PJ: Would you say then that culture is that which is contained in the brain cells?

Krishnamurti: Of course.

PJ: Anything else?

Krishnamurti: All our past memories.

PJ: Yes, so if you take all that is there anything else?

Krishnamurti: I understand. Now this is a difficult question because one must be careful, very careful. If there is something else – if – then that something else can operate on the brain cells which are conditioned. Right? If there is something in the brain, then the activity of that something else can bring about freedom from this narrow, limited culture. But is there something else? Within the brain.

PJ: But even physiologically they are saying, Krishnaji, that the operation of the brain cells today is a very, very, very minute portion of its capacity.

Krishnamurti: I know that. Of it's capacity – why?

PJ: Because conditioning limits it, and it has never been free of those processes which...

Krishnamurti: ...limit it. Which means thought is limited.

PJ: Yes. It has put all its eggs in one basket.

Krishnamurti: Thought is limited. And we are all functioning within that limitation, because thought, experience is limited, knowledge is limited for ever, and memory, and thought. So thought is limited.

PJ: What place have the senses and the perceptive processes in this?

Krishnamurti: No, that brings another question which is: can the senses operate without the interference of thought? You understand my question?

PJ: As they operate today, Krishnaji, they seem to have one root. The movement of the senses as they operate is the movement of thought.

Krishnamurti: That's all – therefore it is limited.

PJ: So when you ask a query, is it possible for them, what does one do with a question of that type?

Krishnamurti: I am enquiring. I am enquiring with a lot of hesitation and a certain amount of scepticism, whether the brain – which has evolved through thousands of years, experience, untold sorrow, loneliness, despair, and all the rest of it, and its search to escape from its own fears through every form of religious endeavour – whether those brain cells in themselves can ever change, bring about a mutation in themselves. Otherwise a totally different new culture...

PJ: But if they don't bring about a mutation in themselves and there is nothing else...

Krishnamurti: Yes, I understand your question.

PJ: You see this is a paradox.

Krishnamurti: This is also an everlasting question. I mean, the Hindus raised it long ago, many, many centuries ago – you probably know much more about it than I do – but they raised this question, which is: is there an outside agency, god, the highest principle and so on and so on, the higher self – that's a wrong way of – 'higher self' – we'll use it for the moment.

PJ: The highest principle, may be.

Krishnamurti: Whether that can operate on the conditioned brain.

PJ: Or is it, sir, that can it awaken within the brain? There are two things. One is an outside...

Krishnamurti: ...agency operating.

PJ: ...agency, or energy operating. Or from within the brain cells, the untapped portion of the brain cells, an awakening which transforms.

Krishnamurti: I understand. I understand this question. Let's enquire into it, let's discuss it. Is there an outside agency, outside energy let's call it for the moment, that will bring about a mutation in the brain cells, which are conditioned? Right?

PJ: May I say something?

Krishnamurti: Please.

PJ: The problem is that energy really never touches the brain cells. There are so many obstacles one has built that the flow of energy from nature, from...

Krishnamurti: Energy.

PJ: Energy never seems to touch and create.

Krishnamurti: What are we two discussing, Pupulji?

PJ: We are discussing the possibility of a human culture.

Krishnamurti: A culture which is not...

PJ: ...either of India or of the West, which contains all mankind, if I may say so.

Krishnamurti: All humanity which is not Western, or Eastern or...

PJ: And the division between the outer and the inner end. And insight is insight, not insight into the outer or insight into the inner.

Krishnamurti: So what is the question?

PJ: So for that the instrument is the brain cell, the tool which operates is the brain cell.

Krishnamurti: Is the brain.

PJ: The brain. Now something has to happen in the brain.

Krishnamurti: Yes. I say it can happen. Without the idea that there is outside agency that will somehow cleanse the brain which has been conditioned, or invent an outside agency, as most religions have done. Right? Or can the conditioned brain awaken to its own conditioning and so perceive its own limitation, and stay there for a moment? I don't know if I am making my point clear. You see, we are all the time, are we not, trying to do something, which is, the doer is different from that which is being done. Right? I realise, for example, suppose I realise that my brain is conditioned and so all my activity, my feelings, and my relationship with others, is limited. I realise that. And then I say that limitation must be broken down. So I am operating on the limitation. But the 'I' is also limited, the 'I' is not separate from the other. If we can bridge that, that the 'I' is not separate from the limitation which he is trying to break down. Right? Both the limitation of the self and the limitation of the conditioning are similar, they are not separate. The 'I' is not separate from its own qualities.

PJ: And from what it observes.

Krishnamurti: And one part observes the other part.

PJ: When you say that we all the time trying to do something...

Krishnamurti: Operate on the other.

PJ: ...operate on the other...

Krishnamurti: After all, our whole life is that, apart from the technological world and so on. I am this and I must change that. So the brain is now conditioned in this division. The actor is different from the action.

PJ: That of course, yes.

Krishnamurti: And so that condition goes on. But when one realises the actor is the action, then the whole outlook changes altogether.

Let's come back for the moment. We are asking, Pupulji, are we not, what brings about a change in the human brain?

PJ: That is really the crucial point. What is it that makes it end?

Krishnamurti: Yes. Let's go into it a little bit more. Man has lived on this earth for a million years, more or less. And we are as primitive as we were before, psychologically. And we have not basically changed very much. We are killing each other, we are seeking power, position, we are corrupt – everything that human beings are doing in the world today, psychologically. And what will make human beings, humanity, change all that?

PJ: Great insight.

Krishnamurti: Wait. Insight. Now is so-called culture preventing all this? You understand my question? The Indian culture, take Indian culture, few people, like great thinkers in India have gone into this question. And the majority of the people just repeat, repeat, repeat, repeat – just tradition, a dead thing, and they are living with a dead thing. Right? Now, and here too tradition plays a tremendous part...

PJ: Yes, because it is the other way – a few have great insights into science, and then the rest is...

Krishnamurti: So looking at all this, what would make human beings radically bring about a mutation in themselves? Culture has tried to bring about certain changes in human behaviour. Right? I mean religions have said behave this way, don't do this, don't kill, but they go on killing. Be brotherly, and they are not brotherly. Love one another, and they don't – you follow? There are the edicts, the sanctions, and we are doing everything quite the opposite.

PJ: But cultures have collapsed really.

Krishnamurti: That's what I want to find out. Whether it has collapsed and it has no value at all any more, and so man is now at a loss. If you go to America, for example, they have no tradition. Right? Each one is doing what he likes, he is doing his thing. And they are doing the same thing here in a different way. So what will bring about a mutation in the brain cells, which then...

PJ: What you are saying really is that it doesn't matter whether the Indian matrix is different, or the Western matrix is different, the problem is identical – the mutation in the human brain.

Krishnamurti: Yes, let's stick to that. I mean after all Indians, even the poor Indians suffer as they suffer here – lonely, despair, misery, all that is just the same as here. So let's forget the East and West and see what prevents this mutation taking place.

PJ: Sir, is there any other way but perceiving the actual?

Krishnamurti: The actual. That is what we have been maintaining for sixty years, that the 'what is', the actual, is more important than the idea of the actual. The ideal, the various concepts and conclusions have no value at all because you are away from the facts, from what is going on. Apparently that is tremendously difficult because we are caught up with ideas.

PJ: But in perceiving the actual there is no movement of the brain.

Krishnamurti: That's all I am saying. Facts, if one observes very carefully, in themselves bring about a change. I don't know if I am making...

Human sorrow is not Western sorrow or Eastern sorrow. Right? It is human sorrow. And we are always trying to move away from sorrow. Now, could we understand the depth and the meaning of sorrow – not understand intellectually but actually delve into the nature of sorrow – and sorrow is not yours or mine. So what is impeding or blocking the human brain from enquiring deeply within itself?

PJ: Sir, I want to ask one thing: you used the word 'delving', you used the word 'enquiring' into oneself – both are words connected with movement. Yet you say the ending of movement...

Krishnamurti: Of course, of course. Movement is time, movement is thought, the ending of movement – can that really end, or do we think it can end? You understand my question? After all, the people who have somewhat gone into this kind of thing, both in the past and the present, have always divided the entity that enquires and that which is to be enquired into. That's my objection. I think that is the major block.

PJ: So when you use the word 'enquiry', you use it as perception.

Krishnamurti: Perception, observing, watching. Now we will go into that in a minute, if we have time. But I want to come back to this, if I may: what will make human beings alter – very simply put – the way they behave? Very simply put. This appalling brutality, what will change all this? Who will change it? Not the politicians, not the priests, not the people who are talking about the environment, and the ecologists and so on, so on, so on. They are not changing the human being. Who will change it, if man himself will not change, who will change it? The church has tried to change man – right? – and it hasn't succeeded. Religions have tried throughout the world, to humanise or make man more intelligent, more considerate, affectionate and so on – they have not succeeded. Culture has not succeeded.

PJ: But you say all this, Krishnaji, but that in itself does not bring man to that perception of fact.

Krishnamurti: So what will make him? You perhaps, say for instance, you and another have this perception, I may not have it, so what affect has your perception on me? Again if you have perception and power, position, I worship you or kill you. Right? So I am asking a much deeper question: I want really to find out why human beings, after so many millennia, are like this. One group against another group, one tribe against another tribe, one nation against another nation. The horror that is going on. A new culture, will that bring about a change? Does man want to change, or he says, 'Things are all right, let's go on. We will evolve to a certain stage eventually.'

PJ: Most people feel that.

Krishnamurti: Yes. That's what is so appalling about it. Eventually, give me another thousand years, we will all be marvellous human beings. Which is so absurd. In the meantime we are destroying each other.

PJ: Sir, may I ask you something? What is the actual moment of facing the fact? What is it actually, the actuality of it?

Krishnamurti: What is a fact, Pupul? We were discussing the other day with a group of people here. Fact is that which has been done, remembered, and that which is being done now.

PJ: Being done now.

Krishnamurti: Being done now, acting now, and that which has happened yesterday, and remembered that fact – remembrance.

PJ: Or even arising of a wave of fear, horror, anything.

Krishnamurti: Yes, yes.

PJ: Now how does one actually...

Krishnamurti: I am saying – no, wait a minute. So let us be clear when you say 'what is', the fact. The fact of yesterday, or last week's incident is gone, but I'll remember it. Right? There is remembrance of something – pleasant or unpleasant – happened, which was a fact, is stored in the brain. And what is being done now is also a fact coloured by the past, controlled by the past, shaped by the past. So can I see this whole movement as a fact?

PJ: The seeing it as a fact...

Krishnamurti: The whole movement – the future, the present, the past.

PJ: The seeing it as a fact is seeing it without a clichÊ.

Krishnamurti: Without a clichÊ, without prejudice, without bias.

PJ: Or without anything surrounding it.

Krishnamurti: That's right. Which means what?

PJ: Negating, first of all, negating all the responses which arise, surround.

Krishnamurti: Negating the remembrances. Just keep to that for the moment.

PJ: The remembrances which arise out of it.

Krishnamurti: Out of the fact of last week's pleasure or pain, reward or punishment. Now is that possible?

PJ: Yes, that is possible.

Krishnamurti: Possible – why?

PJ: Because the very attention itself...

Krishnamurti: ...dissipates remembrance. Now that means, can the brain be so attentive that the incident which happened last week, the fact it happened, and end the fact – end it, not carry on in memory. My son is dead. And I have suffered. But the memory of that son is so strongly... has such strong strength in my brain that I constantly remember it.

PJ: Rises.

Krishnamurti: Rises and disappears. So can the brain say 'Yes, my son is dead' – that is the end of it.

PJ: Does one say that? Or when there is a rising...

Krishnamurti: And then ending? Which means an endless arising and ending.

PJ: No but, there is an arising.

Krishnamurti: Which is a remembrance. Let's keep to the word currently.

PJ: Which is a remembrance. Out of that there is a movement of pain.

Krishnamurti: Pain.

PJ: The negation of that pain ends not only the pain but the arising.

Krishnamurti: Which means what? Go into it a little bit more – what does that mean? My son is dead. I remember all the things that he – etc., etc. There is a photograph of him on the piano or on the mantelpiece, and there is this constant remembrance. Right? Flowing in and flowing out. That's a fact.

PJ: But the negating of that pain and the dissolving of this, doesn't it have a direct action on the brain?

Krishnamurti: That's what I am coming to. Which means what? My son is dead, that's a fact – right? – I can't change a fact. He is gone. It sounds cruel to say it, but he is gone. But I am carrying him all the time. Right? The brain is carrying him as memory, and the reminder is always there. I am carrying on. I never say he has gone, that's a fact. But I live on memories, which is a dead thing. Memories are not actual. And I am asking – the ending of the fact. My son is gone. It doesn't mean I have lost love, or anything. My son is gone, that is a fact.

PJ: What remains when a fact is perceived?

Krishnamurti: May I say something without being shocking? Nothing. My son is gone, or my brother, my wife, whatever it is – gone. Which is not an assertion of cruelty or denying my affection, my love. Not the love of my son, but the identification of love with my son. I don't know if I'm...

PJ: You are drawing a distinction between love of my son...

Krishnamurti: ...and love.

PJ: And love.

Krishnamurti: If I love my son in the deepest sense of the word, I love man, humanity. It's not only I love my son, I love the whole human world, the earth, the trees, the whole universe. But that is a different matter. So you are asking a really good question, which is: what takes place when there is the perception, pure perception of fact, without any bias, without any kind of escape and so on, to see the fact completely, is that possible? When I am in sorrow of my son's death, I mean I am lost. It is a great shock. It is something terrible that has taken place. And at that moment you can't say anything to the person. Right? As he comes out of this confusion and loneliness and despair and sorrow, then perhaps he will be sensitive enough to perceive this fact.

PJ: I come back always to this one thing: this perception of the fact, doesn't it need a...

Krishnamurti: ...a tremendous attention.

PJ: ...a great deal of watching?

Krishnamurti: Watching, of course. Of course.

PJ: You can't tell a person who has just lost...

Krishnamurti: No, that would be cruel. But a man who says, my son is dead, what is it all about, death is common to all humanity, why do we... A man who is sensitive, asking, enquiring, he is awake, he wants to find an answer to all this.

PJ: Sir, at one level it seems so simple.

Krishnamurti: I know. And I think we must keep it simple, not bring about a lot of intellectual theories and ideas into it.

PJ: Then why is it – is the mind afraid of the simple?

Krishnamurti: No, I think we are so highly intellectual, it has been part of our education, part of our culture. Ideas are tremendously important, concepts are essential. It is part of our culture. The man who says, please ideas are not very important, facts are, he must be extraordinarily simple.

PJ: You see sir, what you are saying, in the whole field of Indian culture the highest is the dissolution of the self. And you say, you talk of the dissolution of the fact, which is essentially the dissolution of the self.

Krishnamurti: Yes. But the dissolution of the self has become a concept. And we are worshipping a concept – as they are all doing, all over the world. Concepts are invented by thought, or through analysis and so on, come to a concept, and hold that concept as a most extraordinarily important thing.

So come back to the point: what will make human beings, throughout the world behave? Not behave my way or your way – behave – don't kill, don't be afraid, don't – you know, have great affection and so on, what will bring it about? Nothing has succeeded. Knowledge hasn't helped him. Right?

PJ: Isn't it because fear is his shadow?

Krishnamurti: Fear, and also we want to know what the future is.

PJ: Which is part of fear.

Krishnamurti: Yes. We want to know because we have – it is simple – we have sought security in so many things and they have all failed. And now we say there must be security somewhere. And I question if there is any security somewhere at all, even in god. That is a projection of one's own fears.

PJ: What is the action of this dissolution on the brain cell, on the brain itself?

Krishnamurti: I would use the word 'insight'. Insight is not a matter of memory, not a matter of knowledge and time – which are all thought. So I would say insight is the absence, total absence of the whole movement of thought, as time and remembrance and thought. So there is direct perception. It is like I have been going north for the last ten thousand years – my brain is accustomed to enter the north. And somebody comes along and says, that will lead you nowhere. Go east. When I turn round and go east the brain cells have changed. Because I have an insight that the north leads nowhere. Wait, I will put it differently.

The whole movement of thought, which is limited, and which is acting throughout the world now, it is the most important action, driven by thought, thought will not solve any of our problems, except technological. Right? If I see that, I have stopped going north. And I think the ending of a certain direction, ending of a movement that has been going on for thousands of years, at that moment there is an insight, which brings about a change, a mutation in the brain cells. One sees this very clearly. But one asks what will make humanity change. What will make my son, my daughter change? They hear all this, they read something about all this, from biologists and so on, psychologists, and they continue their old way. Is the past tradition so strong? I have thought about myself for the last thousand years and I still am thinking about myself – I must fulfil myself, I must be great, I must become something. This is my condition, this is my tradition. Is the past so tremendously strong? And the past is incarnating all the time. Right? Is that part of our culture, to continue in our condition?

PJ: I would say that is part of our culture.

Krishnamurti: Look at it, I mean, I have been watching this very seriously, how tradition has a tremendous stronghold – not tradition of superstition, I am not talking of that – but a continuity of something of the past moving, moving – you follow? – the past carrying on in its own momentum. And we are that. Culture may be part of our hindrance, religious concepts may be our hindrance. So what is the brain to do? They are saying one part of the brain is the old, and another part of the brain is something totally new, and that if we can open the door to the new there might be change. Because according to this specialist we are using very, very small part of our brain.

PJ: Obviously when there is attention the fragment has ended.

Krishnamurti: Yes, that's it. We can talk about it like this – what is attention, we can describe, go into it – at the end of it a listener says, 'All right, I understand all this, but I am what I am. I understand this intellectually, verbally but it hasn't touched the depth of my being.'

PJ: But isn't it a question of that first contact with thought in the mind.

Krishnamurti: I don't quite follow that.

PJ: I have a feeling, sir, that we talk about observing thought. It is an entirely different thing to the actual state of attention.

Krishnamurti: That is, thought being aware of itself.

PJ: Yes. That one instant.

Krishnamurti: I understand that. We are going away from... I am afraid we going away from a central issue. The world is becoming more and more superficial, more and more money-minded, if I may use – money, power, position, fulfilment, identification, me, me, me, me. All this is being encouraged by everything around you. Right? Now you, who have travelled, who have seen all this too, what do you make of all this business? There are these extraordinary intelligent people, clever people, and the most stupid people, the neurotic, the people who have come to a conclusion and never move from that conclusion, like the Communists – the totalitarian world is that – they have come to a certain conclusion and that is final.

PJ: But those are all commitments which you can't touch. You can only touch the people who are not committed.

Krishnamurti: And who are the people who are not committed?

PJ: I would said today that is the one sign of health.

Krishnamurti: Are they young people?

PJ: Today, as never before in the last twenty or thirty years, there are people who are not committed to anything.

Krishnamurti: I question – I really would like to...

PJ: Really, sir, I would say so. On the one hand you see this tremendous deterioration of everything, on the other somewhere this movement away from a commitment. They may not know where to turn, they may not have a direction, they may...

Krishnamurti: But don't belong to anything.

PJ: They don't belong to anything.

Krishnamurti: There are people like that, I know.

PJ: I mean they may...

Krishnamurti: You see, they become rather vague, they become rather confused.

PJ: Yes, because they turn these into concepts. It is so easy to turn what you say into a concept.

Krishnamurti: Of course, of course.

PJ: And to have axioms which contain what you say. But a culture which is so living because it is only living on insight...

Krishnamurti: I wouldn't use the word 'culture'.

PJ: Well, because you started with the word 'culture' as something which contains more than just the... therefore I used it. But it is a human culture which perhaps will be the culture of the mind that dwells in insight.

Krishnamurti: Culture being – yes.

PJ: In such a state, if I may ask, what happens to all the civilisations which the world has seen and known and contains?

Krishnamurti: Gone. The Egyptian civilisation...

PJ: No, they may have gone but they are still contained in the human race.

Krishnamurti: Of course, of course, it is the same...

PJ: But when you wipe out...

Krishnamurti: Which means, Pupulji, actually, what is freedom? Are we aware that we are prisoners of our own fantasies, imaginations and conclusions, ideas – we are prisoners to all that. Are we aware of all that?

PJ: I think we are.

Krishnamurti: Pupul, if we are aware, if you are attentive to all that, the thing is burnt out.

PJ: This is, of course, at some point where we can't... because – you don't admit an in-between state.

Krishnamurti: That is impossible.

PJ: This is the whole problem.

Krishnamurti: It is like a man who is violent and trying to be non-violent, in-between state he is violent.

PJ: No, not necessarily. Isn't that also a question of this whole movement of time?

Krishnamurti: Time and thought and so on, which is what? Limiting. If we first acknowledge, or see the fact that thought in any direction is limited, in any field – surgery, technology, computers and so on, and also thought enquiring into itself, thought being limited, your enquiry will be very, very, very limited.

PJ: The difference is, sir, I might see that, but the attention necessary for it to remain alive in my waking day is not there.

Krishnamurti: No. I know.

PJ: It is the quantum, the capacity, the strength of that attention which...

Krishnamurti: You see how do you have that passion? How do you have sustained movement of energy that is not dissipated by thought, by any kind of activity? And I think that only comes when you understand sorrow and the ending of sorrow, then compassion and love and all that. That intelligence is that energy which has no depression, none of the human qualities.

PJ: You mean it neither rises nor falls?

Krishnamurti: No. How can it? To rise and fall you must be aware that it is arising and falling, and who is it aware, and so on.

PJ: No, not even that way. But is it possible throughout the day to hold that...

Krishnamurti: It is there. You don't hold it. It is like a perfume that is there. That's why I think one has to understand the whole conditioning of our consciousness. You know what I mean? I think that is the real study, real enquiry, real exploration into this consciousness, which is the common ground of all humanity. And we never enquire into it. Not we enquire as a professor or a psychologist enquires, and we study it, but we never say look, I am going to study this consciousness which is me, I am going to look into it.

PJ: No, one says that. I can't say that one doesn't. One says that.

Krishnamurti: But one doesn't.

PJ: One does it.

Krishnamurti: Partially.

PJ: I won't accept that sir. One does it, one attends, one enquires.

Krishnamurti: And then what? Have you come to the end of it?

PJ: No, suddenly one finds that one has been inattentive.

Krishnamurti: No, I don't think inattention matters. You may be tired, your brain has enquired enough, it is enough for today. There's nothing wrong with it. But you see, again I object to this question of attention and inattention.

PJ: But that is the basic question in most of our minds. Basically if you ask...

Krishnamurti: I would not put it that way. I would say that where there is this ending of something totally there is a new beginning which has its own momentum. It is nothing to do with me. That means one must be so completely free of the self. And to be free of the self is one of the most difficult things because it hides under different rocks, different trees, different activities.

I think that's enough.
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Second Conversation with Pupul Jayakar at Brockwood Park

Pupul Jayakar: I saw a short report in one of the newspapers that a spaceship had been released which would travel to the outer spaces of the universe, and that it would be part of the universe – there will be no ending to it because there was no friction, no time, that there would be no ending. Is the within of the self, of the human brain, the human mind – call it what you will – is there a within of things, whether of man, of the tree, of nature, which is a space without ending? Is it a mirror image of that vastness which exists?

Krishnamurti: Are you asking, if I may repeat what you have understood, what you have said, that within the human brain – I'd like to distinguish between the brain and the mind, which we will discuss a little later – whether in the human brain there is, or there can be, a space without end, an eternity out of time? We can speculate about it a great deal, as philosophers have done, but that speculation is not actuality.

PJ: No. But it was an insight into outer space.

Krishnamurti: The human brain has set a machine that has entered into the whole...

PJ: No, but it was an insight first into the possibility of that, which now made it possible for them to experiment and prove it.

Krishnamurti: To produce a machine that will go beyond the – it will enter into the universe.

PJ: If you do not posit a thing then you cannot even...

Krishnamurti: No, I question whether – I want to be clear on this point – whether we are now in our conversation we are speculating, or theorising, or we are really trying to find out in ourselves whether there is such immensity, whether there is actually a movement which is not of time, which is eternal. Right?

PJ: How do you start an enquiry like this? By examination, or posing the question. If you don't pose the question...

Krishnamurti: We have posed the question.

PJ: We have to pose a question.

Krishnamurti: We have put the question.

PJ: Now whether what comes out of it is speculation or examination depends on how you approach it. But the question has to be put.

Krishnamurti: We have put the question. We have put the question whether the brain can understand – not understand – realise the truth that there is either eternity, or not eternity. That is a question, we have asked that question. Right? Now you ask, how do we begin to enquire into it. How do you begin to feel gently, hesitantly your way into this really fundamental question, a question that has been asked for thousands of years, whether man is bound to time forever, or there is, or there can be, not imaginatively, not romantically, but actually can there be within the brain – or the brain realises itself in a state of eternity. That's the question we are asking.

PJ: Even to proceed into this you started by drawing a distinction between the brain and the mind.

Krishnamurti: Yes.

PJ: Would you elaborate.

Krishnamurti: We are saying, that the brain is conditioned, at least some of it. That conditioning is brought about through experience. That conditioning is knowledge. And that conditioning is memory and experience, knowledge, memory are limited, and so thought is limited. Now, we have been functioning within the area of thought. And to discover something new there has to be, at least temporarily, or a period, when thought is not in movement, when thought is in abeyance.

PJ: The brain is a material thing.

Krishnamurti: Yes.

PJ: It has its own activity.

Krishnamurti: Yes. It has its own activity not imposed by thought.

PJ: But for centuries the operation of the brain has been the operation of thought.

Krishnamurti: That's all. That's all we are saying. That's all we are saying, that the whole movement of the brain, at least that part of the brain which has not been used, is conditioned by thought. And thought is always limited, and therefore it is conditioned to conflict. That which is limited must create division.

PJ: What is mind then?

Krishnamurti: Mind is a wholly different dimension which has no contact with thought. Let me explain. The brain, that part of the brain which has been functioning as an instrument of thought, that brain has been conditioned, that part of the brain. And as long as that part of the brain remains in that state there is no communication, entire communication, with the mind. So when that conditioning is not then there is communication between that mind, which is totally on a different dimension, that can communicate with the brain and act, using thought.

PJ: But you have already posited...

Krishnamurti: Oh definitely.

PJ: ...a state which is outside the realm of thought.

Krishnamurti: That's right. Therefore outside the realm of time.

PJ: But as time seems to be the essential core of this problem...

Krishnamurti: Time and thought.

PJ: Thought is the product of time. I mean, thought is time.

Krishnamurti: That's the real point. Where do you start, you mean?

PJ: No. Perhaps if we could go into this whole business of the flow of time, and at what instant is interception possible?

Krishnamurti: What do you mean, interception, because I don't quite understand the usage of that word. Nobody can...

PJ: I am not talking of an interceptor...

Krishnamurti: That's it.

PJ: ...but the...

Krishnamurti: ...ending of it.

PJ: I was going to use another word, but you can use the word 'ending'.

Krishnamurti: Let's use simpler words.

PJ: Time is from a past immemorial.

Krishnamurti: Yes, which is thought.

PJ: Thought is also from a past immemorial, projecting into a future which is also eternal.

Krishnamurti: The movement of thought.

PJ: Eternal.

Krishnamurti: No. The future is conditioned by the past, as a human psyche.

PJ: So unless the human being ends, unless he ceases to be...

Krishnamurti: Ceases to be conditioned.

PJ: No, but you will still use thought.

Krishnamurti: No.

PJ: The content will undergo a change, but the mechanism of thought will continue.

Krishnamurti: The mechanism of thought will continue – let's put it round – now, thought is the chief instrument we have. Right?

PJ: Yes.

Krishnamurti: And that instrument after thousands of years of various efforts, actions, has not only made that instrument dull, it has reached the end of its tether because thought is limited, and time is limited. Right? Therefore it is conditioned, divided and in perpetual state of turmoil. Now can that end? That's the question.

PJ: Now I used the word interception. This movement of the past as thought, as the yesterday...

Krishnamurti: ...as today.

PJ: But what is the today?

Krishnamurti: Today is the movement of the past modified – memory. We are a bundle of memories.

PJ: That is true. But the contact with time...

Krishnamurti: Now wait a minute, what do you mean contact with time? Time is thought.

PJ: Time as a psychological process – I am not talking of contact...

Krishnamurti: Of course – leave all that.

PJ: But contact with time as a psychological process is in the present, isn't it? There can only be aware...

Krishnamurti: Pupulji, let's be very clear. Time is thought. Right? Don't separate time as though something different from thought.

PJ: No, time is thought.

Krishnamurti: So it is time-thought.

PJ: Yes. As the past, present and the future.

Krishnamurti: Are you asking, what is the now?

PJ: Yes, because this interception I am talking about – let me use my word till you...

Krishnamurti: All right. Interception, I don't quite understand.

PJ: Interception is contact with, contact with the fact.

Krishnamurti: Contact with the fact that the whole movement of thought...

PJ: Not even all that, just contact with 'what is'

Krishnamurti: Which is what?

PJ: Whatever is, is your statement now. Whatever you are saying now and my listening to you is the contact with 'what is'.

Krishnamurti: Ah, I understand. That is – may I put it the way I understand it? The past, the present and the future is a movement of time-thought. How do you realise it?

PJ: How do you realise it.

Krishnamurti: How do you come to see the truth of it, the fact of it?

PJ: You know sir, there is such a thing as tactile touch.

Krishnamurti: I can touch, yes, textile touch.

PJ: Now...

Krishnamurti: Not textile, tactile. How do you touch this thing?

PJ: How do you touch this thing.

Krishnamurti: How do you – to use your word – come into contact with it, with the fact? With the fact that I am a whole series of memories, which is time-thought.

PJ: Let us be more concrete. The thought that I am going away this afternoon, and that I will be leaving you. It is a thought.

Krishnamurti: It is a thought. It is an actuality.

PJ: An actuality. But out of that there is a certain pain of leaving you, which is the emotional, psychological element which come to cover up the fact.

Krishnamurti: Yes, which is what? You know, in the French, 'partir'.

PJ: So how does one... What is to be contacted? Not the fact that I am going away.

Krishnamurti: But, what?

PJ: But this pain.

Krishnamurti: The pain. I understand. Are you asking, the pain of going, the pain of a thousand aches of years and centuries of pain of loneliness and sorrow and all that, grief, the agony, the anxiety and all that, is that separate from me who is to feel it?

PJ: It may not be separate.

Krishnamurti: It is me.

PJ: At what point, how do I touch it?

Krishnamurti: I don't quite understand your usage of 'how do I touch it'.

PJ: It is only in the present...

Krishnamurti: I see what you mean.

PJ: The whole of this edifice rests on that.

Krishnamurti: Yes, that's what I said. That's what I said. The now contains the past, the future and the present. Right?

PJ: Yes.

Krishnamurti: Let's understand this. The present is the whole past and the future. This is the present. The present is me, with all the memories of a thousand years, and that thousand years being modified all the time, and the future – all that is now, the present. Right?

PJ: But the present also is not a static thing. It's over...

Krishnamurti: Of course, of course, of course. The moment you have said, it's gone.

PJ: It's gone. So what is it that you actually see? What is it you actually observe?

Krishnamurti: Actually observe the fact...

PJ: What fact?

Krishnamurti: The fact – just a minute – the fact that the present is the whole movement of time and thought. To see the truth of that – let's not use the word 'see' – have an insight, perception into that, that the now is all time and thought.

PJ: Does that perception emanate from the brain?

Krishnamurti: Either it emanates, comes from perceiving with the eyes, nerves and so on, or that perception is an insight which has nothing to do with time and thought.

PJ: But it arises within the brain?

Krishnamurti: Yes, or outside the brain, you are asking.

PJ: It's very important.

Krishnamurti: I know, that's why I want to be clear. Is it within the sphere of the brain; or it is that insight which comes when there is the freedom from its conditioning, which is the operation of the mind, which is supreme intelligence. Do you follow?

PJ: I don't follow.

Krishnamurti: Aha. Let's be clear. The brain, whatever part it is, is conditioned by time and thought, time-thought. As long as that conditioning remains, insight is not possible. You may have occasional insight into something, but pure insight, which means comprehension of the totality of things – yes, I'll use the word 'totality', not wholeness because that word is now being used so much – it is the perception of completeness. Right? That insight is not of time-thought. Therefore that insight is part of that brain which is in a different dimension.

PJ: Without sight there cannot be insight.

Krishnamurti: That's all I am saying.

PJ: So seeing – perceiving...

Krishnamurti: Yes perceiving.

PJ: Perceiving – listening is contained in perceiving – seems to be the essential essence of insight.

Krishnamurti: Would you repeat that again slowly?

PJ: Let us take the word 'insight' – it is seeing into.

Krishnamurti: Into, seeing into.

PJ: Seeing into. Seeing into seeing?

Krishnamurti: No. Seeing into – just a minute, let's look at that word. Seeing, comprehending the totality of something, the vastness of something. Right? Insight is possible only when there is cessation of thought and time. Thought and time are limited, therefore such limitation cannot have insight.

PJ: To understand what you are saying I have to have an open ear and eyes that see. Out of that sound, out of that form, out of that whole...

Krishnamurti: The meaning of the words and so on and so on, yes.

PJ: ...arises a seeing which goes beyond. I am trying to get at something.

Krishnamurti: What are you trying to get at? I don't...

PJ: I am trying to get at – you talk of insight. Now insight cannot arise without attention.

Krishnamurti: No. Don't introduce the word 'attention'.

PJ: Or sight, seeing.

Krishnamurti: If we can stick to the same thing, that is, insight cannot exist as long as time-thought play a part.

PJ: You see it's like which comes first. Which comes first.

Krishnamurti: What do you mean?

PJ: In consciousness, in my approach to this, I can't start with insight. I can only start with observation.

Krishnamurti: You can only start by realising the truth that time, psychological time and thought are always limited. That's a fact.

PJ: Krishnaji, that is a fact.

Krishnamurti: Wait, start from that, and therefore whatever it does will always be limited and therefore contradictory, therefore divisive and endless conflict. That's all I am saying. You can see the fact of that.

PJ: You can see the fact of that outside of yourself.

Krishnamurti: Wait, wait. You can see it politically...

PJ: You can see it outside of yourself.

Krishnamurti: No, wait. You can see it politically, religiously, all throughout the world, this is a fact, that time and thought in their activity have brought about havoc in the world. That's a fact.

PJ: Yes, yes.

Krishnamurti: Now. So the question is: can that limitation ever end? Or is man conditioned for ever to live within the time-thought area?

PJ: You see the difficulty of understanding this is, what is the relationship of the brain cells and the action of the senses – I am not using the word 'thought' at the moment – on a statement like this: that do you see the fact that time, thought...

Krishnamurti: ...are limited.

PJ: ...are limited? What does it exactly mean, how does one see that? It is like telling me that you are an illusion.

Krishnamurti: What?

PJ: It is exactly like telling me that Pupul is an illusion.

Krishnamurti: No, I didn't say that.

PJ: But I am saying it.

Krishnamurti: No, you are not an illusion.

PJ: No, sir, it is exactly that.

Krishnamurti: No.

PJ: Because the moment you say, after all Pupul is a psychological bundle of the past...

Krishnamurti: Psychological movement of time and thought, which is the psyche.

PJ: Which is the psyche.

Krishnamurti: That psyche...

PJ: ...is limited.

Krishnamurti: ...is limited. Whatever it does is limited.

PJ: Then I would ask, what is wrong with it being limited?

Krishnamurti: Nothing is wrong. If you want to live in perpetual conflict there's nothing wrong.

PJ: All right, move further. To end it, is not only to say, to feel that it is limited, but there must be an ending to it.

Krishnamurti: I said there is.

PJ: What is the nature of this ending?

Krishnamurti: What do you mean ending?

PJ: Just seeing...

Krishnamurti: Let's take the word 'ending' – I must be clear what you and I, we are both saying, understanding the meaning of the same word, to end something – to end attachment, to end, not to smoke, not to do this or that, to put an end to it – the ending.

PJ: The flow ceases to flow.

Krishnamurti: Yes, if you like to... The movement of thought and time ceases, psychologically. What is your difficulty? You are making it terribly complex, a simple thing.

PJ: No, sir. There is a point of perception, which is a point of insight, what is that point of insight?

Krishnamurti: What do you mean, point of insight?

PJ: Where I see... In what time space do I see it?

Krishnamurti: Look, Pupul, just let's be simple. Time and thought has divided the world – politically, geographically, religious – that's a fact. Right? Right? Can't you see the fact?

PJ: No, sir. I look outside...

Krishnamurti: Wait, wait. Don't look outside.

PJ: No. I don't see the fact.

Krishnamurti: What do you mean you don't see the fact?

PJ: Because if I saw the fact, really saw the fact...

Krishnamurti: You would stop that kind of thing.

PJ: ...it would be all over.

Krishnamurti: That is all I am saying.

PJ: Why sir, if it is such a simple thing, which I don't think it is, because it has such devious ways.

Krishnamurti: No. That's the whole point – this is where I am saying something which we are probably putting in different words – if you have an insight that the movement of thought and time are divisive, at whatever level, in whatever realm, in whatever area, it is a movement of endless conflict. That's a fact. Britain fought for some island, that's a fact. Because British, British, French, French, German, Russian – they are all divisive. And India against somebody – this is the whole movement of time and thought. That's a fact.

PJ: Yes but you can see it when it is a matter outside of you.

Krishnamurti: That's a point. If you can see it outside, this movement, what it does in the world, what misery it has caused in the world, then inwardly the psyche is time and thought, is the movement of time and thought. This movement has created that. Simple. The psychological movement, the divisive psychological movement has created the external fact. Right? I am a Hindu, I feel secure. I am a German, I feel secure in the word, in the feeling that I belong to something.

PJ: You see, Krishnaji, I would say that all these, being a Hindu, greed, all those one has seen as a product of this movement of time-thought.

Krishnamurti: That is all I am saying.

PJ: But that, it's not quite...

Krishnamurti: What is your difficulty, Pupul?

PJ: There is within it all a sense of 'I exist'.

Krishnamurti: I don't realise the psyche is that!

PJ: That's essentially the nature...

Krishnamurti: Why doesn't it? Because – it is simple enough, why do you make it complex – because I have thought the psyche is something other than the conditioned state. I thought there was something in me, or in the brain, or in somewhere, which is timeless, which is god, which is this, which is that, and that if I could only reach that everything would be right. That's part of my conditioning, because I am uncertain, confused, god will give me safety, protection, certainty. That's all. God or a highest principle, or some kind of conviction.

PJ: What is the nature of the ground from which insight springs?

Krishnamurti: I have told you. Insight can only take place when there is freedom from time and thought.

PJ: It is a sort of unending...

Krishnamurti: No, it is not. You are complicating a very simple fact, as most of us do. If one wants to live at peace, which to live in peace only is to flower, is to understand the extraordinary world of peace. Peace cannot be brought about by thought.

PJ: You see, please understand, Krishnaji, it is the brain itself which listens to that statement.

Krishnamurti: Yes, it listens. And then what happens? Just a minute. What happens? If it listens it is quiet.

PJ: It is quiet.

Krishnamurti: It isn't ruminating, it is not going on, 'By Jove, what does he mean', it is not rattling, it is quiet. Right? Wait a minute. When it is actually, not induced quietness, actually when it listens, and there is quietness, then there is insight. I don't have to explain ten different ways the limitation of thought, it is so.

PJ: I see what you're saying.

Is there anything further than...

Krishnamurti: Oh yes there is. There is a great deal more. Which is: is listening a sound? A sound within an area, or I am listening to what you are saying without the verbal sound? If there is a verbal sound I am not listening, I am only understanding the words. But you want to convey to me something much more than the words, so if the words are making a sound in my hearing I can't deeply understand the depth of what you are saying.

So I want to find out something much more. We started with the present. The present is the now, the now is the whole movement of time-thought. Right? It is the whole structure. If the structure of time and thought ends the now has totally a different meaning. The now then is nothing. I mean, when we use the word 'nothing', zero contains all the figures. Right? So nothing contains all. But we are afraid to be nothing.

PJ: When you say it contains the all, is it the essence of all human and racial and environmental, and nature and the cosmos, as such?

Krishnamurti: Yes. No, I would rather... You see, I am talking of the fact of a realisation that there is nothing. The psyche is a bundle of memories – right? – and those memories are dead. They operate, they function, but they are the outcome of past experience which has gone. I am a movement of memories. Right? Now if I have an insight into that, there is nothing. I don't exist.

PJ: You said something about sound.

Krishnamurti: Yes.

PJ: And listening.

Krishnamurti: Listening without sound. You see the beauty of it?

PJ: Yes, it is possible when the mind itself is totally still.

Krishnamurti: No, don't bring in the mind for the moment. When the brain is quiet, absolutely quiet, therefore there is no sound made by the word.

PJ: There is no sound made by the word.

Krishnamurti: Of course. That is real listening. The word has given me what you want to convey. Right? You want to tell me, 'I am going this afternoon'. I listen to that...

PJ: But the brain has not been active in listening.

Krishnamurti: Yes. And the brain when active is noise, is sound.

Let's go back to something more, we will include, come back to this sound business because it is very interesting what is sound. Sound can only exist, pure sound can only exist when there is space and silence, otherwise it is just noise.

So I would like to come back to the question: all one's education, all one's past experience and knowledge is a movement in becoming, both inwardly, psychologically as well as outwardly. Becoming is the accumulation of memory. Right? More and more and more memories, which is called knowledge. Right? Now, as long as that movement exists there is fear of being nothing. But when one really sees the insight of the fallacy, the illusion of becoming something, therefore that very perception, that insight to see there is nothing, this becoming is endless time-thought and conflict, there is an ending of that. That is, the ending of the movement which is the psyche, which is time-thought. The ending of that is to be nothing. Nothing then contains the whole universe – not my petty little fears and petty little anxieties and problems, and my sorrow with regard to, you know, a dozen things.

After all, Pupulji, nothing means the entire world of compassion – compassion is nothing. And therefore that nothingness is supreme intelligence. That's all there is. I don't know if I am conveying this. So why are human beings – just ordinary, intelligent – frightened of being nothing? If I see that I am really a verbal illusion, that I am nothing but dead memories, that's a fact. But I don't like to think I am just nothing but memories. But the truth is I am memories. If I had no memory either I am in a state of amnesia or I understand the whole movement of memory, which is time-thought and see the fact as long as there is this movement there must be endless conflict, struggle, pain. And when there is an insight into that nothing means something entirely different. And that nothing is the present. It is not varying present, it isn't one day this and one day the next day – being nothing is no time, therefore it is not ending one day and beginning another day.

You see, it is really quite interesting if one goes into this problem not theoretically but actually. The astrophysicists are trying to understand the universe. They can only understand in terms of gases, but the immensity of it as part of this human being, not out there, here. Which means there must be no shadow of time and thought. Pupul, after all that is real meditation, that's what 'sunya' means in Sanskrit. But we have interpreted it ten, hundred different ways, commentaries, this and that, but the actual fact is we are nothing except words and opinions, judgements – that's all petty affairs. And therefore our life becomes petty.

So to grasp, to understand that in the zero contains all the numbers. Right? So in nothing, all the world – not the pain and the – that's all so small. I know it sounds, when I am suffering that is the only thing I have. Or when there is fear, that is the only thing. But I don't see it is such a petty little thing.

So having listened to all this, what is it you realise? If you could put it into words, Pupulji, it would be rather good. What is it that you, and those who are going to listen to all this – it may be rubbish, it may be true – who are going to listen to all this, what do they capture, realise, see the immensity of all this?

PJ: It is really an ending of the psychological nature of the self, because that is becoming...

Krishnamurti: Wait a minute, Pupulji, I have asked a question because it is going to be very helpful to all of us if you could, as you listen to all this, what is your response, what is your reaction, what have you realised, what have you – say 'By Jove! I have got it, I have got the perfume of it'?

PJ: Sir, it's very... Don't ask me that question because anything I say would sound... Because as you are speaking there was immensity.

Krishnamurti: Yes. Now wait a minute. There was that, I could feel it. There was the tension of that. But is it temporary, is it for the moment, for a second and it is gone? And then the whole business of remembering it, capturing it, inviting it...

PJ: Oh no, I think one has moved from there at least. And another thing one realises, the most difficult thing in the world is to be totally simple.

Krishnamurti: To be simple, that's right. If one is really simple, from that you can understand the enormous complexity of things. But we start with all the complexities and never see the simplicity. That's our training. We have trained our brain to see the complexity and then try to find an answer to the complexity. But we don't see the extraordinary simplicity of life – of facts, rather.

PJ: In the Indian tradition, if I may move away a little...

Krishnamurti: I am glad.

PJ: Out of sound was born all the elements, all the Panchamah?bhut?s

Krishnamurti: You see...

PJ: The sound which reverberates and is yet not heard.

Krishnamurti: That's it, that's it. But, Pupulji, especially in the Indian tradition, from the Buddha to Nagarjuna, and the ancient Hindus, have said there is that state of nothingness, which, they said, you must deny the whole thing. Nagarjuna says – he came to that point, as far as I understand, I may be mistaken, what I have been told – that he denied everything, every movement of the psyche.

PJ: Every movement of the brain cells as becoming.

Krishnamurti: Yes. It is there in the books, or it is there in tradition. Why haven't they pursued that? Even the most intelligent of them, even the most religious devotee – not to some structure but to the feeling of... the feeling of the divine, the sense of something sacred – why haven't they pursued, denying, not the world – you can't deny the world, they have denied the word, and made a mess of their own lives – but the total negation of the 'me'.

PJ: Really, you know, renunciation – let me use that word – is the negation of the 'me'.

Krishnamurti: Yes, but the 'me' exists still. I may renounce my house, I may get away from my memories but – you follow?

PJ: Basically the renunciation is never in the outer.

Krishnamurti: Inside. Which means what? Don't be attached. Even to your highest principle. Don't be attached to your loin cloth. So I think what is happening is that we are caught, really caught in a net of words, in theories, not in actuality. I suffer, I must find a way to end that, not escape into some kind of silly illusions. Why have human beings not faced the fact and changed the fact? You follow my question? Is it because we are living with illusions of ideas, ideals and conclusions and all that – unrealities? It is so obvious, all this.

PJ: We are living with the history of mankind. That is the history of mankind.

Krishnamurti: That is the history of mankind. And mankind is me. And me is this – endless misery. And so if you want to end misery, end the 'me'. The ending of me is not an action of will. The ending of me doesn't come about through fasting – you know all that childish business that human beings have gone through, who have been called saints.

PJ: It is really the ending of time, isn't it, sir?

Krishnamurti: Yes, isn't it. The ending of time-thought. That means to listen without the sound – listen to the universe without a sound.

We were talking the other day in New York, and there was a man, a doctor – I believe he was very well known. He said, all these questions are all right, sir, but the fundamental issue is whether the brain cells which have been conditioned can really bring about a mutation in themselves. Then the whole thing is simple. I said it is possible only through insight – and we went in, as we have gone into it now. You see, nobody is willing to listen to this in its entirety, they listen partially – agree in the sense, go together up to a certain distance, and stop there. If man really says I must have peace in the world, therefore I must live peacefully, then there is peace in the world. But he doesn't want to live in peace, he does everything opposite to that – his ambition, his arrogance, his silly petty fears and all that.

So we have reduced the vastness of all this to some petty little reactions. Do you realise that, Pupul? And so we live such petty lives. I mean, this applies from the highest to the lowest.

PJ: What is sound to you, sir?

Krishnamurti: Sound is the tree. Sound – wait a minute – take music, whether the pure Indian chanting, Vedic chanting, and the Gregorian chanting, they are extraordinarily close together. And one listens to all the songs of praise – which are, you know what they are! Then you listen to the sound of the waves, the sound of strong wind among the trees, sound of person whom you have lived with for many years. You get used to all this. But if you don't get used to all this, then sound has an extraordinary meaning. Then you hear everything afresh. Say, for instance, you tell me time and thought is the whole movement of man's life, therefore limited. Now you have communicated to me a simple fact, and I listen to it. I listen to it without the sound of the word, I have captured the significance, the depth of that statement. And I can't lose it. It isn't I have heard it now and it is gone when I go outside. I have listened to it in its entirety. That means the sound has conveyed the fact that it is so. And what is so is absolute, always.

I believe only in the Hebraic tradition, Jehovah, or whatever, the nameless one can only say 'I am', like 'Tathata' and so on in Sanskrit.

I think that's enough.
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Dialogue with Staff and Students at Brockwood Park

Krishnamurti: What shall we talk about?

Questioner: I think during the last talks we have talked about the question of intelligence, a bit we have touched it, and how to bring intelligence to our life so that somehow intelligence operates in our life. And I wonder if we could pursue that.

Krishnamurti: Right. Any other questions?

Questioner: When and why will a human being genuinely ask what is intelligence? Related to his question.

Krishnamurti: Why do we ask...

Questioner: And when.

Krishnamurti: When do we ask what is intelligence.

Questioner: Genuinely ask.

Krishnamurti: Yes. Any other questions?

Questioner: I wonder, what is the morning meeting for?

Krishnamurti: Good lord! (Laughter) Any other?

Questioner: Why do you give these talks?

Krishnamurti: Why do you give talks.

Questioner: Yes. (Laughter)

Krishnamurti: Would you like me to shut up? (Laughter)

Questioner: No. What is the purpose, if you have any purpose for giving these talks?

Krishnamurti: Why do I talk? I really – no, I mustn't go into... (Laughter) Is that all?

Questioner: How do you know all the things that you are speaking about?

Questioner: How do you know when you are becoming intelligent?

Krishnamurti: Yes – how do you know all that you are talking about. Not from books, not from other people. The ancient books, or the modern books, modern philosophy and so on. I'll explain all this a little later as we go along. May I? Any other questions?

Questioner: How do you know when you start beginning to get intelligence, start becoming intelligent?

Krishnamurti: How do you know what intelligence is.

Questioner: No, in yourself when you start to become more intelligent.

Questioner: How can you tell you are becoming intelligent.

Krishnamurti: We will find out presently. We were driving the other day, nearly two weeks ago, along the Pacific coast of California. It was a lovely morning. It had rained, and generally in California it doesn't rain that part of the year, and it was a really lovely morning. There wasn't a cloud in the sky. And the Pacific was blue, light blue, so calm, like a great lake. It was not the same dark blue of the Mediterranean but it was a light blue, and the sun was just touching it, making a great light on the sea. And in front of our car – Mrs Zimbalist was driving – and it was a good car, and on the bumper there was a sticker. The sticker said, 'Question authority'. So we are going to question authority this morning. (Laughter) And in questioning authority we are going to find out for ourselves, in the understanding of the very complex problem of authority, we'll begin to see what is, for ourselves, what is intelligence. Why we follow, why we accept, why we obey, whether authority and the acceptance of authority leads to intelligence. We are going to talk it over together. Right? Right.

Do you question authority? You know what that word means? We won't go into the root meaning of that word, the etymological meaning, but authority. There are various kinds of authority. Right? The authority of the government, however rotten that government is, the authority of totalitarian governments, the authority of the policeman, the authority of a lawyer, the authority of a judge, the authority of the pope, the authority of a priest. Right? All those are outside, outside the skin. But inwardly, inside the skin, there is the authority of experience, of one's own experience, one's own convictions. Right? Are you following all this? Authority of one's own opinions, authority of one's own convictions – I am convinced I am a great man – that becomes the authority. I am convinced I am a good poet, whereas I may be a rotten poet but I am convinced. I am convinced about so many things. So experience, knowledge become one of the sources of authority. Right? Are you following? Because we are examining a very complex problem, the problem of authority. The authority of the parents, the authority of tradition, the authority of the majority of the voters. Right? The authority of the specialist, the authority of the scientist – there are several of them here – the authority of the Bible and the Indian so-called sacred books, (inaudible)... and so on – the Koran; you know what the Koran is, the Bible of the Islam, of Islamic world, the Mohammedan world – they accept that completely, obey. So there are many, many forms of authority. Right?

Now, what do you question, when you question authority what are you questioning? The authority of rules, the authority of those educators who tell you, inform you? Now, please discuss this with me, because in enquiring very carefully step by step, I'm going deeper and deeper into this question, you will yourself begin to awaken your own intelligence. You understand? Your own perception, your own how to look at things intelligently, without authority. Is this clear? Have I made my statement clear? You are clear?

Questioner: Yes.

Krishnamurti: Good! Are you quite sure? The authority that exists outside of us – law, governments, the majority of people who vote for a prime minister, the authority of the policeman, the authority of a lawyer, the authority of a surgeon, the scientists who are building the nuclear bomb, the authority of the totalitarian states and so on and on – outside. Inside of us, I say, 'I know', that becomes the authority. Or I am convinced, I am quite sure my opinion is correct. I am quite sure my experience tells me what to do. That becomes the authority. Or I practise a certain discipline and that has become my authority. You understand? So, we are going to question all this. The outer and the inner; the environment and the psychological realm. Clear? Now, let's proceed.

We are going to question, not say it is right or wrong, but enquire, question, doubt, ask. Now let's begin. The authority of the policeman. Right? Do you question that?

Questioner: Isn't it necessary?

Krishnamurti: But question it first. Don't accept, don't say it is necessary. You see you have already accepted authority.

Questioner: Yes. Yes, but there's not very much that we can do about it.

Krishnamurti: No, you can't do anything about it.

Questioner: We don't want that kind of authority. You can't...

Krishnamurti: You don't want that kind of authority? Suppose I have been driving in France on the right side of the road, and I come here, I am used to driving a car on the right side of the road in France, in Austria and so on, and I come here and I keep to that side. Right? To the right side, and I'll... there will be accidents. Right? So I must... the policeman says, 'Hey, get back, go over to the left'. But if I insist on keeping to the right he will give me a ticket. So I accept the authority of a policeman who tells me, 'You are driving in the wrong lane, please kindly go to the left', because that is the custom, that is the law in this country. Right?

Questioner: That's quite sensible.

Krishnamurti: That's quite sensible – it is. Now, then the authority of governments. This is much more complex. The authority of the government says, you must become a soldier. In Europe you have to become a soldier for two years; fortunately not for women. In Switzerland, in France, in all the European countries, you have for two years you have to be a soldier. Do you accept that authority?

Questioner: If you don't, is there anything...

Krishnamurti: No, just think it out, look at it carefully. They say, 'We have to protect our country'. Right? In case of war we are prepared to fight the enemy. Have you ever heard of that phrase, a General says, 'We have met the enemy, it is us'. Have you heard of that phrase? Have you understood that phrase? We have met the enemy, it's us. We are the enemy to ourselves. Sorry! So find out. The government says – all governments, the most inefficient government also says, 'You must fight for the country'. There is a tremendous authority. Right? What's your response to that?

Questioner: If I was in that situation, and I was, say, a Swiss citizen, and I am asked to join the army, I wouldn't do it.

Krishnamurti: Then you would go to prison.

Questioner: No, I'd go to another country.

Krishnamurti: (Laughs) They won't let you.

Questioner: Well, there are ways.

Krishnamurti: Oh, yes. But you can never go back to your country again.

Questioner: Yes.

Krishnamurti: I know several people who have done this. But they can never can back to their own country. Is that the answer? Question, question what you are saying.

Questioner: Perhaps to some degree it is.

Krishnamurti: I said question, sir. Question what you will do when governments says you must become – you are conscripted, drafted, as they use the word in America – drafted – here the word is conscripted, and you are asked to join the army. That is supreme authority. Do you question that?

Questioner: By question, do you mean where authority comes from?

Krishnamurti: No. The government says you must.

Questioner: OK, what exactly do you mean by question?

Krishnamurti: I mean by question, we are questioning authority – you understand?

Questioner: It's not clear, I don't understand.

Krishnamurti: I've explained, sir, haven't I, haven't we? I told you the sticker in California, it said, 'Question authority'. That means do you accept authority. Where do you accept authority, where do you disregard authority? Right? Now, the government says to you, as you are a young man, or going to be when you are 18, 19, 20, says you must become a soldier for two years. And they give you other alternatives, which are rather boring; or when there is a war all the people, grown up boys and young men are conscripted. There is that authority of the government. Do you question that authority.

Questioner: Yes, but what can you do about it?

Krishnamurti: You are going to find out. We are going to find out. But first question, is that what you will do when somebody, government, asks you to become a soldier? This is a very complex problem this, I don't know if you can go into this. They say, 'We must protect our country'. Right? Right? So you have to question, what is our country?

Questioner: It's all that we know around us, our language...

Krishnamurti: Which means what?

Questioner: That which we are familiar with.

Krishnamurti: Take for instance, England says to you, the British government says to you, we are going to be attacked by somebody, and you must train yourself, carry a gun and all the rest of it, and fight. Now what's your response? Poor chaps!

Questioner: You probably wouldn't want to.

Krishnamurti: Probably you don't want to. Then they either, if you are in Russia, or in other countries, they shoot you. Or they say, if you don't want to, what is your reason?

Questioner: You don't want to kill another man. You don't want to kill another human being.

Krishnamurti: So is that your conviction?

Questioner: No, I think...

Krishnamurti: Careful. I am asking a question. He says, you don't want to kill another human being – is that your conviction, is that your religion, do your parents also... are religious that way? They ask all these questions, old boy, I am not inventing them.

Questioner: What's the point of killing somebody else?

Krishnamurti: What is the point of killing people? They have done this for five thousand years, and more. The Greeks did it, the Egyptians did it, the Sumerians and Babylonians and so on, so on, so on. Great empires were formed that way, killing people. The British empire which lasted a hundred and fifty years, not like the Persian Empire, or the Greek, or the Egyptian; the Egyptian civilization for three thousand years, undisturbed. So, people have been killing each other for the last five thousand years and more. So what's your answer?

Questioner: Perhaps you just become a soldier. Perhaps you become a soldier, but not the attitude of you doing it for your country, and not with... Because if you protest, the very fact that you are protesting, in a sense that becomes your own belief, your fire.

Krishnamurti: So you become a soldier and you are ready to kill.

Questioner: No.

Krishnamurti: He said so. He said you might become a soldier. That means you are prepared to kill for your country. Right? Wait, wait, wait, go slowly. What's your country, what do you mean, your country? We are questioning everything, you understand? What do you mean, your country?

Questioner: It's the American way, this is the way its done.

Questioner: I mean you don't go in it patriotically, if you don't perhaps you will be put in prison.

Krishnamurti: I know. You don't go in patriotically, you don't go in for your personal reasons, but you are going to kill people.

Questioner: We tend not to, we don't kill anybody, just carry a gun. (Laughter)

Krishnamurti: Then they kill you. All right. I know a man who became a soldier, he was forced, and the officer said, 'We are going to the front', and the soldier, this friend of mine said, 'All right, but when I get to the front you are the officer, I am going to shoot you first, because you have forced me to that position'. And they said, this man is crazy, and they had psychologists and the psychiatrists who examined, but he kept on repeating that, so they said, 'Get back home'. (Laughter) But don't play tricks like that.

So, you understand, we are questioning – you are not questioning. I am sent, the Indian government – fortunately they can't, I am too old – they questioned me, as in England, and said you must become a soldier, and you must protect your country. I questioned and said, 'What is my country, what do you mean my country?' Right? Question it. Who says it's my country?

Questioner: Yes but they won't listen to that.

Krishnamurti: I am questioning myself, forget what the government says.

Questioner: What do you mean by your country?

Krishnamurti: That's what I am asking you. (Laughter)

Questioner: The country that you were born in is supposed to be your country.

Krishnamurti: Where you are born.

Questioner: Yes, that's supposed to be your country.

Krishnamurti: That is supposed to be your country. Why do I say, it's my country?

Questioner: Because you've lived there and...

Krishnamurti: Yes, and you say it's your country. And I say, it's my country. Right? Why do we say this? Why do grown-up people say this, and the young people say it, and it has been the tradition of thousands of years – it's my country, I am going to protect it; it's your country, you are going to protect it; let's kill each other.

Questioner: Because they want to possess it, and if that possession is threatened by another country who feel possessive to their country, then you obviously are going to try to fight to possess your country.

Krishnamurti: I know. So you are willing to kill for your...

Questioner: No.

Questioner: If that other country, Russia, if we had a war and they took over our country...

Krishnamurti: May I ask your name?

Questioner: Tessa.

Krishnamurti: Sasha?

Questioner: Tessa.

Krishnamurti: Ah, Tessa! (Laughter) You are not following step by step into this. What is my country? Why have the world... the earth has been divided into my country, your country – why?

Questioner: It's always that – my book, not your book.

Krishnamurti: No. So go on, question all this, sir, don't... Why? Why have human beings for thousands of years said, this is my country, and that's your country.

Questioner: Well, you have...

Questioner: Because it feels...

Krishnamurti: Why? Why?

Questioner: OK. Well, you have dark skin, I have light skin, you speak that language and I speak this language, and there's a group of people around me who speak the same language and a group of people around you speak your language and look the same as you. That's your country and I am in my country.

Krishnamurti: Why have we done this?

Questioner: Well, because you look different. And language.

Krishnamurti: All right. No. Are we different?

Questioner: No, it's just they scare you...

Krishnamurti: Answer him. I am black...

Questioner: On the surface, yes.

Krishnamurti: ...you are pink or blue. (Laughter) I'm sorry. I am black and you are pink, or white, or whatever it is. Now, for that reason we fight each other?

Questioner: Yes, and you believe in that...

Krishnamurti: No, no, just... begin slowly, sir. Do you kill me and I kill you because I am black and you are fairly near approaching white – why?

Questioner: Because...

Krishnamurti: No, question, sir. Don't answer, question first.

Questioner: I don't think so because I think it's my book and it's a very precious book, and my friend said, 'It is my book', and I kill him for my book.

Krishnamurti: Yes. So...

Questioner: And I think that because he is black and I am white.

Krishnamurti: Quite right. So what do you say? Go on. Why do we do that?

Questioner: Because...

Krishnamurti: Question it, I am questioning you; you are not questioning it yourself.

Questioner: Is it not a natural response to want to possess something?

Krishnamurti: Yes, that's a natural response. Where does it begin, when does it begin? Careful, question, question, don't accept anything natural and say, 'It is natural', and stick. Question why it is natural.

Questioner: I don't think a baby...

Krishnamurti: That's it, begin with the baby. (Laughter) That's quite right, begin with the small baby. You give him a toy and he holds it. Right? And the other baby says... and he pulls it away. Right? Haven't you seen this? So there it begins. Mine and yours, and we build this up.

Questioner: It makes you feel safe, you feel threatened when other people want it, so you're going to...

Krishnamurti: That's right. So I am saying we build this up gradually as we grow older, this is mine and that is yours. And I am going to hold to mine and you hold to yours. So what does it all mean? Question this. I say it is my country, and you say it's your country. Question why people say that.

Questioner: Well perhaps through repetition and through education, you see one has...

Krishnamurti: Of course, through education, through history, through propaganda, through everything you come to the point when you are so conditioned you say, 'It's my country and your country'.

Questioner: Because perhaps...

Krishnamurti: Question. Question first.

Questioner: Is it not a matter of security?

Krishnamurti: Security. Now, you understand what Mr Smith said: it is a matter of security. I feel secure with my family – right? – my father, my brother, my sister, my aunts, I feel they will protect me, they are part of me – right? – the family. Then increase it: the community – right? – move it still further: the nation. Right? I identify myself first with the family, then with the community, with the society, then with the nation – 'I am British'. Right? That means I feel secure. Right? Right? We agree to that? You are quite sure? I feel secure when I say I am British, and the Frenchman says, 'I am French'. He is completely secure: the language, the custom, the tradition, the intellectual approach and so on and so on – French and English, and the German says the same thing. Right? That is they all want security, all of them. Right? Agree? You are questioning: they all want security.

Questioner: And they are willing to kill for that.

Krishnamurti: That's it. So each person says this is my security and your security, so we are going to fight. Which means what?

Questioner: But then your life is threatened, so...

Krishnamurti: Yes. So there is no security. Right? Look at it carefully first.

Questioner: Then your security has been completely psychological security.

Krishnamurti: That's it. That's it.

Questioner: Nothing having to do with actually what's happening.

Krishnamurti: That's right. So, now, haven't you leant something, haven't you become intelligent? Right? You see something. That is, I seek security in the nation, you seek security in your nation, and we are going to fight each other to be secure. And the governments exploit us, people exploit us for that reason. So there is no security as long as there are nationalities.

Questioner: What can we do about it?

Krishnamurti: Darling, wait.

Questioner: But we insist that there is security in the nation.

Krishnamurti: No, first see by questioning we have come to this point that when we try to seek security in the family, in the community and so on, in the nation, and you also seek in your own way, nation, and they quarrel when they fight each other, kill each other, security is denied to both of us. Right? So in nationalities there is no security.

Questioner: But how do we actually see that? That there is no security in...

Krishnamurti: It is obvious.

Questioner: Nothing can be done if everybody thinks like that.

Krishnamurti: The vast majority, 99.9 say 'Yes, we must kill each other to be secure'.

Questioner: But that's just...

Questioner: OK. If it's so...

Krishnamurti: Not OK. (Laughter)

Questioner: No. Could I just say something? You know, if it is so obvious why don't we actually change? I've talked to students and staff after these talks, and they are just as confused as ever. If it really is obvious that there is no security in my belief, my country and so on.

Krishnamurti: Wait a minute, my country. It's an illusion, isn't it?

Questioner: You mean it's not real.

Krishnamurti: No. It doesn't exist. I want security and you want security and we say security lies in my nation, and you say security lies in your nation, and we are killing each other. Right? The United Nations is like that. Right? So, there is no security in nationalities. Right?

Questioner: But we see that, but that doesn't change, it is the same after the talk, the same, it's my country. I saw it is not a security but it is always here.

Krishnamurti: What?

Questioner: He says it doesn't change after you know it's your...

Krishnamurti: You change. Don't bother about the rest. You become intelligent. We are talking about intelligence. When you see for yourself there is no security in nationalities, that very perception is intelligence. Right?

Questioner: But he is saying that he has only partially seen it so when he goes out he is still going on with it.

Krishnamurti: Then you haven't seen it. Be as simple as that. If you don't see it, don't say it's partial. It's like examining, a lot of blind people looking at an elephant.

Questioner: Why do we all say we do see it?

Krishnamurti: Then don't be a nationalist. That's intelligence. Right?

Questioner: I don't know what intelligence is.

Krishnamurti: You explain it, somebody explain.

Questioner: Well, somebody tell me what intelligence is. Someone.

Questioner: He has already told you last...

Questioner: No. I've already heard what he says, now I want to hear what someone in here says.

Questioner: What, you mean the proper definition or...

Questioner: No, intelligence, what is it for you?

Questioner: For me? You mean – well I believe what he says. (Laughter)

Questioner: No, would someone care to explain...

Questioner: I would say it is an action that is not contradictory, somehow intelligence has to be whole, it cannot be fragmented, not that you say something and then you do something completely opposite.

Questioner: But do you actually live that way?

Questioner: No.

Questioner: So it's just a bunch of words.

Questioner: Yes.

Questioner: But again, don't make it so complicated because Krishnaji is just taking one thing and he is talking about nationalism, and he says if you drop nationalism you are beginning to be intelligent, that's the beginning of intelligence.

Questioner: Yes, but we always talk about this intelligence, we all want to live intelligently but we never do. You know, we leave this room...

Krishnamurti: It's up to you.

Questioner: We do that.

Questioner: Do we really? Do you?

Questioner: Are you doing this?

Questioner: No, I'm not.

Questioner: From now on do that.

Questioner: It's clear that everyone here knows a bit of what is going on, and is a bit intelligent, I think, and still you see the mess here in the school. I mean it's nice to be here, but still, exactly the same problems are here as everywhere else in the world.

Questioner: You can understand it but it's hard to actually do it.

Krishnamurti: You understand, I have lived in India, and I believe, I am convinced my security is in India, and you are convinced in Pakistan next door, that your security lies in Pakistan, and we fight each other for our security. Right? Kill each other. You have no security when you kill me, and I have no security when I kill you. It is so obvious. Right? What are we... This is intelligence.

Questioner: But still, you know, there is this block. I don't actually see it.

Questioner: Ken, are you nationalistic? Or are you talking about the subtler issues that we...

Questioner: Perhaps, I don't know. I can see it on the surface, yes, to believe in nationalism, there is no security in it, but...

Krishnamurti: All right, let's leave nationalism.

Questioner: But there is still something, I feel I must feel something to actually see this. You know what I mean?

Krishnamurti: Oh yes, I understand what you mean. People feel very patriotic, don't they? When this country is attacked, or went to war in the Falklands, people were tremendously excited, very patriotic. And for that reason go and kill somebody.

Questioner: (Inaudible)

Krishnamurti: Let's take another thing, perhaps that will explain it.

Questioner: But if he can't see that one, is he going to see? If he can't see that as intelligence, what can he see? (Laughter)

Krishnamurti: She is insulting you! (Laughter)

Questioner: I don't mean to.

Krishnamurti: She says, if you can't see that what the hell can you see! So let's take something else. We are questioning authority. In Christianity – I am not condemning Christianity, I am just examining it – in Christianity belief and faith are essential. Right? Why have they made belief and faith so important?

Questioner: Well, according to the Christian belief, I'll live eternally after I die.

Krishnamurti: Yes, what does that mean – questioning. What does that mean?

Questioner: It is another kind of security.

Krishnamurti: Yes. You see? Right? If I believe in Jesus, if I believe in the Virgin Mary, if I believe, have complete faith, I feel safe. Right? And the Indian, five thousand years, says, I believe not in Jesus, but I believe in my own god. You come along and say what nonsense this is. It is just a belief. You can invent any belief and find security in that. Right? So is there security in belief?

Questioner: No.

Krishnamurti: Right? Why do you say no?

Questioner: Well, because if you...

Krishnamurti: Why do you say no? Question why do you say no.

Questioner: Because if you believe that, and I believe this, we meet – there is no security because we will blow each other into smithereens.

Krishnamurti: It is the same thing with nationalities. Right? That's all. So, understand now, a vast majority of the Western world accept this, belief and faith, in all their church and all that, they believe that very strongly. Which means what? They create an illusion, an image, and believe in that. Which means they are living in illusion. And illusion gives them strength. They feel safe in illusions. Right? Now have I got illusions? Have you got illusions?

Questioner: Perhaps...

Krishnamurti: Wait, question it.

Questioner: No, I've read that most of our thoughts are controlled by the subconscious, that which we are unaware of.

Krishnamurti: We will come to that, old boy, presently. I am asking you, do you – I have asked that question, answer it – do you have beliefs so strongly which give you comfort, feel, my god, at last I have found something that gives me satisfaction. That means, are you living in illusions? Right? Have you got illusions?

Questioner: Yes.

Krishnamurti: Question why.

Questioner: If you think I am a good student, and you think I am a good student, but then you see another person who is a better student, or who perhaps is a bit quicker than you, and you get jealous.

Krishnamurti: Yes, go on.

Questioner: And so you definitely – if you try to get away from the jealousy by suppressing it, it doesn't work.

Krishnamurti: No. I am asking you, old boy – if I may call you old boy – I am asking you, have you got any illusions.

Questioner: Yes.

Krishnamurti: Right? Question why you have.

Questioner: Because...

Krishnamurti: Question. Question. First realise, first become aware that you have illusions. Right? I have illusions of my country, I have illusions that I am a Christian, I worship and all the rest of it. That's an illusion. And have you any other kind of illusions?

Questioner: We all have ideas or illusions of what it is to be orderly.

Krishnamurti: Go on. So are ideas illusions? Go on, sir, question. Are ideals illusions?

Questioner: Yes.

Questioner: Yes, because they never deal with what is happening right now.

Krishnamurti: That's right.

Questioner: It's always something you want to be, as compared to something.

Krishnamurti: So ideals, ideas – right? – and your beliefs are illusions. Why do you have them?

Questioner: Because you are insecure.

Krishnamurti: Yes. So you have found security in illusions.

Questioner: Everyone thinks.

Krishnamurti: That's what I am saying, everybody thinks, but I am asking you.

Questioner: He has something too and sometimes I think.

Krishnamurti: Not sometimes, now. I am asking you now, have you got illusions of such kind in which you are living... with which you are living? Now, please understand why we are questioning. We are questioning all these things by understanding them, realizing their nature and becoming intelligent. If a man lives in kind of false illusions he is not intelligent. Right? So we are trying to find out what is supreme intelligence. Supreme intelligence is to have no illusions. That's only the beginning of it. Right? Have you got illusions?

Questioner: Well I have made an illusion of perhaps intelligence, you know. I think that if I find out what intelligence is I will be completely by myself.

Krishnamurti: Oh no. I might join you. (Laughter)

Questioner: You know, and that scares the hell out of me.

Krishnamurti: I might join you. All of us might join you, and say, 'By Jove what an intelligent man, let's find out how he got this intelligent'. So do you, all of us in this room, do you have illusions?

Questioner: Aren't your words illusions for us?

Questioner: That depends on you.

Questioner: Isn't what you say illusion for us?

Krishnamurti: If you accept it. (Laughs) But if you begin to question your illusions, not my illusions.

Questioner: You don't talk about stopping your illusions or suppressing them, just questioning them.

Krishnamurti: Yes. If you suppress them they will pop up again. (Laughter) Like Kleenex!

Questioner: Sir... OK, go ahead.

Questioner: If... No. (Laughter)

Krishnamurti: Ladies first.

Questioner: Isn't it true also that many of our illusions breed from our conditioning?

Krishnamurti: Yes.

Questioner: And what I wonder is that – OK, this is just for myself only, that I've grown up with an exposure to what you have been saying since I've been a baby.

Krishnamurti: So, wait a minute, as you said, do not all these illusions indicate our conditioning.

Questioner: Yes.

Krishnamurti: Now, question your conditioning now.

Questioner: Well I think...

Krishnamurti: First look at it carefully. What's your conditioning?

Questioner: I haven't had that religious or political conditioning.

Krishnamurti: No, you may not have religious or political conditioning, but you are conditioned. Right? Question that. What do you mean by conditioning? Are you conditioned?

Questioner: Conditioned by my own experience even. Maybe not even anything......

Krishnamurti: That's right. Then you begin to question your experience.

Questioner: I am trying. (Laughs) It's so difficult to separate it.

Krishnamurti: No. By questioning, not saying I am right, I am wrong – right? – by enquiring, exploring, your mind which has become dull through conditioning begins to quicken – not quicken, it becomes more alive. Now, will you all do this? You are here at Brockwood not only to be academically excellent but also psychologically supremely intelligent. Right?

Questioner: That's an illusion. (Laughter)

Krishnamurti: What's that?

Questioner: It's an illusion, because it can hurt...

Krishnamurti: No, no, no. Just listen. Is it an illusion that you have to be academically good?

Questioner: If you work hard enough you can be academically good.

Krishnamurti: You can be excellent academically, can't you? By studying.

Questioner: Yes, but...

Krishnamurti: Wait, wait. Right? Studying, applying, paying attention to your beastly little books.

Questioner: Yes, but some of it's interesting so what's bad about that? Some of it's interesting. Some of the work that you do is interesting.

Krishnamurti: Yes, you have to be, because if you are excellent academically you may get a good job. Money. You have to earn money. Now psychologically, can't you be supremely excellent? Which means you live intelligently, therefore there is never conflict and so on. I won't go into all that.

Questioner: So we have to think about everything we do, I mean all our reactions.

Krishnamurti: Yes. You have to watch what you think, why you think, why you have such emotions, why you separate yourself from, and so on. You become aware, you become sensitive, alive.

Questioner: We try.

Questioner: Yes, I think most people in this room have actually tried it, but after a period of time we forget about it.

Krishnamurti: Can you forget hunger?

Questioner: No. But we become aware of...

Krishnamurti: No, don't go off. Can you forget danger?

Questioner: No. But that's all the result of the intelligence of the body.

Krishnamurti: Look at it old boy, just wait a minute. Can you forget danger?

Questioner: No.

Krishnamurti: Sir, why? Why don't you forget it? Question it. I am questioning you, and you're answering.

Questioner: I don't want to die. If you are pointing a gun at me...

Krishnamurti: Please, you know what danger is.

Questioner: Yes.

Krishnamurti: Do you forget it?

Questioner: No.

Krishnamurti: Why not?

Questioner: I think you do.

Questioner: OK, physical danger I don't forget.

Krishnamurti: You won't. Is not nationalism danger?

Questioner: Yes.

Krishnamurti: So you say, 'I am not a nationalist, I don't belong to any country'. That's a danger. Why do you forget it? You can't.

Questioner: But I do. I do.

Krishnamurti: You do?

Questioner: (Inaudible) This is all very difficult.

Krishnamurti: No, no. You see you are not questioning, you are saying something without – I am asking you to question everything you do, think, ask.

Questioner: Well perhaps that is not possible with the modern condition.

Krishnamurti: That's an excuse. You can question it.

Questioner: Sir, it seems the past year I have been really questioning everything I think. And sometimes I feel I am just going in circles, just going within my...

Krishnamurti: Of course. But you are not questioning thinking.

Questioner: Well, I am questioning that right now. (Laughs) I am questioning that it seems within our intellect we try to become more aware of our thoughts, and it's like our thoughts are aware of our thoughts and it's like...

Krishnamurti: Yes, quite right. But, you don't... Look, I begin to question nationalism. Right? Then I come to the point I question my thinking – thinking itself.

Questioner: So it's like the intellect is only an instrument, and it's like it becomes sharper and sharper, to a certain point it just becomes – there's nothing more you can do with it.

Krishnamurti: It becomes sharper and sharper, therefore at the end of it, it becomes dull.

Questioner: It's...

Krishnamurti: Have you understood what I said? The more you sharpen an instrument it gradually wears off and becomes dull. Right? A chisel, keep on polishing, polishing and using it, it becomes dull. So question why your mind is becoming dull by merely going round and round.

Questioner: Because it is all thought, it's just...

Krishnamurti: No, you are not questioning it. I get depressed – suppose I do, I don't, I have no depression, I never have been depressed – suppose I am depressed. I say, 'Yes, I am very depressed'. I accept it. I don't say, 'Now, why am I depressed?' Is it I am thinking about myself? Is it I can't get what I want? Is it somebody is better than me? Somebody is more beautiful than me? Somebody is more rich, and so on, so on – is that the reason why I am depressed? Right? If I am, then I say, 'Why am I doing this?' You follow? Move. Right, sir? Are you doing it?

Questioner: Sir, I think there must be a result or a decision from this very questioning. So shall we go on questioning... (inaudible)

Krishnamurti: I don't quite understand.

Questioner: He says the questioning brings about a result. Should we question the result as well?

Krishnamurti: Of course.

Questioner: But then when we react...

Krishnamurti: You stop questioning only when there is nothing more to question. (Laughter) That's not a clever statement, but see what happens. Tat when you begin to question seriously, step by step, then there is a point where there is only that state of mind that has no problems at all. I won't go into all this. But you don't start! You want to reach the end at the beginning.

Questioner: Sir, do you say then that if you are depressed, question it, or just be aware of it? If you are depressed are you saying we should question it, or just be aware of it?

Krishnamurti: Yes, I am depressed, I'll show it to you. I want to know why I am depressed. I don't say, 'Yes, I am depressed'. I say, 'Why am I depressed?' Is it I have eaten wrongly? I have not slept properly? Or I am depressed because I can't get what I want, or I can't – I am not as good as you, or I am not as clever as you. Right? Which means I am always comparing. Why do I compare? Is it possible not to compare? See, I am questioning all this. Can I live without comparison?

Questioner: If we ask continually why, can't that process just reinforce that whole ego thing that we are trying to question?

Krishnamurti: Of course. That's why I am saying it must be done with intelligence. So you begin with the most ordinary things.

Questioner: And that intelligence we don't have. We try to get intelligence and we have to use our intelligence to get the intelligence.

Questioner: Yes, exactly. (Laughs) That's the problem... Q: It's like, what intelligence are you talking about? I mean the description of intelligence we understand is that intelligence is not limited by thought or experience.

Krishnamurti: Yes.

Questioner: So how can I use the intelligence I have right now that is limited by thought and experience? I mean it seems so...

Krishnamurti: No. Have you got intelligence now?

Questioner: I think I do sometimes, yes.

Krishnamurti: Not sometimes.

Questioner: I can't say that I do.

Krishnamurti: You see, you make... Now why don't you question that? Have you got intelligence now?

Questioner: I don't think I do, no. No.

Krishnamurti: No. So begin.

Questioner: Not the intelligence that I want to have.

Krishnamurti: So begin. Are you nationalistic, are you seeking safety in your little family, seeking security in your ideas? Sir, I am doing all the questioning, you're not.

Questioner: What if you seek security in some things but not in others? K: Yes. So what do you seek security in? In your looks? In your family? In some god? In some illusion? You see, I am doing... (laughs) Sir, what I am pointing out very simply is most of us are so conditioned – right? – that we become very dull. We repeat what somebody has said, or we read a great deal and be very knowledgeable, but you may be stupid. So I say, find out for yourself what is intelligence. And you can find out that by asking, questioning, doubting. You can't doubt everything: there is electricity, that light is there, you can't doubt it. Right? The tree, you can't doubt it, it is there. Right? The governments are there, the policeman is there, all the churches, all the things in the churches are there. So you begin to question.

Questioner: Your anxiety is there.

Krishnamurti: Yes, or the scientists.

Questioner: He said, your anxiety.

Krishnamurti: Anxiety. All right. Question anxiety. Why are you anxious? The majority of people are anxious. Right? Because they have no money, or they are anxious their husband may be looking at somebody else. Right? Anxiety. Are you anxious, any of you? You are anxious?

Questioner: Sometimes, yes.

Krishnamurti: Why?

Questioner: Because of different things.

Krishnamurti: Tell me one.

Questioner: No.

Questioner: Isn't it that the desperateness for security is very forceful, that the atmosphere of questioning is not there, that's why...

Krishnamurti: Tunki, I can't hear you.

Questioner: What he says is that the desperate search for security prevents actual questioning.

Krishnamurti: Yes, sir.

Questioner: So how can questioning...

Krishnamurti: Now just a minute, Tunki, when I am very anxious I can't question. Right? But then I begin... there must be – I am not anxious all the time. There is anxiety when I wake up, and as I take my coffee or tea, whatever it is, that anxiety recedes a little bit, then I begin to question.

Questioner: In this questioning of why, would it not be important to question without trying to find an answer. It seems that if we try to find an answer we just give ourselves excuses for what we are.

Krishnamurti: Of course. When you question and find an answer, question that answer. (Laughs) You follow, sir? Learn the art. It's not just that you begin to question everything; learn the art of questioning. You stop questioning sometimes and say, 'Yes, by Jove, why am I questioning?' Look without questioning. You follow? Learn about it.

Questioner: Do people become discouraged with their questioning because they don't get something from it?

Krishnamurti: Yes, sir. They get discouraged, disappointed, hurt.

Questioner: Because they want something that will give them security.

Krishnamurti: Yes. Or, I have been secure and you're taking it away from me – I become anxious. What I am... Sir – just two minutes, just listen. Will you?

I saw that ticket, that sticker on that bumper in California, and I said, I wonder if the gentleman, or the person who put that sticker on the bumper really questions, or it's just a slogan. You understand what I am saying? It is just a slogan, but he never questions, says, 'Why am I doing this? Why am I thinking this? Why do I believe?' So, questioning is a great art. Right? It isn't that I question, I move, I see the subtleties of it. Right? See the depth of it. And the beauty of enquiry, see bit by bit how extraordinarily complex this thing is. Why man has lived in illusions for thousands of years, if it is not Christian gods then there is Muslim gods. Right? If it isn't that, there have been gods by the thousand for the last five thousand years and more. Some like the Buddhists deny god, but there is always this search, longing for something beyond all this misery. Right? All this conflict, all this ugliness in the world. So they invent something and they worship it. You understand?

Questioner: Like enlightenment.

Krishnamurti: Yes, quite right. Enlightenment is not something you experience or something that somebody gives you. That's all such nonsense. So, as I was saying, sir, find out the art of questioning. Learn a great deal about it. You spend a great deal of time, don't you, in mathematics, learning mathematics. Right? Or geography, history, whatever it is, and you don't give even ten minutes to this. And so you become excellent in one direction and dull in the other direction.

What time is it?

Questioner: One o'clock.

Krishnamurti: I think we had better stop, don't you. No? (Laughs)

Would you like to try something?

Questioner: Yes.

Krishnamurti: Sit very quietly – just a minute, just a minute – before you sit. Sit very quietly, absolutely quiet, with your eyes closed and find out what you are thinking. And why you are thinking that particular thought, or a series of thoughts. Try it. (Pause) And find out if your brain can be so quiet, without a single thought. (Pause) Don't go to sleep though.

Shall we get up? out a single thought. Don't go to sleep though! 
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It's not quite time yet, so we'll wait a few minutes.

We are going to talk over many things. This is not a lecture. A lecture is intended to instruct and inform. We are not going to do that. But what we are going to do is talk over together as two friends the very complex problem of living, daily living, not theoretical, or philosophical, or some speculative concepts and theories. So together, you and the speaker, are going to explore the very complex and confusing world in which we live. So it is your responsibility to listen, not only to what the speaker is saying but also to listen to the world, not a particular part of the world, but the whole of the world – the Americas, the Russias, the Asiatic world and the Western world. We must look at the world as a whole, not as Indians or as Europeans, or British, or French, or German, or Americans, or Russians, and the rest of the world – we must look at humanity as a whole.

So please, from the very beginning of these talks we must be very clear that this is not a lecture, this is not an instruction, tell you what to do or what to think. We are not authority. We must question all authority, the physical, the psychological, the authority of law, the authority of governments, whether it is totalitarian or so-called democratic. In investigating, in questioning, in exploring we must have a brain that is sceptical, doubting, asking questions. And if we are going to explore together, as we must if we are at all serious, explore not from any particular point of view, or belonging to certain tribes, communities, religious or non-religious, we are going to look together at the world, what it is, as it is, not what we would like the world to be. So please, if you would kindly listen and take the responsibility of observing the actual affairs of the world, as it is.

In the world there is no peace. Though governments are talking about peace, there never has been peace in the world. For the last five thousand years historically there have been wars practically every year. Man has killed man in the name of religion, in the name of ideals, in the name of certain dogmas, in the name of god, man has killed man. And it is still going on. That is a fact. And we, inhabiting this unfortunate but beautiful world, we seem to be incapable of doing anything about all that. We are tribal-minded, as Hindus, as Sikhs, as Catholics, Protestants, as nationalists, whether the Western nationalism or the Eastern nationalism, it is a tribal continuity, and that is one of the major causes of war. There are other causes, like economic, social, linguistic, religious and so on.

And to bring about peace in the world requires great intelligence, not sentimentality, not some emotional demonstrations against a particular usage of instruments of war, but to understand this very, very complex situation of the societies in which we live requires not only humility, not only objective observation, and also it requires that you as observer, put away all our tribal instincts: you are no longer a Sikh, or a Hindu, or a Muslim, or a Christian, or a Buddhist, but you are a citizen of the world. If that is very clear, we can proceed to investigate, but if you hold on to your particular tribalism, to a particular nationalism, to a particular religion, then investigation into this question whether it is possible to live in this world peacefully, intelligently, sanely, rationally – is that at all possible. Or human beings who have evolved through millions of years have reached a certain point, whether we are going to destroy ourselves, or can we create a different kind of society: a moral, ethical, non-communal, not belonging to a particular guru and all that nonsense. So please don't get angry with the speaker, because all of you belong to a certain tribe, belong to various gurus. You are either Christian, or belong to some community of religious body, and when we explore, as we must, if you are at all intelligent, aware of what is going on in the world, one must put aside completely all that. And it is your responsibility, not that of the speaker. He is not a Hindu, though he was born in this country, he doesn't belong to any community, to any society. There is no guru, no authority in spiritual matters.

So we are going to together investigate freely. So please put aside your ideals, which is very difficult to do, your conclusions, your intellectual theories, and let us together, as friends, we can talk to each other amicably without trying to influence each other. And it would not be possible to have a dialogue. A dialogue means a conversation between two people. But as that is not possible with such a large audience it must be a conversation, a conversation between two friends, not attacking each other whether you wear a turban or don't wear a turban, whether you are a Christian or not, as two friends who have lived on this earth for millennia upon millennia, as two amicable, non-persuading friends we are walking together through the paths of the world. If that is understood very clearly, that we are not instructing you, we are not informing you, we are not telling you what to do, we are not doing any kind of propaganda, it is a horror to the speaker to do any kind of propaganda, nor to convince you of anything. And I mean it.

Now let's look at the world. The world is divided into nationalities geographically, linguistically, religiously. The world is divided into the business, spiritual, religious, non-sectarian; it is broken up, fragmented. You belong to a certain guru, and another belongs to another. And in this matter there is no guru, there is no authority of any book, however ancient, or however modern. We are together exploring. There is war going on in different parts of the world. Society is corrupt, immoral. There is great corruption throughout the world. These are all facts. It is not an invention of the speaker. There is great confusion, disorder, politically, so-called religiously. And we have created this society. Each one of us is responsible for the ugliness, the brutality, the violence, the bestiality that is taking place in the world. Unless we put our house in order there will be no order in society. I hope this is clear that each one of us, at whatever level of society we live, each one of us has contributed to the confusion, to the immorality, to the insanity of the world. Unless we change, each one of us, fundamentally, psychologically, there will be no peace in the world. You may think that you will have peace, some kind of peace in your mind, but you will never have peace if you do not have order in your daily life. Right? Is that clear that we, in our investigation, have come to a point where we see the world as it is, and we see the society in which we live, corrupt, immoral, religiously nonsensical, with their superstitions, with their rituals, with their so-called meditations, we are responsible for all this. I wonder, one wonders how many of you, of us, feels this responsibility. You may listen to the talks this evening, tomorrow and the next two weekends... next weekend, but how many of us take all this seriously? We are too occupied, we have no time. That is an excuse. What we have to do, if one may point out, we have to put our house in order. And we are going to investigate together what are the implications of that order.

First, what is disorder? I wonder... one wonders if one realises, if one is aware that we live in confusion, each one of us, uncertain, seeking security. One must have security, physical security. Millions are starving, unemployed. In Europe unemployment is very great, so is in America, and here too. And those unemployed have no security. And is disorder – please, I am putting the question to you, and please consider it – is disorder brought about by each one of us seeking his own particular security? You understand? You want security. One must have physical security. And to have that security, lasting, abiding, you cannot have wars, you cannot have communal conflicts, you cannot possibly belong to a particular guru or a particular system because then you bring about conflict. Conflict is disorder, whether that conflict exists between you and your husband or your wife, between you and the government, between you and your guru. Right? I hope you are following all this. Don't shut your ears, l 'end me your ears. Not only hear with your ears but also hear much more deeply.

It is necessary to use words to communicate. We are now speaking English, and one has to use certain words in that language to convey certain meaning, give to those words certain significance. But the words are not important. What is important is the content of the word. When one says, 'I am a Hindu', or a Buddhist, or a Christian, the words do not matter, but the content, what lies behind the word. And words divide people, whether language conditions the brain. Probably you haven't thought about all this; it doesn't matter. And one has to see whether conflict in ourselves can end. Right? That is the first thing to understand – whether conflict, struggle, the pain, the anxiety, the jealousy, the ambition, the enormous amount of suffering human beings have borne, the struggle to become something, both psychologically as well as outwardly, there is a perpetual conflict in each one of us. That is a fact. To meditate becomes a conflict. To follow somebody becomes a conflict. In our relationship with each other, both sexually, in a family, in a community, conflict exits. And that is one of the major causes of disorder, not only in society but in ourselves. Would you agree to that? That conflict at whatever level, depth or superficial, when that conflict exists between people there must inevitably be disorder.

So is it possible to find out, if we are serious, if we want order in our lives, whether it is possible, can conflict end. Conflict ultimately is war. Conflict between two ideologies, the totalitarian ideology and the democratic ideology. You are following all this? Ideologies – the Christian ideology and the Buddhist ideology, the Hindu versus some other ideology. So, conflict must exist wherever there is ideologies, wherever the brain is entrenched in tradition. Right? You have your tradition, another has his tradition. So to end conflict there must be freedom from tradition, freedom from ideologies, theories, hypothesis, and national division, which is really glorified tribalism.

So we are asking whether this conflict can end, not in society, because that society human beings have created it. No god, no extraordinary outside agency has created this society in which we live. We have made it, with all the confusion, injustice, the brutality, the violence, the bestiality, we have brought it about, each one of us. And if you are at all serious, and we must be serious in a world that is disintegrating, in a world that is being torn apart we must be serious, if not for yourselves for your grandchildren, for your children. It is necessary to be very serious and committed and earnest, not to any theory, not to any ideology, but to find out for ourselves the cause of conflict, because where you can find a cause that cause can be ended. That's a law.

If there is pain in our body the cause for that pain can be found, and in the finding of the cause there is the remedy and therefore the cause ends. Similarly, if you are really earnest, not playing about with ideas, with speculations, with all that nonsense, if you are really serious, the cause of conflict is very clear. There are many causes, but essentially one cause: that each one of us are egocentric, in the name of god, in the name of good works, in the name of improving society, social work, joining parliaments and so on, seeking power and money. That is what most human beings want. Not only physical power but spiritual power, to be somebody in the spiritual world. Personally the speaker dislikes that word 'spiritual'. We all want to be illumined, find illumination, happiness, so we say we will ultimately achieve that. Time is the enemy of man. Yes, sir, look at it, we will go into it more deeply about the question of time.

As we said, time is the enemy of man. You have to live now, find out now and if we say, ' 'We will gradually find out', you will never find out – that is an excuse. So the cause of conflict brings about disorder. And so we must first put our house in order – our house, not the physical house but the psychological world which is very complex. You understand, when we use the word ' 'psychological' we mean the brain that holds all the content of our consciousness, what you think, what you believe, your aspirations, your fear, your jealousies, your antagonism, your pleasure, your aspirations, your faith, your sorrow, all that is the content of your being. That is the very centre of your consciousness. That is what you are, not some extraordinary spiritual entity dwelling in darkness, as some of the people believe. You are what you think, what you believe, what your faith, what you follow, your ambition, your name and so on, that is what you actually are, psychologically as well as physically.

We are not concerned for the moment the physical side because when one understands deeply the psychological nature and structure of oneself then you can deal with the physical activity, sanely and rationally. So that is what you are, that is your human condition. That is the human condition that has existed upon thousands of years. Man has always quarrelled with another man, always lived in conflict. In some of the old ancient monuments in caves and other places you will see man fighting man, or fighting animals, which is the same thing, symbolically, perpetual conflict. That is the lot of man. When we talk of man we are including the women too, so don't be... don't get too feministic. We are human beings. And perhaps few have escaped from conflict, few people have gone into this question deeply, which is to understand the nature of conditioning, human condition.

There are those philosophers in the West who say human condition can never be altered; it can be modified. He must live in that prison, but that prison can be made convenient, more respectful, more suitable and so on. But the human condition, which is his anger, his jealousy, his search, his everlasting burden, he must put up with it, that is his condition. That is what some of the modern and recent philosophers have stated, man cannot be changed at all, but he can be modified in his brutality, in his violence, in his belief and so on. But we are saying, the speaker is saying, quite impersonally, emphatically, that the human condition can be radically changed. That is, if he has the intention, if he observes very clearly without any prejudice, without any direction – it is going to be difficult – without any motive, what he is.

Now we are going to together, and I mean together – you are not sitting there, I am sitting here. This platform is only for convenience. Sitting on a little platform does not give the speaker authority. But what he says may have some significance, and may have a meaning, and you have to follow the significance the meaning, the depth of it. Our condition is that. That condition has been brought about through thousands of years of experience, through various accidents, incidents, that condition has been brought about through the desire to be secure, that condition has been brought about through fear and the perpetual pursuit of pleasure and the never ending of sorrow. We are what we have been more or less for the last million years as human beings. That is our condition. We have created the society, then the society controls us. So we try to blame the environment, blame education, blame governments and so on, but we have made all this environment. So we are responsible for it. So we must understand our conditioning. Our conditioning is to be British, to be French, to be a Sikh. Right, sirs? To belong to some guru. That is our conditioning. Can you, can one observe very closely and clearly your conditioning? If you say it is not possible to be free from conditioning you have blocked yourself, you have created a barrier for yourself. Or if you say that it is possible, that possibility also creates a barrier. You understand? Both the positive and the negative become a barrier. But if you begin to investigate, look, observe, then you can discover a great deal.

So we must question what is observation, what is looking? How do you observe yourself? By becoming a monk, by withdrawing from society, by becoming a hermit? Or do you discover what you are through your reactions in your relationship with another? Don't you? That is very close and very near. Your relationship with your wife, with your husband, with your girlfriend or whatever it is. In that mirror of relationship you see yourself as you are. Right? Are you doing it, or are you just agreeing with words? Are you listening, if I may most respectfully ask, are you listening to the words, listening to your own interpretation of the word, or are you actually now, sitting there, observing in the mirror of your relationship with your wife, with your husband, with your neighbour, with your guru, whatever your relationship is? In that relationship you see your reactions, physical as well as psychological. Right? That is so simple. You start very near to go very far. But you want to go very far first, but you don't start near, at home.

So, we are saying that relationship is one of the most essential things in life. Relationship is a reality. You cannot possibly exist in solitude, alone. The word 'alone' means something else. Alone means, all one. But we are not using that word in that sense. You are solitary and you remain solitary. You think you are an individual and you treat another as an individual. You are two separate entities and trying to establish a relationship between two images. Are you following all this? Does it interest you all this? Or you are accustomed to go to lectures, be talked at, argue, and never listen?

Here we are trying to find out a way of living, really a way of living, daily living in which there is no conflict. And to understand the way of that life one must end conflict, first in ourselves, then in society and so on, to examine, to observe ourselves. So we must comprehend the meaning of that word 'to observe'. Have you ever observed anything without a motive, without word, without a direction, just to observe. Have you ever observed the ocean, the tree, the birds, the beauty of the land or the beauty of the tree, just to observe, not use the word, 'how beautiful'. Have you ever observed your wife and your children, if you have them? Or you observe them belonging to you, as a parent with all your authority? Have you ever observed the evening star, the slip of a new moon without the word? And observing you begin to discover your reactions, your physical sensory reactions first and then observe your psychological reactions. That sounds very simple, but our brains have become so complex that we hate anything simple. We want it all made complex, theoretical, then we follow. But to begin very simply, and to begin very near, which is yourself and your relationship. That is the only thing you have. For god's sake see that. Not your temples, not your beliefs, not your turbans, or your beards or whatever you wear. We are human beings. We cannot exist without relationship. It is the most important thing in life. And in that relationship which is based on image-building, you have an image about her and she has an image about you, because you both have lived together for twenty years, for ten days, or one day. You have already created an image. And those images have a relationship. And images cannot love. Please do understand this. If you have... if I have an image about my wife or about my guru – thank god, I have not got any, either, but if I have a wife, I have lived with her sexually, I have nagged her, she has nagged me, I have bullied her. I possess her and she likes being possessed. And so I have created an image about her and she has created an image about me. And our relationship is based on those images. Right?

I wonder if you see this fact. And when there are images built by thought, built by various experience and incidents, translated by thought and retained as memory, how can there be love? Oh, you people don't really... You may love your god, but you don't. You may love your scriptures through fear, because you want to be saved. And where there is fear there is no love. Perhaps you don't ever know, or ever use that word 'love'. So please seriously with your heart and with your brain, look at the fact. So the question arises whether you can... whether it is possible not to create images. Do you understand this question? You have images, image about yourself, haven't you? – as a great man, as a powerful man, belonging to a powerful nation, ambassador, commissioner, or you are a politician belonging to a certain party, you have power, position, you have that image. And you have an image of your following some guru, that you are gradually coming to nirvana, nearer god. You have all kinds of images, all of us, most people have, but the most intimate image is between you and your wife, or between you and your husband, or your girlfriend or your – you know, the closest. There is the root of conflict. There you must put order. You can't put order. Only you can remove disorder, then there is order. If you remove confusion from your brain there is clarity.

So, in relationship conflict is brought about by thought. Right? Please go with the speaker into the question of this, which is of great importance. The speaker is saying that thought is responsible for the image that you have about yourself and you have about another, thought is responsible. Right? We will go into it. We are going to point out. It's already seven o'clock. We are going to go, think together, if it is possible, why thought throughout the world has become so important. And the world has been divided into Eastern thought and Western thought. There is no Western thought and Eastern thought. There is only thought, conditioned according to climate, food, clothes, religion and so on. But there is only thought.

You aren't tired, are you? No madame, it doesn't mean anything. Are you tired? Shall I go on? No, no, you are not encouraging me, sir, I don't want your encouragement, because we are going to go into something that requires your attention, not your tiredness, not you acquiescing to what the speaker says, but you have to think, use your brain, not your intellect. Intellect is only part of the brain. We are saying that thought is the root of conflict. Thought has brought about disorder in the world by dividing people into nationalities, into religions. Thought has divided the world as technicians who have invented the most extraordinary things in the world. And thought has clothed itself in its psyche. Thought has created the most marvellous cathedrals, most marvellous temples, the mosques, great architecture, and great means of destruction, the atom bomb. Thought has also put in the cathedrals, in the temples, in the mosques, in the places of so-called worship, all the things that are in there – thought has invented all that. Without thought you could not exist. Thought, having created the image, then worships the image. Right, sir. So we are, the speaker is saying that thought, thinking, is the root of conflict. We will go into it. Don't reject it. Don't say what shall we do without thought. You can't do without thought, you have to use thought. You use thought to come here, you use thought when you use a language, when you do your business. If you are a scientist you have to use your thought. If you are a businessman you use your thought, you may use that thought crookedly, probably you do, but thought is neither East nor West, it is thinking – whether the thinking is of the guru, of the authority, or your own, it is still thinking. So what is thought which has dominated all our existence, which has controlled, shaped our life. All the so-called sacred books are put down by thought; there is nothing sacred about those books. Your own particular book which you call sacred – the Bible, the Koran, your own literature, it is all put down by thought. You may say, it is revealed by – but it is still the activity of thought. Right?

So thought has brought about the most extraordinary things in the world – hygiene, surgery, medicine. Thought has also brought about the atom bomb, the instruments of war. Thought has also divided people as Christians, Hindus, Buddhists, Sikhs – you know, all that nonsense that is going on in the world. So we have to understand, go into this question of what is thinking, what is thought. I am... the speaker is not telling you. He is not describing what thought is. Together we are investigating, we are going into it, so you must share, partake in the investigation, not just say, tell me about it, I will say whether it is true or false, whether I agree with you or not. That's rather cheap. That is just an escape. But whereas if you are concerned to find out why thought has done all this, the most extraordinary things and the most diabolical things. Thought has created the image in the temple, in the mosque. Thought has created your guru, your scriptures. So there is nothing sacred which thought has created. So what is thought? Ask yourselves this question, please. I am asking you, but ask yourself what is thought, what is thinking?

Is not thinking limited? All thinking is limited. Don't agree, please, look at it. You will ask why is it limited, why thought is limited when it has created all this, created this society in which we live, created the ideals, historical ideals – you understand? – dialectical. So we are saying thought is limited. And you... one asks, why is it limited? It is limited because all experience is limited – right? – all experience, whether the experience of nirvana – please listen carefully – the experience of paradise, sitting next to god, of your achieving. Experience is limited, whether it is scientific experience or physical experience or psychological experience. That is a fact, it is limited. Right? Do you see that? And because it is limited, knowledge is always limited – the scientific knowledge which is being gathered day after day, day after day. A scientist never says, 'My knowledge is complete'. It is only the guru who says, 'My knowledge is complete'. That is the idiocy of those people.

So knowledge, experience is limited. Knowledge is limited. That is clear if you observe historically the process of science, from the Galileo, from the ancient scientist to the modern scientist they have been gradually building up day after day, and based on experience. So knowledge is based on experience. So knowledge and experience are limited. And that experience is carried, that knowledge is carried in the brain as memory. Right? Memory then responds as thought. So thought is always limited, as all knowledge is always limited, either in the future or in the past or in the present, there is no complete knowledge about anything. And therefore thought is limited. And that which is limited must invariably create conflict. You understand this?

If you are living in your backyard – and you are all living in your backyards, self-centred, limited – if you are thinking about yourself all day long, which most of us do, whether you are progressing, whether you are good, whether you look beautiful, whether you are achieving, you are becoming, you know, you are self-centred. When you are thinking about yourself you are very limited, aren't you? Don't be ashamed, you are limited. It is a fact. And that limitation has been brought about by thought, because you are thinking all day long, in your business, in your science, whether you are a philosopher, whether you are – you know, you are thinking, but always from your centre. And that egotistic, egocentric activity is very limited. And therefore you are creating havoc in the world, creating great conflict in the world. So one asks – please, we will go into it – one asks is there another instrument rather than thought? You understand my question?

If you have gone into this question of thinking and looked at the whole problem, and see how limited it is, on the one hand create war, and the other seek security. You understand? The war destroys security, your nationalism destroys security, your worship of one guru, or one clan destroys security of man, for man. And thought is responsible for all this. And so thought is limited. Now when you... when one really perceive that as an actuality not a theory, not as an idea, but actually, as you see actually this microphone, then you are bound to ask, if you have at all followed, serious: is there another instrument rather than thought? Right? Is there another quality in the brain? We will go into the question of the brain, perhaps tomorrow. Is there a quality which will find an instrument, discover an instrument that is not thought? You have understood my question? One can only find out if there is a difference totally untouched by thought – is there such an instrument? And to find out one must be very, very clear, the nature and the structure of thought, its responsibility, its usage, where it is limited, and recognise its limitation and move away from that limitation. Then one can begin to enquire whether there is totally a different instrument which is not contaminated by thought. Right?

We must stop here. It is quarter past seven. We will meet perhaps tomorrow at the same time, if you want to.

Right, sirs.
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May we continue with what we were talking about yesterday evening. We were saying, weren't we, that we all have images, not only psychological images but images outside of us. And these images separate man from man – the national image, the religious images, and so on. They have been one of the causes, perhaps the major cause of war. Ideals have divided man, ideologies, the left, extreme left, extreme right and the centre, they are all ideologies and they have separated man. Ideas – the original meaning of that word 'idea', from the Greek, meant 'to observe', not to make an abstraction of what one observes – ideas, ideals, beliefs, faith, a particular devotion to a particular ideal, image and so on, throughout the world for the last millennium, they have divided man against man. And we still carry those ideals, those images, conclusions. And we seem to be never free from any of those things. One asks why, if one is at all aware of what is happening in the world, what is happening in ourselves psychologically, inwardly, inside the skin as it were, why do men, intelligent, have studied history, why do such people carry ideals? Why do you, if I may ask, if one may ask most politely, why do you have ideals? Are we aware, if we have them, that they separate people and therefore bring about conflict? Is it because in those ideals, conclusions, opinions we find security, however fleeting, however transient they be, we find a certain sense of protection, certain sense of achievement, trying to achieve something. And that gives us a great deal of energy. I do not know if you have not observed the deeply committed idealists, how dangerous they are. And if one is aware that these images created by the hand or by the mind, by thought, have been again a great contributory factor to war. That is, to kill man by another man, inhumanity, bestiality, and that has been the lot of man for thousands upon thousands of years, and we are still going on with it, though we are supposed to be more advanced, more progressive, but we are really, inwardly, psychologically quite primitive, quite barbarous, barbarians. I hope, one hopes you do not mind the speaker using all these words – they apply.

And, as we were saying yesterday, in relationship, however intimate, however casual, however passing, in that relationship we create images about each other. You certainly have an image about the speaker otherwise you wouldn't be sitting here, and so the image becomes far more important than what is being said. What is being said becomes irrelevant when the image, the reputation, all that nonsense intervenes, acts as a block so that you don't actually listen to what the speaker is saying. So could we this evening put aside our opinions, our images and look, because where there are images there is no humility. The essence of humility is to be free of all images. You cannot cultivate humility, because we are arrogant people, proud in our knowledge, in our achievement, in our thinking. And so knowledge prevents us from being extraordinarily aware of the depth and the beauty of humility. It is only when there is such humility one begins to learn about oneself, about the world, and ask if there is something far beyond the measure of thought. And as we were saying yesterday, we have lived with conflict all the days of our life. Till we die everything has become a conflict. And one of the causes of conflict, as we said, is the formation and the cultivation and the nourishing of these images. And, as we said yesterday too, you are not hearing a lecture, a sermon, but together as two friends who are concerned seriously with the world, the appalling state it is in and our own confusion, our own anxiety, fear, and our own sorrow, that is our daily life. To understand that daily life, hypothesis is not necessary, no theory, no conclusion, because those conclusions, theories, hypotheses, suppositions are unreal. What is real is our daily life. And if our daily life is confused, is in disorder, our society, our environment becomes also disorderly, confused. We have said all this yesterday.

And also we said that our brains, which evolved through millennia upon millennia, our brains which is the centre of all our thinking, which is the centre of all our reactions and actions, it is the centre also of all of our consciousness. That brain which has extraordinary capacity in one direction, in the direction of war, science, medicine, surgery, hygiene, transportation and so on, it has got extraordinary capacity, far more perhaps than the computer, though they are trying to find out the ultimate mechanical intelligence, which is the computer. I don't know if you have gone into that question, or even talked to people about it. They are trying to bring about a computer that can think, act, invent gods, and all the human beings do, much more rapidly, instantly, though perhaps it cannot look at the beauty of the sky or the evening light or the solemn stillness of an evening. So our brains in one direction, materially, technologically has been capable of doing the most astonishing things, and in the other direction, psychologically, inwardly, the brain has remained more or less what it has been for thousands of years – primitive, brutal, violence and so on. And we are concerned not with the technological aspect of the brain and its capacity in that direction but with the conditioning of man, of human beings who have lived for so long upon this beautiful earth and are still very violent, without any sense of compassion, without any love and so on. Whether that brain, that is your brain, can be free from its own conditioning. That is to understand the whole content of its activity, whole content of its consciousness with its reactions, its inventions of gods and so on – the whole content. The content is what you are, what every human being in the world is: his fame, his belief, his anxiety, his guilt, his remorse, his fears and the pleasure pursuit, and the burden of infinite sorrow, and the search for permanent security. This is our consciousness. Nobody can deny that. You may add more to it, or take away something, but it is still a consciousness with all its reactions and responses, all the things that man throughout his existence has collected through experience, through knowledge, through thought. That is our consciousness. That is what we are.

I hope, one hopes, that you and the speaker are sharing this thing together, not merely listening to what he is saying, which is also important, but far more important that we look at the thing together. Not the speaker looks and then conveys it to you either to accept or deny, but rather together intelligently, sanely, with a sense of affection look, look what we are, not what we should be. The 'what we should be' is unreal. It has no meaning, whether you are going to be a great man in the next life or a saint, all that stuff is unreal, it has no validity, it has no stability. And if we lay our foundation on something unreal, a world of make-belief then we are escaping, running away from reality of our daily life.

And we are thinking together. Please, this is important. Not I think and then convey it to you, but rather that you and the speaker are treading the same road, taking the same journey however slowly, however carefully, observing every detail, not skipping anything, avoiding anything. Then we can communicate with each other. Then there is no resistance. It isn't the speaker knows and you don't know, but together to understand this extraordinary complex society which human beings have created, and their own life, their own house which is in such disorder. If we see it together then you don't want a leader, either politically, religiously or any other direction. If you see it for yourself the fact, not translate the fact according to your tradition, to your desire, but to look at the fact without any reaction. Then by looking at the fact very carefully, then the fact then reveals its whole content. Right? So please be good enough to think together.

Our concern is whether the human brain which is so conditioned, whether that brain which has such immense capacity and which has been held by condition, and as long as that condition exists it has no holistic energy. You understand the word 'holistic', a scientific word which means 'the whole'. And to find out for oneself by careful observation, not analysis. When you analyse, who is the analyser? Right? Is the analyser different from the analysed? You may analyse a tree, or the leviathan of the seas, the waves, the dolphins – one does not know if you have seen the beauty of a dolphin. I won't go into all that for the moment, that's not my business. Those you can analyse by careful study something outside of you. So when you analyse yourself who is it that is analysing? You understand my question? Is the analyser different from the analysed? I'll show it to you. Why does one have to explain a very simple thing? One hasn't got to explain the beauty of a sky, the beauty of an evening star, the love of a person; you don't analyse, you love. You see, if you begin to analyse love and find out you love somebody because it gives you comfort, it gives you a sense of security, then that is not love. So, please find out for yourself the significance of analysis. Apart from the professional psychiatrists, psychologists, apart from them you have to learn, understand your whole structure of yourself. If you depend on a therapist, psychotherapist, or psychiatrist and so on, then you are always depending on somebody. But if one can discover for oneself the truth of all this, then there is no dependence on anybody. That gives you tremendous energy, vitality and clarity.

So it is not a question of analysis. We are not analysing the content of consciousness. We are observing. If you observe as though it was something outside of you then there is a gap between you and that which you observe. What you observe, is it not yourself? You can't separate yourself from what you are. You may analyse, but that separation is still the analyser who is also being analysed. You follow all this? So analysis is totally irrelevant. What is relevant is observation, how you observe yourself. If the observer is examining what he sees, or translating what he sees, then the observer separates himself from the thing which he is observing. Are we getting nearer what I am trying to explain? That is, when you are angry, is that anger different from you? When you are jealous, as most people are, is that jealousy different from you? You are that jealousy, at that moment, when you are full of that feeling, which includes hate, antagonism, violence, at that moment, at that second you are that. Then a few seconds or minutes later you say, 'I have been jealous'. Then you begin to analyse jealousy. You follow? You have separated yourself from the fact. So the observer is the past – right? – the past accumulated knowledge about jealousy. And that accumulated knowledge is the observer who says, I am different from that feeling which I have had some time before. Right? So, can you observe... is there an observation without the observer? You understand all this? I don't know why I have got to explain all this silly thing but we will.

When you look at your friend, or your wife, or your husband, or your girlfriend, can you look, observe, without a single thought? You can't. To observe your wife and so on is not possible because of all the knowledge you have acquired, gathered about her and she about you. That knowledge prevents you from looking. Right? That is simple. If I have met you before, I have a certain image of you and the next time I meet you I project that image. Therefore I don't meet you at all. Whereas to observe without knowledge – you understand? If I want to understand you, I can't say, he is a Hindu, he is a Sikh, he is this, he is that, German, British, that prevents me from understanding you. My opinions about you prevents me from understanding you. Therefore if I want to understand you with all my heart and mind I put all that aside. Then I observe. Are you doing that? Are you doing that now as we are talking, or you are going to do it some time later? The 'later, sometime' becomes an impediment. What is to be done is to be done now, not tomorrow. So, if that is at least slightly clear, and I hope, one hopes that is more clear than your faces show, we can proceed. We can proceed to examine, to observe – I won't use the word 'to examine' – to observe the content of our consciousness which is what you are, what each one of us is. This consciousness is shared by all humanity. Right? You go to the far west, California, there the human beings like you, in a different affluent world, they are like you – angry, jealous, violent, insecure, uncertain about themselves, just like you. Right? You come nearer, Europe, though they be German, British, Czechoslovak or Yugoslav and so on, or the amusing Italians, they are all like you. They worship their own particular god, and you worship your own particular god, out of fear. If you are free of fear you don't have gods. Right? We will go into that later.

So this consciousness which you think is yours is shared by all humanity. Right? That is a fact. You don't need to have to have proof. You talk to an Englishman, he may be proud, reserved and so on, but when you get behind it he is just like the rest of mankind. He is unemployed, he goes to church hoping somebody will help him, somebody will give him a sense of sense of security. Right? Just like you, the rest of the world is. Right? You have to see that fact. It is not the speaker's invention. It is a fact. So, if your consciousness, which you have thought is yours, you find that it is shared by all humanity then you are no longer an individual. Right? That's a shock to you. You are no longer an individual. Right? And humanity throughout the ages has thought each person is separate, is a separate soul, separate atman and you know, all that stuff. And the whole sociological structure is based on that; you and me. You who have power and I have no power – you follow? – but when you realise the fact, the reality, the truth that all human beings share the same consciousness, because all human beings go through great travail, great trouble, great confusion, they hate, they quarrel, they are jealous, they are sexual and so on and so on. So you are no longer an individual. You understand that? You may like to think you are an individual – individual freedom, individual success, individual god, my own path different from yours. Do you understand all this? Therefore to realise that fact that you are no longer individual means a tremendous psychological change. It is not mere verbal description but it is a fundamental, radical revolution in the psyche that you are the entire humanity. Right? When one realises that, you will never kill another human being. It is like it is our earth, it is not Indian earth, it is not European earth, or the Russian earth, or the American, it is our earth, and we are the rest of humanity. You understand what that means? It gives you a great sense of compassion, a great sense of responsibility.

So let's proceed. To observe, not as you observe a fish in an aquarium, but to observe what we are. First of all, to observe we must understand the nature of thought, which we went into briefly yesterday, and also the nature of time. This becomes serious, please. Not that what we have said a few minutes ago was not serious, it was, it still is, but this requires a great deal of attention, a great deal of, not concentration – concentration is deadly to attention. It requires attention for you to look, to give your energy, the whole of your being to find out. We said thought is limited yesterday because thought is based on knowledge, and knowledge is based on experience. You see in the scientific world, through constant experience, one hypothesis after another, one theory after another, breaking it down, trying to prove it, accumulating more and more and more knowledge. No scientist worth his salt will ever say knowledge is complete. Right? No book, no religious book can ever be complete. It is written down by thought. The words used are the symbol of thought. So, please observe for yourself that your knowledge, your experience is always, will everlastingly be conditioned, limited. That is a fact. So your thinking is also limited. And any action born of thought, which is limited, must inevitably create conflict between you and another. Right? Because the very nature of thought is divisive, because it is limited. You follow? Not what the speaker is saying but you yourself are observing, seeing the fact, the truth for yourself that thought will always be limited because it is based on knowledge, based on experience. And as thought itself is a fragmentary... is a fragment – right? – because it is limited, therefore the solution for all our problems is not through thought. I wonder is you... you get it?

What is a problem? The meaning of that word, not the problem itself but what... We say problem – what does that word mean? The root meaning of that word is 'something thrown at you' – you understand? – something which acts as a challenge to you. Right? That is the meaning of that word, from Latin and Greek and so on – I won't go into it – it's something actually thrown at you. That's a problem. And our brains from childhood have been trained, educated to solve problems. Right? A child goes to the school and he has to learn mathematics – that becomes a problem to the child; then geography, then history, then – you follow? – biology and physics – everything becomes a problem. So his brain, which is your brain, is conditioned to solve problems. Right? So you never solve problems. You understand? I wonder if you understand this. If my brain is conditioned to solve problems I look at life as a problem; so I am always trying to solve problems of my life. Right? As the politicians are doing throughout the world, they are trying to solve problems, and so increasing problems. And they have never solved any problem because their brain – are there any politicians here? Forgive me! So their brains are trained, educated from childhood to solve problems, and therefore they have never solved any problem. On the contrary, they have increased problems. No, don't laugh at the politicians – you are also a politician. The politician is not different from you. So please understand this very important factor, that as long as your brain is trained to solve problems, as the brain itself become a problem, it can never solve it. You understand? So is it possible to have a brain that has no problems? Then only it can solve problems. You understand this? Please capture this. Please understand this at depth, not superficially. To live a life without a single problem. That means to be free... the brain being free of its education to solve problems so that it can look at problems, because it is only when there is freedom it can observe. You know that word 'freedom' also implies affection, love. A mind burdened with problems can never love. I don't know if you understand all this. At least some of you do, I hope. Understand not intellectually but actually, and then put it in life.

So, our consciousness is not separate from the rest of humanity. That is a tremendous revelation, greater than any other revelation in any sacred book, because it then brings about a tremendous radical change. You are humanity. You understand this? So if you are, if your house is not in order, the rest of humanity is not in order. You understand? So, let us together examine – sorry – let us together observe the content of our consciousness, of ourselves.

One of the factors is thought and time. Thought has become the major factor. It is the only factor, because it has accumulated the whole content of our consciousness. Thought, as we said, is born of experience, knowledge, stored in the brain as memory, and from memory thought exists. This whole process is instantaneous. And that thought is limited. Right? This is clear, simple. Then we must look at time, because for us time is extraordinarily important – the tomorrow with its hope, with its danger, with its sense of achievement – the tomorrow. That tomorrow may be a hundred tomorrows, but it is still tomorrow. That tomorrow is the time of yesterdays. Right? Do you understand all this? Yesterday – when you say yesterday, it is already the past and therefore it is part of time. When you say, 'It's twelve o'clock', it means it's past eleven o'clock. So yesterday and many thousand yesterdays are the result of a continuous movement of time. Right? Right, sir – you understand? Time, not only physical time, but psychological time – I will be; I am not, but I will be. That is time. I am not good – would any of you say that? You won't. I am not good but I will be good. I am ignorant but I will be learned. This life has been unsatisfactory, miserable, perhaps next life. The next life is what you are now. Right? If you don't change now you will be what you are tomorrow. Only we postpone to the next life – if there is next life – but we won't go into that for the moment.

So, time to achieve, to learn, to become, to become a success, to find enlightenment, to meditate. Time, both chronologically as well as psychologically is tremendously important. Right? Because your whole life is based on time. Your business, your learning about technology, learning about computer, learning a new language, learning how to drive a car, how to play a violin, or this or that, that requires time. Please listen to this carefully. To learn a language requires time. To learn about any technology requires time. That same requiring time is extended to the psychological field. You understand? I need time to learn how to drive a car. So I also need time to learn about myself. It is the same movement. Right? Are you following this? So we must understand the nature of time. There is time outwardly – right? – sun rises, sun sets. Sun rises at a certain time in the winter, sets at a certain time. Sun rises at mid summer at a certain time, sets at a certain time – spring, autumn and so on. All that is external time. But also we have an internal time which is based on becoming. Right? I have an ideal of non-violence, which you are so fond of, and in the meantime I am violent, and one day I am going to get there. Right? In the meantime I am going to be violent. So non-violence is a fallacy. It sounds good. All your saints have preached it, even the recent ones, and you like that. But the fact is that you are violent. That is fact and non-violence is a non-fact. Right? Face it. If you are pursuing non-violence you are really avoiding the actual fact of your being violent. And to face that is more important than the pursuit of non-violence. However much you may talk about non-violence you are actually terribly violent people.

So, there are these two factors in our life, major factors: thought and time. Right? You can't deny that, that's a fact. Are they separate? Is not thought time? Right? You are following all this? Please, I am not teaching you. I am only pointing out – not even pointing out, we are thinking together. We are both of us sharing the food, sharing the food that has been put before us. It is the food that matters, and the food, if it is properly balanced food, nourishes. And this food is thought and time, which you must share with the speaker. That means you must understand the nature of time, which is also very complex, as thought is. We are pointing out, both are movements. Thought is a movement and time is a movement. So they are one. It is not thought is separate, time is separate. Thought has created time. Right? I am this, I will be that. That movement is brought about by thought. I will be, I will achieve my ideal. That is a movement of thought including time. When you say, 'I will achieve', achievement means time. Right? I hope you see all this, together.

So these are the major factors of life: time plus thought. And to look, to observe the content of our consciousness, which is shared by all humanity, and therefore you are the rest... are humanity. That's a marvellous thing if you understand it. That you are the rest of mankind. That you are not separate from the rest of mankind. So we can examine... so we can observe our content, the content, which is shared by all living things. Sir, you understand? Then that thing is sacred. That is the most... the holiest of things, because then there is no separation, there is no division. Then your wife is you and you are the wife. Oh, you don't...

The thing we worship is not love. Your scriptures, your books, your gurus, your temples, in there there is no truth. Truth is to be found in the understanding of your whole being. And is it very near – you don't have to go very far to find truth. You don't have to go to Kashi, to Mecca, to Rome. It is there where you are. Forgive the speaker for his passion.

So let us observe one of the contents of our consciousness. From childhood we are psychologically being hurt. That is a fact. The parents hurt, society hurts, the school with their examinations, with their marks, with their comparison, hurt the child. Right? This is a fact. And we carry this hurt throughout life. And that hurt makes us build a wall round ourselves, so as not to be hurt any more. Have you not noticed this? Have you not been hurt from childhood? All of us? Of course – obvious. It shows in your face. And what is it that is hurt? You say, 'I am hurt' – what is 'you' that is hurt? The image that you have built about yourself. Right? That is hurt and you have identified yourself with that image. If you had no image you would never be hurt. Right? Which means you have no identification with anything. You follow all this? Where there is identification, with a family, with a country, with an ideal, you are always going to be bruised, shaken, hurt, frightened.

So can you live – please, this is a very serious question – can you live without a single image? Otherwise you will always be hurt and also you will never have the beauty of humility. So, to become aware of your image that is hurt and in that awareness be intensely aware without any choice – don't choose, you can't choose in awareness. If you are aware of your... now, as you are sitting under a tent, a marquee, if you are aware of all the colour as you come in, the shape of the tent, the person sitting next to you, the clothes he is wearing – just to observe. Not say, 'I don't like that colour', or like the man I am sitting next to, he smells or he is not clean, or his shirt is not the colour I like. Then your awareness is limited. But if you are aware without any choice, without any direction, then that awareness reveals everything. So, to be aware of the image that you have about yourself, about another, that image of nationality, identified with a nation and so on, that image, as long as you have it, is going to have grief, (loud bang) – sorry – pain, gets hurt. So the question is: can you live without any image? One can. (Loud bang) They are having a lot of fun, aren't they?

If you understand, if you see the fact – fact that as long as you have an image and identify with that image you are going to have great problems. And your brain is trained to solve problems, therefore you are caught in problems. But if you see the fact, not as a problem, that as long as you have an image it must be shattered by somebody, therefore you get hurt. Which means one of the contents of our consciousness is fear. Shall I go into it now?

It is a very complex problem because we have lived with fear all the days of our lives. It is a dark shadow. It is something humanity has borne, carried for millions of years. Each one, we know what fear is: fear of the past, of things... (loud bang) Fear of the past, the remorse, the guilt, the things that have been done that shouldn't have, the regrets. Fear is very complex. And to understand fear, not verbally, not merely intellectually, but to face the fact that each one of us is scared, frightened. And we have never been able to solve that problem. We carry it with us as our shadow. Fear means to be alone, to find oneself lonely, unloved and seeking love, fear of what might happen, lose my job, I will be one of the unemployed. There are people, sir, in the world that do not know what work is. For the rest of their life they will never work, not because they are crippled but because society, governments are so limited, so narrow, so brutal that thousands upon thousands, like in England nearly four million people are unemployed, and in this country god knows how many – those people are afraid. You may have a good job, you may have security, but there is always this fear of tomorrow. Not only the fear of tomorrow but the fear of death, fear of never being whole, complete. So fear is an extraordinarily complex problem, not to be dealt with in a few minutes. It is a vast area of our life and in that area you must tread very slowly, carefully, tentatively. It is not how to end fear, but in the very understanding the depth of it, the quality of it, there is an end to that fear completely that can never return, a freedom absolute, psychological freedom from fear. Then no god, no prayer, no scripture exists. It is only the fearful mind, fearful brain that seeks security in things illusory.

So, as it is now a quarter past seven we'll have to stop. We'll go on, go into all this next Saturday and Sunday.
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May we go on with what we were talking about last Monday? We were trying to go into the question of fear, which is a very complex problem. But before we go into it rather deeply, if one may remind you this is not a lecture as is commonly understood, to inform and to instruct, but rather it is a conversation between us, conversation between two friends who are concerned with the problem of existence, with all its complexity and intricacies, and they are not to convince each other of anything, they are not persuading each other, they are not doing propaganda at all. What they are trying to do together is to think of the various issues that contain in our daily life. Only in our daily life, not theories, not speculations, not philosophical or intellectual assumptions and conclusions, but rather enquire, think together. And to think together one must listen to each other. There is an art of listening which is to listen not only with the ear but the hearing of the ear, much deeper, more attentive, more concerned, affectionate, not translating what is being said into your own terminology, into your own particular conditioning, but rather to listen to each other. And as it is not possible with a large audience like this, nor can we have a dialogue, which is a conversation between two people, we will assume that there are only one person here, and talking to each other.

We were saying the other day, weren't we, that relationship is of enormous importance, because all life is based on relationship. If in that relationship there is conflict of any kind then that relationship brings about a division, all the rest of the confusion that lies in our relationship whether it is intimate or not. We said too that as long as there is an image-forming mechanism about each other then communication is not possible, or relationship, deep relationship, is not possible. We went into that very carefully. And so, please, we are thinking together if that is possible, because most of us are so obstinate, so definite in our opinions, in our convictions, in our conclusions, in our ideals, in our own importance, so we hardly listen to each other, or think together. Perhaps it may be possible this evening to think together, not about something – that is fairly easy. If you are a businessman you would think together about doing somebody in the eye and so on, or gaining money, planning for it, then you co-operate. But here thinking together means not about something, the capacity, the urge to co-operate in thinking.

So we are going to think together about fear, what fear is, how it arises, what is its cause, where it leads – to violence, to various forms of neuroticism, psychosis, and how it darkness our lives, how fear, both biologically as well as psychologically, shrinks one. And we were saying also when we briefly talked about it the other day, thought and time are one of the major factors of fear. We went into the question of thought; thought being limited because all experience is limited, all knowledge whether in the past or in the future, knowledge will ever be limited, always continuously limited, and from that experience, knowledge stored in the brain as memory and from that memory springs thought. And so thought is always limited whether you invent god, which is the invention of thought, and all the paraphernalia that goes in the various temples, churches and mosques is invented by thought which is always limited. Thought can imagine the illimitable, the timeless, the immeasurable, but it is still the movement of thought. And thought is a material process so there is nothing sacred about thought. I hope... We are meeting each other? We are walking along the same road together? Not that we are trying to persuade you, but that is obvious fact. You may not be willing to look at the facts because one may be superstitious, ideological, afraid to look at facts, and so we like to live in illusions. That is our lot, we have lived for millions of years in illusion.

One of the illusions, major illusions, as we pointed out the other day, our consciousness with all its reactions, with all its content – fear, belief, faith, anxiety, remorse, guilt, you know, pleasure, pain, suffering – all that is our consciousness. And that consciousness is not individual, it is shared by all human beings, whether West, East or whatever country belong to, that consciousness is shared by all human beings. We talked about that considerably. So, when one realises that sharing of this consciousness by all humanity, you then are humanity, therefore you are no longer individual. I know this is a statement you won't accept but it is a fact. Look at it carefully, logically, sanely, with a sense of questioning, with a quality of a brain that doubts, questions authority. And when you begin to investigate, not others, but enquire into your own thoughts, actions and responses, your fears, your anxieties, then you will discover for yourself that all human beings whether they are in the totalitarian governments, or in the so-called democratic governments, broken up by religions, you all share the same anxiety, uncertainty, insecurity, searching for security. So we are... we share this enormous burden.

And one of the major burdens of our consciousness is fear. Why human beings, however sophisticated, however learned, however devoutly worshipping some idol made by the hand or by the mind, there is always fear – fear of death, fear of tomorrow, fear of that which has happened weeks ago and so on. We are discussing not a particular form of fear but the cause of fear, whether that cause can be totally, completely eliminated. So we must begin with the structure of the psyche – right? – not how to get rid of fear outwardly, but psychologically, inwardly, inside the skin as it were. When there is fear inwardly, unspoken about, not enquired into, then that very fear creates externally, in the outward world, a great deal of confusion – which is obvious. You can see that.

So we are going to think together, enquire together what is the root of fear, whether that root can be totally rooted out. Fear takes many forms. Fear is part of violence. Violence is a very complex affair. Aggression, both physical and psychological, is part of fear. And we have never understood or be free from all violence. In this country you have talked a great deal about non-violence. That is one of our favourite slogans, clichÊs, that we are all attempting to be non-violent. These two words are used politically and by ordinary people. Non-violence is not a fact. It is an idea. What is a fact is violence. Right? We never deal with the fact, but we rather run away from the fact into a concept called non-violence. And that concept is created by thought and we pursue that and sow violence in the pursuit of non-violence. Right? Are you following all this? Are you all interested in all this or it's just a lot of... I speaking to somebody or to myself in my room, or writing a book about it all. Are we together in this? I hope so, otherwise I don't know why you should sit here. It is a waste of your time.

So what is the root of fear? Violence, aggression, and when one is uncertain, not clear, that confusion brings about a state of anxiety, and where there is anxiety there is also fear. And where there is fear there is the desire to hurt people, and so on. We are not talking therefore of a particular fear – please understand – not your particular fear – you may be afraid of your wife, or your husband, or your government, or the boss above you – but fear as a whole thing. Is that clear, that we are not thinking together about a particular form of fear, but rather enquire why human beings for thousands of years have carried this burden, why, however intellectual, learned they are, sophisticated or technologically advanced, this fear continues.

So if we can this evening think together and see if it is possible to totally eliminate psychological fears. Not how to be free from fear. When you ask how to be free, then you want a system, a method, a practice, and that very system, method, practice, brings about more fear – whether you are doing it rightly, whether you are – you follow? – fear is sustained. Are we together in this? I am afraid not. Some of you, some of us, are so trained to systems, methods, so conditioned, 'Tell me what to do, tell me how to get rid of fear, I will practice it. Then your brain becomes mechanical. Right? If you practise over and over and over again it is like a gramophone record playing the same old tune. But whereas you want to... if both of us want to go into this question very deeply and enquire not 'how', enquire so that we find out the root of it. When you go to a doctor he not only deals with the symptom but he wants to find out the cause. And in diagnosis he finds the cause and says, 'Don't eat so much', or take this or that, so eliminates the cause – at least one hopes so. But in the same way we are enquiring into the very causation of fear. Right? What is the cause? We are thinking together. I may put into words. I may, one may describe it, one may, by putting into words the speaker is not helping you to understand fear. You are doing it yourself. Right? You are doing it for yourself, though the speaker may talk about it. Right?

What is the cause of fear? Please, if you find it act. Don't carry on with fear. What is the cause of it? Is it thought? Is it time? Thought – I have had certain anxiety, fear last year or last week and I hope it will not occur again. You follow? Fear has a continuity. Right? Clear? Fear has a continuity, duration, and that continuity implies time. So thought, time, is the root of fear. Right? You can't get round that fact. Thought itself creates the fear. I have a job, I am quite happy at the moment, but I may lose it. So thought projects into the future a condition which I may live in, and that creates fear. Or I have had certain pain, physical pain, the remembering it and hoping it will not happen again. So it is both; thought and time are the root of fear. Now, you have listened to it – what can be done? You understand? You have listened to the fact that thought and time basically, fundamentally, is the cause of fear.

The next question naturally arises: how am I to put aside thought? Right? Or how am I to stop thought? You are following this? If I could stop thought and the continuity of a movement as time, is that possible? I hope you are asking this question yourself. I am not putting this question to you. You are asking this question of yourself. One sees the truth that thought, time, are the essence of fear. Now, how do you observe this fact, that thought and time are the causation of fear? How do you look at it or receive it or approach the question? You understand? How do you – I must repeat this – how do you, when you listen to this fact, what is your response to it? Actual response, not calculated response. You naturally say you are stuck. Right? You are stuck in that position. And if you ask 'how', again the reply is mechanical. So you are also stuck there. You are blocked. Right? Are you? Being held by a fact. Right? I wonder if you see this. You are held down by an actuality, and you have no response to that. Right? If you are quite honest with oneself you see this truth and you know you can't do anything. Right? That is, for the first time in your life you have said, I can't do anything. Right? Before, you have always done something. I wonder if you... You always acted on fear – I must control it, I must suppress it, I must... there is rationalization of fear, and so on. There was always... you took action about it. Now you can't. Right?

So you observe without reaction. You watch the fact, and the fact is not different from you. Right? The fact is you. Is that clear too? Fear brought about by thought and time is you. Like anger is you, greed is you, your ambition is you, your name, your form, your way of thinking is you. So you are stuck with yourself. There is nobody to help you. Have you understood? No. Nobody to help you to be free of fear, because the guru himself is afraid. He wants to reach some other state, and you know, all the rest of the nonsense. So you are for the first time in a position, in a situation where there is nobody can help you – no god, no angels, no government, no saviour. Then what happens to your whole being? You are understanding all this?

Then if you can look at it totally without any reaction, because you are that, then you will see, because you have brought all the energy which you have been wasting in searching for an escape, in trying to suppress fear, trying to worship gods to save you from fear, all that wasted energy is now brought together as complete energy, and that energy dissolves totally fear. Right? Do it, sirs, do it as you are sitting here listening now, not when you go home, then it is too late. That is mere postponement, avoidance. Whereas if you can face the fact, then you will always be dealing with facts. Facts are that which has happened in the past and that which is happening now. Facts do not exist in the future. Right? Fact that there has been an accident. That's a fact. I was caught last year in a car accident – I was not, but suppose I am – and that is a fact. And it is a fact now that I am sitting here talking, and so on. So to always live with facts, not with opinions, not with conclusions, not with ideals, but actually that you are angry, that you are greedy, that you are ambitious, you are violent. That very act of living with the fact of fear, because that fact demands your total attention, and where there is total attention, which is bringing all your energy, it is like throwing bright light on an object, then you see things clearly and therefore totally free from fear. To the speaker this is a fact, psychologically. You may not believe it, I don't care. But the fact is when there is freedom from this fear then only there is love.

We will go into that presently, into the quality and the nature of love, compassion and intelligence. But one cannot come to it where fear exists. And also we should consider why human beings throughout the world are pursuing everlastingly pleasure. Aren't you? Sexual pleasure, pleasure of achieving, pleasure of power, pleasure of position, pleasure of being somebody. Right? This has been the pursuit of man. Power, money, success – why? What is pleasure? Go into it, please, we are thinking together. I am not, the speaker is not lecturing about it. What is pleasure? To achieve a... to become successful, not only in this ugly world – the world is very beautiful but we have made it ugly – not only be successful in this world but also to be successful in the other world. It is the same movement, they are not two different things. Understand? We have divided this. That is one of our peculiarities of thought, to divide. To divide the world, materialistic world and the so-called spiritual world. In a spiritual world – if I may use that timeworn word 'spiritual'. If I may use that; I don't personally, the speaker doesn't like that word but we will use it. In the spiritual world there is tremendous pleasure in achieving. I am this today but I will be tomorrow that. And in the physical world it is fairly obvious.

So one asks why. Why this, not only this division but why this search for pleasure, the repetition of it, the mechanical content of it? You understand all this? Whether it is sexual or otherwise, it becomes mechanical, habitual. Which means what? Our brains – I mustn't go too much into this – our brains are so... have so become... have become so mechanical. Right? You go to school, college, university, knowledge – right? – and you function in that for the rest of your life, either skilfully or not. You have set the pattern, the tradition, and you follow it. Right? Face the fact, sir, don't be... You are going to do exactly what you want to do. Right? You may listen to all this very politely, perhaps a little respectfully, and perhaps even less affectionately, but after having listened very carefully for an hour you are going to do exactly what you want to do. That is your pleasure. And why have human beings who are so extraordinarily clever, inventive, open, in one direction, technological world, and why they are so caught in this narrow pleasure, the routine of it? Is it still thought? Is it still time? So, thought is both the creator of fear and the continuity of pleasure. Right? I wonder if you see this. That's all facts.

So we ask, next question: is love pleasure? Is love desire? Is love the instrument of thought? Please, we are asking... you are asking this question not me, not the speaker. Or we are only concerned with pleasure and desire. So we have to enquire, if you are not too tired, into what is desire. We have enquired into fear, and facing the fact and not moving away from the fact we see what thought has done; time and thought have brought about fear, brought the continuity and demand for pleasure, and we are asking, is love part of thought? Is love a continuity of time? Right? So we are going to find out together if it is possible to understand – not intellectually or sentimentally, emotionally, because emotion is very limited, narrow, restricted, like sentimentality. Sentimentality and romanticism breed violence. Right? I won't go into all that now, there is no time.

So what is love? Do you love your wife? Do you love your husband? Do you love your children? Love. If you loved your children, really loved them with your heart, there would be no wars. Right? You would educate them differently. You would see the causes of war, nationalism and so on, which we went into. If you really loved, that perfume, that beauty, that quality of depth and strength then there'd not only be no wars, then religions won't divide people – Christian, Hindu, Buddhist, Islam, you know all that kind of... intellectual divisions that have no reality at all. So together let us find out. Not find out intellectually, you will never find out through words, through intellectual gambits. You have to delve into it, find out very deeply. So we have to ask, is desire love? And then what is desire? Why human beings throughout the ages are slave to desire. They suppress it, they dedicate their desire to god, they become monks, sannyasis, so as to suppress – don't look at a woman, or if you are a nun, don't look at man. Right? So, desire has been trampled upon, controlled, suppressed, rationalised, transmuted to some higher purpose, to service of mankind, to social service, all that bilge – sorry to use that word – all that nonsense, because they have not understood the depth of that word 'desire'. So together, please, let us enquire, think together, the cause of why human beings have become slaves to desire. We are not against desire. We are not saying suppress it, do something with it. We are enquiring into the nature of desire, the structure of it, the origin of it. Right?

Are you tired? Of course you will say no, because the speaker is doing all the work. (Laughter) If you actually applied your brain to find out, then you find you would have more energy, vitality to go much further into it. But if you merely say, 'Yes, I agree with you, this is so, this is a fact', and go home and continue in your own old way, then it is meaningless. So please let us think together what is desire. Not how to suppress it or act upon desire but what is the origin of it, what is the beginning of it? Shall we do that?

Have you ever observed the new moon or the rising moon with all your senses? Or only you say, 'How beautiful that is', or never look at it. Have you ever seen something with all your senses awakened? Perhaps not, but if you have, in that activity when all the senses are fully in action there is no centre as the me. Right? Oh, you don't understand all this. So, senses are important. Right? Unless you are totally paralysed – I hope you are not – your senses are in action. When you eat, when you drink, when you have sex, all your senses are functioning. But they are never functioning as a whole – right? – they are functioning partially. So the sensory responses are very important. Unless you are partially paralysed, as most of us are – by fear, by anxiety, by all kinds of things – our senses are limited, controlled. So, the senses respond. Right? The sense of seeing a car, a woman, a mountain, a tree – there is a response, there is sensation – right? – there is contact. The seeing, contact, sensation – right? – that's normal. Right? We agree? Are we together in that? You see a nice shirt in the window. You go into the shop, touch the material, and you have a sensation. Right? Then what happens? This is important to find out. I enter the shop, see a good coat, touch the material, which is a natural, normal sensation. Then thought comes along and says how nice I would look in that coat. Right? Then thought creates the image of me in that coat. At that moment desire is born. You understand? That is, seeing a nice car with new beautiful lines, highly polished – not the Indian cars (laughter), forgive me – highly polished, the latest model, can go very fast and control, safety and all the rest of it – you see it, you put your hand on it, see how highly polished it is, metallic polish, and thought comes and says, by Jove, how nice it would be to get into that car and drive. When thought uses sensation with its image, at that moment desire is born. Clear? No, clear in the sense, see it for yourself, not the explanation the speaker is making. Right? So the origin of desire begins when thought creates the image. Right? This is important, please, if you will kindly listen, this is important.

Now, we discipline desire, we control it, we shape it: this is right desire, this is wrong desire; this is a noble desire, holy desire, and this is a worldly desire, ignoble desire; righteous desire and unrighteous desire. But desire is desire. Right? Whether you call it unholy or holy, it is still desire. So unless one understands the beginning of desire, then all the problem of control, suppression, what to do with desire, and so on arises. Right? Whereas – if you will kindly listen to this – whereas if there is an interval between the seeing, contact, sensation, an interval when thought doesn't interfere – you understand? – when thought doesn't say how nice it would be if I could get into that car and drive – an interval – you understand? – a gap between sensation and the activity of thought interfering with that sensation. Got it? If you can extend that gap. You understand what I am saying? Don't look surprised. I'll go into it again. Gosh, must one explain all these things? Can't you capture it instantly, without innumerable words, intellectual explanations? Apparently you can't so we will have to go into it.

You see that new car, an object in front of you. Then you go up to it and touch it. Right? See how it's smooth, how beautifully the chrome is polished, new colour. Now that's one state – right? – seeing, contact, sensation. Then thought comes along, creates the image: you sitting in that car and driving off. Right? At that moment when the thought creates the image you in the – at that second desire is born. Right? See the fact, question the fact, doubt the fact, find out if this is true or not. Desire exists only where there is sensation. Right? And sensation becomes the instrument of thought. Right? Thought uses sensation: in the car – right? – or thought says, I have had that experience which was tremendously pleasurable, I want more of it. Right? So what the speaker is saying is very simple, that's why you find it awfully difficult. What the speaker is saying is: sensation and thought with its imagination – right? Keep them apart for a while. You understand? You look at the car, all the attraction, the sensation, and let there be an interval, a hiatus between thought and sensation – right? – not immediately act; act either physically or act intellectually. You understand? That means a sense of observation in which there is a certain quality of observation in which there is no attachment. You understand? Oh, I can't... Put it ten different ways.

So we are asking is desire love? For most of us pleasure, desire, is love. Don't get bored. Don't yawn at this moment (laughs), because it is rather an unpleasant moment for you. Do we love at all? Or love has becomes an exchange: you do this for me, I'll do that for you. Is love reward and punishment? You understand? I am using ordinary English, simple language. That is, you train a dog by rewarding him – right? – and punish him when he doesn't do it. You must have dogs, you must have observed dogs, or you have your own dog; if you are training a dog, you reward, 'To heel', and then you pat him, or you punish him when he doesn't come... do what he tells you. So he soon learns how to act according to your instructions, based on reward and punishment. Right? And we are like that too. Right? I will do this if you give me that; that which is more pleasurable, I will do it. If it hurts me I won't do it. It is the same principle. You understand? So I am asking, is love a reward and punishment business? Or love has nothing whatsoever to do with thought. If one has a wife or a husband, or a girlfriend, which is the modern tradition, what place has love? Is love a remembrance? Oh, you don't ask these questions! Is love I give you this, you give me that, exchange, thought, dominance, attachment, possession, is that love? Or has love nothing whatsoever to do with me. You understand that?

In love there is no me. Where there is love the self is not. That means no ambition. Oh, you don't know all this. How can an ambitious man love? How can a man who is pursuing power, either politically, religiously, or the power over a person, how can he love? You understand all this? Don't say no, he cannot – you are caught in that position. You don't see power in any form – political power, religious power, the power of a book, the power of a guru, the power of a leader is ugly, evil, brutal, evil – you don't see that. We worship power. Don't you? That is why the capital exists, where all the politicians flower. We all want power, one form or another. And therefore where there is power, love goes by the window. And that is why the world is in such a fearful mess.

And love has its own intelligence. And where there is love that intelligence acts, which is not the intelligence of thought, not the intelligence of calculation, of remembrances, rewards. Intelligence – which we can't go into this evening, we are coming to time – intelligence is not the instrument of thought. So one has to enquire into what is intelligence. The word means not only to read between the lines but to gather information and use that information intellectually, physically and so on. That is the ordinary meaning of that word 'intelligence', in a dictionary, the root meaning, interlegere is to read between. But we are not talking of that intelligence; that everybody has. We are all very clever, we are all very learned, we know too much, but we are not intelligent. When you know, for example, that one of the causes of war, killing other human beings, is nationalism, tribalism – you know that very well but you are still Hindus, Muslims, Sikhs, you know, all the rest of it. So that though you know the cause of war, you are perpetuating war. That is the height of stupidity. And the people who are in power are that, all over the world.

So, my friends, you have heard, and if you have listened carefully to each other, which means to listen to yourself, not to the speaker. If you have listened to yourself, he is only a mirror in which you see yourself as you are. If you see yourself as you are then you can throw away the mirror, break it. The mirror is not important, it has no value. What has value is that you see clearly in that mirror yourself as you are – one's pettiness, one's narrowness, one's brutality, the anxieties, the fears – all the rest of it. Then you begin... when you begin to understand yourself then you go profoundly into something that is beyond all measure. But you must take the first step. And to take that first step nobody is going to help you.

Now, you have heard all this – three talks. What are you going to do with it? Just carry on in the same old way, follow the same old pattern – callous, indifferent, unconcerned, except for oneself, and the brutality of the world which we have created, because we are also very brutal people. So please, let us think together, consider together and face the facts, not run away from facts. Then the doors open to clarity. Then you abolish altogether confusion. You think clearly, objectively, and see its limitation. And when you see its limitation then you are asking, looking or trying to discover a new instrument which is not thought – which we will go into tomorrow if there is time. We are going to have to discuss, talk over together the question of death, which is very complex, the question of what is a religious mind, what is religion, what is meditation, if there is something really sacred, holy, which is not touched by thought. We will consider all this if we have time tomorrow.
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We ought to talk over many things this evening. And if one may repeat again, we are thinking together, I'm not telling you what to do, or what to think. But rather that we are together walking a path that is beautiful, full of shade, lovebirds and great tall trees, and a lovely evening with the sun behind you, and the sunset is something most marvellous. And together we are walking down that lane, full of quietness, a great sense of beauty.

One wonders what is beauty. Have we ever considered that question at all? You may see some statue or a picture in a museum or in a house and you say, 'What a marvellous picture that is, that is really a lovely head of the Buddha', or some person. But behind the words, behind the structure of a painting, the shadows, the proportions, and the line (inaudible) ...what is beauty? Is it in the way you look at it? Is it in the picture? Is it in the face of a person? When you see a marvellous mountain against a blue sky, with great depth of valley and snow-capped peaks, when you look at all that great beauty, for a moment you have forgotten yourself. The mountain is so vast, so extraordinarily lighted by the morning sun, catching the highest peaks, and your whole brain is struck by the grandeur, by the enormity of that sight and for a second you forget all about yourself, you forget all about your worries, you forget your wife, your husband, your children, you country. And you look at that with all your being, without a sense of contradiction, duality – it is there, its splendour. And the absence of the self, the 'me', is for a second put aside by the greatness of that beauty.

So this evening, to come down to earth, we are going together to go into the question of sorrow, death, and we touched yesterday the quality of love, the perfume of it, the strength of it, the immensity of compassion with its great intelligence. And also we are going to talk over this evening if we have time, what is the brain that perceives the true religious spirit, and what is meditation, and if there is something which is utterly, holy, sacred, not made by thought or put together for comfort. We are going to go into all this if we can this evening. They are really not separate things – suffering, compassion, intelligence, the ending of sorrow and meditation and all that is one movement, totally related. They are not separate.

So, can we look at all this, this human existence with all its problems, with all its confusions and misery, with its travail, with its endless poverty, both physical and the inward poverty? To look at all that as a total movement, not fragmented, not broken up, but as a whole, and therefore a way of living in which there is no contradiction, there is no duality, there is no opposition. A way of living that is entirely intrinsic, integral, whole. Is that possible? We will find it if we can look at ourselves not as a dual movement of life but a holistic way of living, which we will go into.

Sorry to make an introduction of this kind but as we entered the tent you look at that moon, very young, new, extraordinarily simple, and I thought... one thought, what is the point of talking at all? What is the point of reading books, attending meetings? What is the point of all this existence when we can't look at a simple thing clearly, with great love and affection? A simple thing, to approach life with all its complexity simply, without all the accumulated knowledge of our past, with our traditions, just to look at this vast movement of life simply, and a brain that is not burdened, a brain that is active, alive, full of energy, but with clarity, simplicity. Having said that let's proceed together.

We human beings have suffered a great deal. There have been incessant wars historically speaking. For the last five thousand years there has been practically every year a war. Human beings killing each other, destroying what they have built. Great monuments being destroyed overnight. This has been the history of man – perpetual conflict, war. And through wars man has suffered enormously. How many people have shed tears, their sons, their husbands and their friends maimed for life, with one arm, no legs, blind – man has shed tears endlessly. And we too are shedding tears because our life is rather empty, lonely and we suffer too, all of us. Not only watching the suffering of others but also the grief, the pain, the anxiety of our own life, the poverty of people. Not the poverty of the poor only but also the poverty of our own minds and hearts. And when we begin to discover this enormous poverty in spite of vast information and knowledge, that breeds also great sorrow. There is the sorrow of loneliness, the sorrow brought about by inhumanity to man, the sorrow of losing your own friend, your son, your brother, your mother and so on. And we have carried this sorrow throughout our lives for centuries upon centuries, and we never asked if that sorrow can ever end. And we are asking now, together looking at this sorrow of the world and the sorrow in which one lives, in your own heart, in your own mind, in your own brain, and we are asking whether that sorrow can ever end. Or must man – including woman of course – must always carry throughout the future and the past – can that sorrow ever end?

You know, there is an art in questioning. Like there is an art in painting, an art in friendship, there is an art in love and so on, there is also an art in questioning, doubting. Doubting one's own conclusions, one's own opinions, to question why we tolerate this vast burden of sorrow. Sorrow is both self-pity, sorrow is the feeling of utter loneliness, the sorrow that is brought about through great failures, through comparison, the whole movement of feeling, the sense of lack of relationship with anybody. I am sure you have all felt that at moments but we never go to the very end of it. We rather escape from it, seek some form of comfort, some form of drug that gives us solace.

So if we could this evening not escape, not try to find an answer, not whether sorrow can be conquered but to be aware, to see the full meaning of that word 'sorrow'. Sorrow also means, from the original etymological meaning, passion – not lust – passion. And without passion life becomes rather dull, meaningless. And the ending of sorrow brings that passion. So together we are looking at this word, the content of that word, the significance of that thing called sorrow which man has carried throughout his days of life. To look at it. Not to explain it away, not to find the cause. There are many causes for sorrow. That is fairly simple to find out, the causes of sorrow – the death of a son, the failure of success, not being successful, not being able to fulfil, having no identification and so on, so on – there are many causes for sorrow. But if you are enquiring into the causes of sorrow then you are also preventing yourself from looking at the word, the depth and the beauty and strength of that word. So could we look at that word. Sorrow means grief, pain, anxiety, the desperate loneliness, the meaninglessness of this existence. All that is contained in that word, and more.

So can we look at it, hold it as you would hold a precious jewel, a marvellous piece of sculpture. To hold it, to remain with it, and not in any way allow thought to come and interfere with that actuality. If you can so remain with that, then that very word, the significance of that word is totally ended. But we never stay with anything, you always want to find an end, and so we are always moving away from that very jewel that gives us great vitality, great strength, great passion. Are we walking together? Or you're merely listening to these words and getting emotional about it, romantic, and therefore never looking at that thing, the pain of it, the grief, the emptiness of one's own being. And if one can really completely hold that jewel – it is a great jewel, and man has tried to do everything he can to escape from it. Volumes have been written about it but the books, the explanations, the word, is not the actual. To remain with the actual, then that very attention brings an end to that thing which we call sorrow. Where there is sorrow there cannot be love. Love is not related to any activity of the human brain. Love is something that comes into being when there is no fear, when there is an end to sorrow. Then it becomes, that very love becomes compassion which is passion with its immense intelligence.

Also we ought to talk over together this evening the meaning of death. I am rather bored with all this, aren't you? I am bored with the explanations, because we never capture something quickly, instantly, have an insight into the whole nature of human mind, brain, into our hearts. One depends on explanations, descriptions, what other people have said and so we lose our own integrity, our own perception, insight to look at things as they are and go beyond them. So we ought to talk over together this question of death.

To understand what is death, not only the physical organism coming to an end, the ending, the end of the heart beating, which then doesn't supply blood to the brain and the brain then decays. This whole organism, by wrong usage, accident, some disease, comes to an end, whether we are very young or very old – and that we consider death. And also we never consider what is living – before rather than after. You understand? We are all going to die. That is one absolute certainty, whether you like it or not. We are all going to pop off, 'gathered to your fathers' to use the phrase in the Bible. And we human beings put that as far away as possible from us – don't we? – and so there is duality: living and dying.

Have you ever considered what is duality? If duality, the opposite, exists at all. Are we together in this? We have been brought up, by tradition, by education, by the books, that there is duality, contradiction, man/woman, anger and not being angry, violence and non-violence, and so on. So we have divided the whole of life into duality. Right? Go into it, please. Is there such thing as duality? Is there an opposite, psychologically? Of course there is an opposite between man and woman, between daylight and darkness, sun rising, sunset, you are tall, another is taller, somebody is fair, other is not, one is more learned, other is not – there is that physical duality, the opposites – dark hair, fair hair, the beautiful and the ugly. Now, psychologically, inwardly, is there an opposite? Right? Your tradition says there is. Books have been written about it: it's only the liberated are free from duality – right? – which is such utter nonsense. Sorry. You and I can look at this problem very simply – simply, not with all the complications of philosophers. There is duality outwardly, but inwardly, psychologically, inside the skin at your depth, there is only one thing – anger, and when you say, 'I must not be angry', which becomes duality – right? – the ideal which thought has projected, thought has structured from the pain it has. Right? So there is only that fact, like violence is a fact, non-violence is non-fact. Right? Clear? So why do we give such importance to non-fact, which then becomes the dual, the opposite. You following what I'm... Give a little, if you are not too tired, give a little attention to what is being said, because we are caught in this ugly business of duality which means choice, to choose between the two.

So, we are questioning, you and I, whether there is an opposite psychologically, anything at all. There is violence – right? – we are angry, we hate, we dislike. That is a fact. But to invent a non-fact like non-violence, you must like people, and so on and so on, is just unreal – right? – therefore there is only the fact, and fact has no opposite. I wonder if you capture this. So when we live with fact then there is no conflict involved. Vous avez compris... (inaudible) I said that in French – sorry! Have you understood anything of this? Because our whole conditioning is based on duality: I am this, I must not be that; I am a coward, I must be brave; I am ignorant – ignorant not about books and all that – ignorant about myself, but I must know myself. You understand? We are caught up in this. And we are saying there is no opposite psychologically at all, actually. The opposite is structured or put together by thought to escape from the actual. I am violent – that's actual, but I have been told, there have been great many people telling me I must be non-violent. So the non-violent is totally unreal, because I am violent. But if I remain with the actuality then I can do something about it, or not do anything about it, but to pretend, that I am pursuing the ideal of non-violence is just like playing games with yourself. While you are pursuing non-violence you are being actually violent. In this country you will see it, for god's sake. So, we are saying there is no psychologically an opposite. There is only 'what is'. And if you understand that then the conflict of duality doesn't exist at all. Right?

So, with that quality of brain that has understood this question of duality, let us look at what is called living and dying. Right? Are you working as hard as the speaker is doing? One wonders, you hear all these things which are facts, and probably you will do nothing about it. Right? We are trying to eliminate altogether this whole conflict between 'what is' and 'what should be'. Then the brain is free and full of energy to face things as they are. Right? So, there is the living and the dying – two opposites. To understand both – the living and the dying – one must approach this question non-dualistically. Right? Do you follow? Are we together in this or not? Yes or no? We will come to that.

What is living? What do you call living? Going to the office from 9 o'clock in the morning to 5 o'clock in the evening every day of your life for the next sixty years, being bossed, being bullied and you bullying somebody else. Or you are a businessman always wanting more and more and more money, expanding, free enterprise, power, chief executive – right? – come home and you quarrel with your wife, sleep with her, beat her up verbally or you may do it actually. And this goes on – the constant struggle, the constant conflict, the utter despair, hopelessness of it all. Right? This is what we call living, whether you live in America, affluent society, where it is hectic, making money, becoming successful – you may one day become the President – and on the other hand there is the church trying to save you, save your soul – whatever that may mean – and you pray, worship, and in your heart of hearts there is fear, despair, anxiety, grief. That is what you call living. Right? This is actuality, isn't it? And you are frightened to leave that because death is coming. Right? One has so deeply identified with this called living, taken roots in that, and you are frightened to end all that. Right? And so you say next life. Next life is the continuity of the same old pattern, only perhaps in a different environment. If you believe in next life then you must live rightly now – right? – morally, ethically, have some sense of humility – if you believe in the next life. But you really don't believe in next life. You talk about it, you write about it, you have volumes about it, but if you actually believe, in the sense, work, then you must live now rightly – right? – because what you are now your future is what you will... what you are, your future will be the same – if you don't change now your future is naturally the same. This is logic, is sane.

So, for us death is total ending. The ending of your attachments – right? – ending all that you have collected. You can't take it with you. You may like to have it at the last minute – right? – but you can't possibly take it with you. So – please listen to this – so we have divided life into dying and living, and this division has brought about great fear, and out of that fear we invent all kinds of theories, very comforting, maybe illusory, but it is very comforting, illusions are comfortable, neurotic. So, is it possible, please, I am asking you the question, is it possible as we live, to die to things that we are attached to? Do you understand my question? I am attached to my reputation – god forbid – I am attached to it, and death is coming along because I am getting older, and I am frightened because I am going to lose everything. So can I totally be free to the image, to the reputation that people have given to me? You understand? So that you are dying as you are living. I wonder if you understand this. So, the division between living and dying is not miles apart, it is together. I wonder if you understand this, if you understand the great beauty of it, that each day or each second there is no accumulation, no psychological accumulation, -you have to accumulate clothes, a little money and so on, that's a different matter – but psychologically there is no accumulation as knowledge, as attachment, saying, 'It's mine'. Will you do it? Will you actually do this thing so that this conflict between death and living with all its pain and fear and anxiety comes totally to an end? So that you are... the brain is incarnating. You understand? I wonder if you understand all this.

The brain is being reborn afresh so that it has tremendous freedom. The brain, according to scientists – the left side and the right side. The left side is the old, the traditional, and the right part of the brain is the new brain which is capable of thinking new things and so on. So again division. We are saying, to act with the whole brain not the divided brain. I won't go into that for the moment because that leads us somewhere else. It is very interesting if you go into it, not speculatively but actually with your own brain to find out whether the two divisions, the left and the right brain, which are acting differently, but simultaneously, totally, wholly, so the whole brain is active. So that there is no old brain or the new brain. That requires a totally different approach to the question – I won't go into that because we have other things to talk about.

So, when living be with death, so that you are a guest in this world. You understand what I'm saying? That you have no roots anywhere, that you have got a brain that is amazingly alive. Because if you carry all the burdens of yesterday your brain becomes mechanical, dull. If you leave all the memories, psychological memories, hurts, pains, leave them behind, leave them every day, so then it means dying and living are together. In that then there is no fear.

And what happens to the person who doesn't do any of this? You understand my question? A vast number of people here are not going to do a thing about it – I was going to say a damn thing about it, but I won't – not a thing about it. They listen, they'll argue, they'll shake their head, they say, 'Marvellous, marvellous', and do nothing about it. Right? Then what happens to them? No, please, this is being said with great humility, with great compassion and affection. I hear this from you – a way of living, a totally different way of living – you have persuaded me, not only persuaded me, I see the logic of it, the sanity of it, the clarity of it. I see it intellectually. Verbally I have accepted it. And I pursue my own way. I pursue my old day... the ways of my life, to which I am accustomed. And I am going to die, and I am frightened, as most people are frightened. Right? So, what is going to happen? Will I be reborn? Will my consciousness accept this way of life, and perhaps next life it will have a better chance. Right? So, is my consciousness, which I have said 'mine', is that consciousness mine at all? No, please don't agree or disagree, for god's sake just look at it. Because that consciousness is the consciousness of humanity, because all human beings throughout the world go through great agonies, sorrow, loneliness, despair, depression, their faith, their gods, like yours.

So we share, each one of us shares this consciousness. So it is not yours. Please, this is – you may not accept it, I am sure you won't accept it, you shouldn't, but you must question it, you must question whether your consciousness is yours, your individual consciousness, or it is shared by all humanity. All humanity goes through what you are going through, in a different environment, in a different ambience. So, you are not actually an individual. You may have a different body from another, you have a better bank account. One may be lame, one may be healthy, outwardly, but inwardly your being is shared by all the rest of humanity. Therefore you are humanity. I wonder if you see this, as that is a reality, it is not a fiction. So, as long as you think you are an individual you are living in illusion, because your consciousness, your life is shared by everybody on this earth. They go to the office from morning till night, bullied, being bullied and bullying, gaining money, power, position, lonely, unhappy, quarrelling, just like you. You may have more power, better position – there are also the others too. So your consciousness is shared by all humanity, and therefore you are not an individual psychologically. So when you put the question: what is going to happen to me when I die, though I don't understand a word of what you are talking about, your consciousness will continue, which is shared by all humanity. Right? You are following this? And that consciousness manifests itself, through Mr Smith, through Mr Iyengar or Mr Sing or somebody or other. And then it says, 'It is mine, I am an individual' – atman and soul and all that stuff.

So there is only a way of living which is totally different. Therefore you are no longer concerned with dying but with living, living which contains, which moves with death. You understand all this? I'll leave it to you. If you don't understand please don't deny it, find out, question, doubt your own individuality. The Communists tried to wipe out individuality, making them think what the top people want them to think – you know what is happening – but they have not wiped out the 'me', the self, the ego which wants power, position. They go to the office like you every day. They compete more than you do, because if you don't compete and succeed, you become a labourer, minor degree and so on – I won't go into all that. So it is possible to live a life psychologically in which there is never a continual recording. You understand? The ending of recording. Oh, you don't understand this. You understand? Say you are flattered or insulted, that is recorded. Now, not to record flattery or insult. Right? That is to have a brain that is free, not burdened by thousand records of thousand days.

And we ought to talk over – we have got a quarter of an hour – we ought to talk over together what is religion. The word 'religion' etymologically has no beginning. They don't know the beginning of that word, but we know what religion means, religion which exists throughout the world – the Christian religion, the Hindu, the Muslim, the Buddhist and so on. That is, accepting a dogma, accepting some fantastic beliefs, some meaningless rituals performed every day of your life. In the Christian Church it is really – when you go to the Roman Catholic, high cardinals performing the mass – it is a beautiful sight. But it is a ritual – repeat, repeat, repeat. And people like repetition. It gives them some kind of satisfaction, a sensation, a stimulation, excitement. And you go to the temples the same way – your sacred temple and the un-sacred temples. Yours is more sacred than the other. You have your faith, your belief, your conditioning as a Hindu, as a Sikh, as a Muslim, as a Buddhist, and this structure is called religion, both outwardly and inwardly. You believe god exists. You have never questioned it. If you do question it, as they have done, you are burnt, as the church did – tortured. You are a heretic, heathen. But to ask what is god, to question, to find out if god exists – are you willing to look at it? It is invented by thought. Don't be shocked. If you have no fear – right? – if you have no conflict, if you are living a life that is tremendously integral, whole, unbroken, then there is no place for god because you yourself have understood the depth, the beauty of the universe and all – I won't go into all that. Because of our fear, because of our anxiety, our loneliness, we have invented this entity. God has not shaped us, we have shaped god. Right? We want somebody to protect us, an outside agency, somebody to save us from our daily monstrous, ugly life. And there are always saviours. Your gurus is a saviour, but he needs also to be saved.

So what is religion? If you banish all that – one must to find out. One must doubt completely the whole thing. If you have the vitality, the strength, to wipe it out, but if you still cling to it and please, tell me about what you think, what you feel, it is like playing a game which has no meaning. So one must question, doubt, wipe away all the structure put together by thought, your scriptures, your everything. Because they are the result of thought – the Bible, the Koran, your own Gita and so on, all of them are written down by thought. You may say they are direct revelation from the horse's mouth – no, sorry, from god – then of course that settles it. But when you question all this, to find out what is the nature of a religious brain, religious mind, there must be freedom to enquire. If you have an hypothesis it must be proved under a microscope or under the clarity your own attention. So to find out if there is something sacred. That is what the intention of all these structures are, but the intention is destroyed by the priests. If a human being, you and I, have the intention, the drive, the energy, the passion to find out if there is something sacred, holy. And to do that there must be no fear, there must be no sense of anxiety, there must be complete freedom. That is meditation. I am going into the word 'meditation' for the moment.

What is meditation? Not how to meditate. The moment you ask how to meditate there are a dozen systems – Zen, Buddhist, Tibetan, Hindu, Christian – you know, a dozen systems tell you how to meditate. You can invent your own system – control, suppress, concentrate – you know the whole game, become aware. What does the word mean? The word, not what you give to that word. The word means to ponder over, to think over. And also that word means to measure. Right? To measure. That is to compare – I am this but I will be that tomorrow. I am progressing. You follow? That's all measurement. So meditation can only be actual, truthful, honest, when there is no fear, no hurt, no anxiety, no sorrow. Otherwise, if you are frightened you can sit down and meditate for the rest of your life, standing on one foot or sitting in a certain posture, but as long as there is the root of fear, how can you meditate? You understand what I'm saying? We said, through meditation, first learn meditation and the other things will disappear. Right? Is that possible, you understand? Then if you learn how to meditate, which means learn a system of meditation, then you apply to your physical or psychological state. That means you have already determined, and through that determination, planning, action takes place, and that you call meditation. Right? So, we are saying meditation can only take place when there is no conscious effort made to meditate. I am afraid it goes against everything you believe. Madame, don't shake your head – would you keep quiet.

How do you come upon that which is sacred? Is there anything sacred? Man has sought throughout the ages something beyond – from the ancient Sumerians till now, from the ancient Egyptians, the ancient nomads, they have always sought – is there? And they worshipped lightning, worshipped the sun, worshipped the tree, worshipped the mother, never finding anything. So can we together this evening discover, or come upon that thing which is most holy? And that can only take place when there is absolute silence, when the brain is absolutely quiet. I don't want to go into the whole nature of the brain and so on because the speaker is not expert about the brain. He has talked to a great many brain specialists, with all their theories and so on. But one can discover for oneself if you are attentive, watchful, watchful of your words, your meaning of the words, never saying one thing and doing anther – if you are watchful all the time you can find out for yourself that the brain has its own natural rhythm. But upon that natural rhythm thought has placed all kinds of things upon it. For us knowledge is tremendously important. To go to the office, to move from here to your house you require knowledge. To write a letter requires knowledge. To do anything physically requires knowledge. If you want to be a good carpenter you must study the wood, the tools, the grain, the quality of the wood and so on and so on. So knowledge becomes extraordinarily important. If you are an administrator for government, knowledge is necessary. But psychological knowledge, the knowledge that you have accumulated about your hurts, about your vanity, your arrogance, your ambition – all that knowledge is you. And with that knowledge we try to find out if there is anything most holy. You can never find out through knowledge because knowledge is limited. It will always be limited, whether physically, technologically or psychologically.

So, the brain must be absolutely quiet. Not through control, not through following some method, system. Not cultivated silence. Silence implies space. I do not know if you have not noticed how little space we have in our brain. It's cluttered up, filled with so many thousands of things, it has very little space. And silence, space there must be, because that which is measurable, that which is unnameable cannot exist or be perceived or seen by a narrow little brain. They are trying, the astrophysicists are trying understand the universe through the telescope. They are discovering the nature of Venus, Saturn, the various gases and all the rest of it. But if you go, take a journey into yourself, emptying all the content which you have collected, go very, very, very deeply, then there is that vast space, that so-called emptiness which is full of energy. In that state alone there is that which is most sacred, most holy.

Sorry to have kept you so long. Right, sirs.
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Rishi Valley

First Dialogue with Students at Rishi Valley

Krishnamurti: You know we have been talking with the teachers, educators, for the last ten days, wouldn't you like to know what we discussed?

Students: Yes sir.

Krishnamurti: We talked about what is going to happen to you, as students. What is your future? And also we talked about, the danger of the world, tremendous catastrophes that are going on in the world, the nuclear bomb, the wars, the overpopulation of this country, disease, poverty, tremendous unemployment throughout the world. And there are about, I believe, forty wars going on at the present time. And you, when you leave this place, you are going to face all that – overpopulation, unemployment, and if you are going to pursue a career, for that career of a particular job there are about another thousand or three thousand people after that. So we talked about that. We said how are you as students going to face all that – intelligently or just follow the routine, the pattern, getting a job, if you can, getting married, settling down. You may be awfully clever, but cleverness is not intelligence. We talked about that.

We also talked about also whether Rishi Valley, the educators here, could help you to be free from fear, which we are going to talk about now. Whether you are afraid, not only pass examinations, but general fear – fear of your parents, fear of the teachers, fear of your friends, and so on. We talked a great deal about that. And also we talked about whether you can be a good human being. The word 'good' means 'unbroken human being', not fragmented, a whole being. We went into that very carefully.

And I thought you should know what we discussed, because it is your responsibility also, to help the teachers to see that you have no fear here. That when you leave you are really – not clever boys and girls, because there are millions of clever boys and girls – but who are really intelligent. We went into the question of what is intelligence, we will go into that with you, if you will permit us during the next three talks. So let us talk over together this morning, whether you can be free of fear. Shall we? That's what you wanted, didn't you?

And what is your future? This is a very serious question – not only your future, but also the future of the educators, the teachers here – and so, what is the future of mankind, the future of the world. They are destroying animals all over the world. I believe over fifty million whales have been killed. Elephants are disappearing, there are very, very few tigers left, and the dolphins – you know the dolphins, do you? Yes? Have you been told about them? They are marvellous animals. I used to know a friend who had a private dolphin – you understand? – in his backyard. He kept it there until the government found out that he had it and they asked him to remove it, put it back in the ocean or into a larger tank. They are extraordinary animals, great intelligence. I won't go into all that because I don't want to entertain you with stories.

If I may go on with what I am saying about the future of you, what is your future, the future of the educators here, and so the future of mankind. That is very important to discuss. Now don't keep silent, please. Discuss with me, question, argue. Don't sit there without expressing yourself, whether you express it badly or well, it doesn't matter. It is good to express yourself verbally, clearly, if you can. Because we are going to have a discussion – after I have talked. See if your minds are active. The other day, nearly two months ago, I was in California, and there was a car in front of me – I was being driven by a friend – there was a car in front of us, on the sticker on the bumper, said 'Question all authority' – and you are going to question this morning with me. You are going to argue, doubt, don't believe – question so that your brains become active, not just merely gather information and memorise it, pass some silly exams, and you get an equally silly job.

So, we are going to talk over this morning, first – we will come to the question of fear later – what is your future. This applies from the smallest kid here, child, to your 'A' level or 'O' level, or 12th or whatever it is. What is your future? If you are lucky enough to pass some exams, enter college or university and then seek a job, if your father is fairly powerful politically or locally, then you fall into the trap of what he has created for you, comfortably or uncomfortably, and then settle down for the rest of your life, struggle, conflict, unhappy, miserable, caught in a wheel like a rat, and that is what your future is going to be. Wars, tremendous unemployment, even though you may have a good job, if there is a war – not in India but in Russia, or China or in Europe – all of you will be affected. Face all this, look at it all.

S: (Inaudible)

Teacher: How do you connect the problem of career with the war, and even a mediocre person will go and take up something as a career.

Krishnamurti: What is the relationship between war and a career and – what else?

T: He implied a mediocre person.

Krishnamurti: Are you mediocre? All of you? You know what that word means? The word etymologically, that is, the root meaning of that word, means going half the way up the hill and never going to the top of the hill. You understand that? You might have a good job in (inaudible), in Madras, in Bombay, or in Delhi – or even in Europe and America, if you go there to make money – you will still remain mediocre. You may be excellent in your job, but your thinking, your feelings will be mediocre, ordinary. And education throughout the world is turning out mediocre people, without any integrity, without any quality of beauty, sensitivity and so on. So the question the girl or boy asked: what is the relationship between war, career, and mediocrity. Right? Was that the question? Don't be nervous.

T: Is that your question?

S: Yes.

Krishnamurti: That was your question, wasn't it? No? Good. What do you think is the relationship of a war in India, with Pakistan or China or with another country, and your own particular job. What is the relationship between the two or is there no relationship?

S: (Inaudible)

Krishnamurti: Ecoutez – I mean – I was going to speak French. Come over here. You don't mind sitting next to me?

S: No.

Krishnamurti: Good of you. Now what is the question?

S: I said like there's no connection because both are trying to earn a living. You said a person in Pakistan and a person in India – what is the connection between the career, I thought that was what you were trying to say.

Krishnamurti: I am not trying to say – you are trying to say. (Laughter) Don't be nervous – you can say what you like.

S: I am saying both are trying to earn a living, that's all.

Krishnamurti: Yes sir – and what is the relationship between earning a livelihood and war? That was your question – wasn't it?

S: No, what I was trying to say was that even if you are educated, I mean even if you are after a career, you are not going to, and the person who is not after it, both are going to experience, I mean the war or whatever it is.

Krishnamurti: Do you understand what she says?

T: She says, sir, everybody is going to experience the war, in spite of the career.

Krishnamurti: Is that it? Are you experiencing the war in Lebanon, what is going on there?

S: I don't understand.

Krishnamurti: You know there is a war in Lebanon. One group against another group, Christian – Muslim and Syrians against Israel, and so on and so on. There is tremendous murder going on there. Right? Are you related to that?

S: Not at the moment. But may be...

Krishnamurti: What do you mean not at the moment?

S: Like if is in India, or if it is...

Krishnamurti: No darling, just listen. Are you related to what is happening there, or not at all?

S: Yes, in some way.

Krishnamurti: In what way?

S: Like because it is... I mean it is happening in a place and you know of it, but...

Krishnamurti: Yes. Then what is your feeling about it, what is your relationship?

S: Sir, it's mediocre people like us who are creating war in that way.

Krishnamurti: Would you come over here? I like a boy and a girl – that's better. What sir? Don't be nervous, it's all right – I am also nervous – sit comfortably, that's it. What were you saying?

S: Sir, that it is mediocre people like some of us who are creating wars like that.

Krishnamurti: You are right. Mediocre people – he is saying – create wars. Do you understand what he said? He said mediocre people like us – including him, including you – he said we are responsible for creating wars. You agree to that? Why? It is easy to agree, but why?

S: Sir, we have also some ideas inside us which we don't want broken. And to defend these ideas, we fight.

T: We have some ideas and we don't want them to be broken and so for these ideas, we fight.

Krishnamurti: That's right. You are perfectly right. You have ideas that you are Indian. Right? That you are a Hindu and across the border the Muslim thinks he is a Muslim, because that is an idea. And also there is the whole totalitarian countries like Russia, Czechoslovakia, East Germany, Rumania, Hungary and so on – all those countries, including Russia, have one set of ideas. Right? And democratic countries have another set of ideas – they are fighting with each other. So, would you consider all ideas are mediocre? Use your brain. Would you consider all ideas, all ideals are mediocre, which create wars? Come on old boy, argue, discuss, don't accept what I say. Do you understand? Think it out. Think out for yourself if ideas, ideals, are separating people – like India, Russia – you follow? – nationalities. Nationalities are creating wars. Right? Agree? So don't be national.

S: If I be a national I will be helping creating a war.

Krishnamurti: That's right. So, would you stop being national, calling yourself a Hindu, or a Parsi, or a Muslim, or a Sikh – you know all that business. But you may say 'Yes, I like the idea, he is quite right', but inside be a Hindu still. That would be hypocrisy, wouldn't it? So would you? If you are not, then you are moving away from mediocrity. So you see sir, wars are created by tribes. Wars have existed in this world for the last six thousand or seven thousand years, wars practically every year all over the world, and we are still having wars after all these long centuries of evolution, and these wars are caused by ideals, religious ideals, national ideals, and ideals created by thought – which is, I am a Hindu, you are a Muslim, I am a communist, you are a democratic and so on. This is the world you are going to face, whether you have a good job or not. So what is your future? Answer my question sir. What is your future? You understand?

You are the result of long series of movement in evolution, you are here now. Your brains have evolved from the very minute cell to this very, very complex brain. You have studied biology and so perhaps... And this brain has become mediocre, because we are frightened, we are nationalistic, we want to follow the same old pattern – right? – so we have become mediocre. You may be very clever. If you are an engineer, or if you are a scientist and so on – but your thinking, your feeling is very primitive. So you are still mediocre. Now what will you do about it? Will you break through the pattern? If you don't break through the pattern now, your future is what you are now. Right? Clear? You understand what I am saying – that if I don't change now, my future will be exactly what I am now, slightly modified. So...

S: Sir, can one be part of the system of examination, job, etc., and yet not be mediocre?

Krishnamurti: It all depends. You might never pass exams, you might never go through college, university and job, and yet remain mediocre, or you might go through all that process and may not be mediocre, it all depends on the quality of your brain – how you think, what you feel, what you – sense of appreciation of the world. Do you understand what I am saying, have I made myself clear?

S: Then there seems to be a contradiction between the physical reality and what we want.

Krishnamurti: What is the physical reality?

S: Having a job – after doing examinations.

Krishnamurti: You have to go through examinations – let's take that. That is actuality, that you have to do. Right? And where is the other? What is the other?

S: You feel that it is not the most important thing.

Krishnamurti: I personally don't. But your fathers may, your government may, your society may. I never passed through any examination at all. I am still alive. So what is the contradiction?

Where do you come from?

S: (Inaudible)

S: Where exactly does mediocre stand for us get past it?

T: I don't get it.

S: For us to get over that state, where do you draw the line?

Krishnamurti: Ah! Do you know you are mediocre? Or you are to proud to acknowledge that. If you are honest to yourself – are you honest to yourself, any of you? If you are honest to yourself, you may ask yourself – are you mediocre? Wanting to follow the same old pattern.

S: Perhaps I want to.

Krishnamurti: Then you are mediocre – accept it.

S: Of course. I mean...

Krishnamurti: But if you don't want to, that is what the girl asked, if you don't want to, how do you break through this. Right? You tell me. Don't let me tell you. But you tell me how to break, how to go beyond it.

S: This routine of job and then marrying and all that, they perhaps give you a security, sir.

Krishnamurti: Yes. So, are you seeking security?

S: No one wants to be alone, so that's the ultimate, like no one would like this routine of job and then marriage and everything. Everyone wants to have that because no one would like to be alone.

Krishnamurti: Now just a minute – what do you mean by that word 'alone'? Careful, careful. Just think out the word, what it means – alone. You know the word 'alone' means 'all one' – that is the dictionary meaning, the root meaning of that word, 'alone' means 'all one'. You mean isolated.

S: Yes.

Krishnamurti: Each person feels isolated – why?

S: Because I think everyone wants company, at least I do.

Krishnamurti: Why?

S: We come back to fear, sir.

Krishnamurti: That's all. Which means what? Because you are afraid – go on, pursue it, sir, don't stop there. Find out.

S: You are afraid, and you want someone to share that feeling with you.

Krishnamurti: Which means... So you want somebody to support you, encourage you, give you comfort, say 'You are doing very well, old girl, go on', and so on. Right? So, you depend on somebody – why? Go on, think it out.

S: Because, again it comes back to fear – because you are scared.

Krishnamurti: So, you are scared, you are frightened therefore you depend. Now when you depend on somebody like that what happens? Think it out.

S: You don't use your own...

Krishnamurti: No, think – see the consequences of that. You know what I mean, consequences? Now, what does that mean? I am attached to you, you are my friend, and what happens? In being attached to you I become...

S: My security lies in you.

Krishnamurti: In you. Which means what? I am dependent on you. Go on, pursue it, go into it.

S: Again that's the thing, because if attachment breaks then there might again be sorrow – so again there is fear.

Krishnamurti: So when you are attached the consequences are fear – right? – pain, jealousy – when I am attached to you and you might look at that person I get jealous of you. Right? So I am jealous, I get angry. In all that where is there security? Because you are seeking security through dependence and that very dependence denies your security. Right? See it? Use your brain – don't stop there. So how do you find security? Every human being, all of you here need security. Right? That means what? When you say security and you agree, what does that mean?

S: Deeply it means that I want to have no fear.

Krishnamurti: No sir – security.

S: I want to feel secure.

S: Protected, we want to feel protected. We want protection.

Krishnamurti: You have protection. Security, what does it mean? Go on. To be secure. Right?

S: You hold on to something, not stand by yourself.

Krishnamurti: No. You know, look – you are all secure here, aren't you? Secure, you have a room to sleep in, a bed, clothes, soap, water to wash, and good food – is it good food here?

S: Yes.

Krishnamurti: You all agree? (Laughs) Do you all agree you have good food?

S: Mediocre food. (Laughter)

Krishnamurti: Mediocre food. (Laughter) Would you like to have it improved?

Audience: Yes, sir.

Krishnamurti: You see how quickly you react to that. (Laughter) So food is very important, isn't it?

Krishnamurti: To be secure (laughs) means to have food, clothes, shelter and money. Right? Food, clothes, shelter, house, a room, and some money. If that is assured you are physically secure. Right?

S: I need some company.

Krishnamurti: Yes, yes – company, friends – you call all that security. Now, that woman there, carrying that burden, very poor, she has no security. Right? From day to day to day, she lives – frightened, hungry, dirty, but she carries on. So, is there security when people are divided into communities? Which means – when a nation is divided against another nation...

S: ...there will always be opposition.

Krishnamurti: There will always be opposition, there will always be wars. Therefore nationality is denying your security. Right? Do you see that? Do you see? So, will you be free of nationality? Don't say 'Yes, sir', and then go back to nationality.

S: No, I can't say that sir, because you might feel it but then deep inside you say, 'OK, I am a Hindu' – I mean you have that feeling...

Krishnamurti: Then wipe it out because that is going to cause war.

S: Sir, I don't think security means only food, shelter and... (inaudible). If you have food and everything, you are not secure.

T: He is saying that he thinks that security is not only food, clothing, shelter and all that.

Krishnamurti:I agree. What is next? First you must have physical security. But that physical security is denied to people when there is war.

S: Sir, a small community understands you better than a large community, so nationality does protect you.

T: A small community understands you better than a big community, so nationality is useless.

Krishnamurti: What are we talking about? Do you understand what she said?

S: She is saying that a small community, being a nation or one country, will help you than being free, because being a member of a small society will help you.

Krishnamurti: I don't understand your question.

S: To help you understand the people better, that's what he means.

Krishnamurti: This is a small community – right? – here, where we live. Do we understand each other, help each other, be affectionate to each other?

S: Not to all, to some.

Krishnamurti: So sirs, come back to our question: what is your future? What is the future of each one of you? And if I am your parent, I would be very, very concerned about it. I might try to get you a job, get you to marry and all that kind of stuff in India, but what is your future?

S: Sir, how are we supposed to know our future?

T: He says, how is he supposed to know his future.

Krishnamurti: You can't. But you can know what you are now. Right?

S: I think it depends on your way of thinking and your parents way of thinking.

Krishnamurti: The parents way of thinking, and the way you think now. If you think in terms of nationality – Hindu, Buddhist and so on, Muslim – then the future will be what you are now. Agree? Oh, you're not – come on sirs.

S: Excuse me sir. Sir, remember you used the word, break down the barrier... (inaudible) We break down the barrier, where do we go?

Krishnamurti: Somebody has to translate for me.

T: She says that you used the word break down the barrier and go out. Once you break down the barrier, where do you go?

Krishnamurti: Once you break down the barrier, where do you go? What is the barrier before you go, what do you call a barrier? Nationality is a barrier?

S: No.

Krishnamurti: Why not? That's causing war. You don't you think that is causing war?

S: It is.

Krishnamurti: So, that is a barrier. Then if you don't belong to any nationality, then what are you? A human being, aren't you? Yes? Which is what?

S: Sir, even if there is no nationality here... (inaudible) ...but even then there is the question of examination, job, marriage later on...

Krishnamurti: Yes sir, but our whole attitude, our whole way of living would be different, wouldn't it? Wouldn't it? I might get married... you might get married, have a job, but our whole outlook may not be limited.

S: (Inaudible) ...and the rest of the world goes their own way, then we are the ones to suffer, aren't we?

S: She says that if only the students in Rishi Valley follow this and the whole world goes the other way, then they would be the ones to suffer. I mean we would be the ones to suffer.

Krishnamurti: If all of you here followed or thought out, or worked out, and are free of nationality and the rest of the world doesn't do what you are doing – right? – then what happens to you?

S: (Inaudible)

Krishnamurti: What happens to you? (Laughter) Think it out. Either you will be smothered – right? – you will be destroyed by the majority, or the majority might join you, because they might see you have sense. They might see how logical it all is; they might join you.

S: They may not realise it.

Krishnamurti: Then you carry on your way.

S: Sir, what happens if the majority thinks that they are making sense and not us?

Krishnamurti: The majority – just a minute, sir – the majority thinks he is making sense. Is it sense to have wars every year?

S: That's what they think.

Krishnamurti: I know, I know, they think their way of living is very sane, rational and – rather stupid. (Laughs) They are (inaudible) that, old boy – I have discussed with them. They say, leave us alone. Right? And you come along and say how stupid way of living, perpetually in war. Right? And you say don't be nationalist. Either I say... I accept you, I begin to put away my nationality. But very few people do this, they talk about it – you understand? – but very few people actually say no, I won't be a Hindu, I won't be a Muslim, I won't be a Catholic or a Protestant – nothing.

S: (Inaudible)

T: He says we can't really dissolve this barrier, because we have to pay taxes, we have to follow certain duties...

Krishnamurti: Of course sir – when you buy a stamp, part of it goes to support war. Right? If you telephone from here to your home, what you pay goes to support the war. So what will you do? Not telephone, not write letters? Or would you attack the thing much deeper? Attack the thing deeper, which is, nationality, which is the separate religious groups – I am a Hindu, you are a Muslim, I am a communist, you are a democrat – you follow? This division throughout the world, is destroying the world. Right? You see it, it is happening there – in Beirut – see this. So to think that way is mediocre, to live that way is mediocre.

Now let's come back. You are frightened. Let's talk a little bit about fear. We are going to talk four days together, I hope you don't mind. Four days we are going to talk to each other – the day after tomorrow and so on. Now what is fear? You tell me. You think out carefully and tell me what is fear.

S: Sir, fear is what happened in the past, something that... (inaudible)

S: What he says, sir, is that like fear is something which has happened in the past and you doesn't want to repeat it for the fear...

Krishnamurti: That's right. So, you have done something in the past that has caused pain and you want that not repeated, and so that causes fear. Right? Right? Now, you are afraid also of the future – you might have an accident, you might fall ill, you might be scolded. So – just a minute, sir – you are afraid of the past, you are afraid of the future. Right? Are you afraid now sitting here? Careful, think it out.

S: Yes, sir. Like there is...

Krishnamurti: (Inaudible) Let's begin again. You are afraid of the past, you are afraid of the future – are you afraid now?

S: You mean at the present?

Krishnamurti: At the present.

S: Yes, I am afraid of the future.

Krishnamurti: No darling – you don't mind my calling you darling? (Laughs) You are afraid of the past – right? – I have done something and I am frightened of it. And also I might be frightened of the future.

S: What is to happen.

Krishnamurti: What might happen. What might happen, what will happen. So, you are afraid of the past, you are afraid of the future. As now, the present is now – you are sitting here.

S: We might be afraid of what people may think of you.

Krishnamurti: That is future.

S: Right now, sitting here, like you'll be...

Krishnamurti: Are they doing that now? You don't know. At present – right? – be careful in your thinking – right? – precise. Future, past, and there is the present, which is now, sitting here. You are not frightened sitting here. So, is fear always in the future or in the past? Think it out, think it out carefully. Always in the future, always in the past, not in the present.

S: (Inaudible)

T: He says he has a fear of the present.

Krishnamurti: Are you afraid now, sitting there?

S: Yes.

Krishnamurti: Of what?

S: Afraid of people around me.

Krishnamurti: Careful, careful, you have not thought it out. Think it out sir, before you say anything.

S: It is not actually fear. It is your opinion.

Krishnamurti: You are afraid what might happen, you are afraid what has happened. Right? So, at present sitting here, you might think of the future and get frightened or think of the past and get frightened. Right? So fear is in the future or in the past, but never in the present. What do you say to that. Ah, no, don't agree. Right? So, what are you frightened of?

S: Of what might happen.

Krishnamurti: Or what has happened.

S: Or what has happened.

Krishnamurti: Now, which means what? Careful, think it out.

S: I don't want anything to happen.

Krishnamurti: No darling, sir, think it out, first. What might have happened, what might – no – what has happened, first. What does that mean? The memory, the remembrance of something unpleasant, the remembrance, memory. Right? And the future is what might happen also from the past, the future, which means it might happen. So, both are the process of thinking. Clear? Be clear – careful, careful. Don't accept a thing anybody says, think it out. You understand? I am afraid of the past. That is, something happened two days ago which gave me fear and I think about it. Right? It has happened, finished, but I think about it. Right? The thinking about it causes fear. Thinking about what has happened.

S: Yes, sir, it causes fear.

Krishnamurti: Thinking about what might happen, which is the future. Thinking about the past, thinking about the future, causes fear.

S: Yes, sir.

Krishnamurti: Clear? I am thinking for you; you are not thinking.

S: Yes, sir, I am.

Krishnamurti: So, thinking about the past, thinking about the future creates fear. So thinking creates fear.

S: So are you trying to say, why think?

Krishnamurti: No, I am trying to point out to you the cause of fear, which is thinking about the past, thinking about the future, the thinking itself is the movement of fear. Then what will you do with thinking? You have to think. You have to think. To get from here to there and go to... This is a little too difficult. You understand what I am saying? So, you work it out carefully; take time. Thinking about the past, thinking about the future, causes fear, pain. Fear is pain.

S: Thinking spontaneously will not cause fear, because the present has no fear.

Krishnamurti: Wait a minute. Are you thinking spontaneously?

S: I don't think you can.

Krishnamurti: She says thinking causes...

S: But all thinking is from the past, you can't think spontaneously.

Krishnamurti: That's right, you've got it. All thinking is from the past, all thinking is not only the past but also the future. Right? This is a little difficult, may I... So what will you do about thinking? You have to think – you put on your clothes, you have to think, when you clean your teeth you have to think, when you comb your hair you have to think, when you comb your hair and go to the barber to cut it short, you have to think. Right? Right? Right? So you have to think. So, then what? Thinking causes fear but yet you have to think.

S: But then...

Krishnamurti: Find out, find out, find out. Thinking about the future and the past causes pain, fear, but you also have to think – put on your dress, put on your trousers, to listen to the educators, who inform you about mathematics – you have to think. So, where do you have to think, which does not cause fear? You understand my question?

S: Like when you form an opinion about it...

Krishnamurti: Opinion about what?

S: Like suppose there is something which you are not certain about. It can happen...

Krishnamurti: No, you are not – listen quietly, first get the principle that thinking about the past, and the future causes fear, but yet you have to think.

S: Sir, now we are not feeling afraid, sir, but in the future we might feel afraid of the now – which is the past.

Krishnamurti: Yes. But in the future you might think by Jove, I am going to fail in the exams – might frighten you.

S: No sir, someone said that we are not feeling afraid now.

Krishnamurti: You are not afraid now. Sitting there you are not afraid, of course.

S: Sir, but if we are not afraid now, in the future why should we be afraid – now it's the past then. (Laughter)

T: It is a bit complicated. If you are not afraid now, why should you be afraid of the future, which is now.

Krishnamurti: You are a clever boy! Think it out sir, think it out. You are saying, thinking about the future causes fear. But, what? Next step – tell me – he said something very good, sir, tell me.

S: If I am frightened of the future, why should I be frightened now, in the present.

Students: No.

S: He said, now I am not afraid, in the future the now will become the past, and you have said, only the past and the future can cause fear, but if now I am not afraid and in the future this will become the past, how can it cause the fear, if now does not cause fear? Is that right?

Krishnamurti: That's very clever, sir.

S: (Repeats)

Krishnamurti: Have you understood this? Think it out, think it out. Listen to it carefully.

S: ...in the future, this will be the past.

Krishnamurti: Quite right, sir, quite right. The future is the present.

T: I think he meant...

Krishnamurti: Yes, sir, that's what he means.

T: No, I don't think he got the feeling of that.

S: (Inaudible)

T: Yes, but he is saying something now; listen to that.

Krishnamurti: He has said the future is fear, but present I am not afraid, therefore the present is the future, therefore I have no fear: that is what he said.

S: The present will be the past in the future.

Krishnamurti: The present will be the past in the future, therefore the future there is no fear. He said – please, listen to it carefully, you are all... Listen to him very carefully. At present – please, sir, find out, listen to it carefully, it is very interesting – at present I am not afraid, the future is the present, and if I am not afraid now, in the future I won't be afraid. Quite right. That means I am living always in the present.

S: Never in the future or in the past.

Krishnamurti: That's right. Got it sir? I don't know if you have understood this. That is, listen carefully, use your brains, don't go to sleep, this isn't a mathematical class (laughter) – where you can go on, repeat, repeat. He is saying something very interesting. At the present moment I am not afraid; the present becomes the future, therefore the future has no fear, which means, I am living all the time in the present.

S: Yes, but sir...

Krishnamurti: Listen carefully, see what it means. Can I live always in the present?

S: No sir, but...

Krishnamurti: That's what he said, sir – I am not saying, agree or disagree, listen to what he said. Find out the truth of it, or the falseness of it. If I am not afraid now, the future is what I am now. Which means, can I always live now, in the present. Do you understand? Which means – I will explain a little more – which means, the future and the past are contained in the present.

Got it?

S: Yes.

Krishnamurti: What? Careful – don't repeat what I said, find out.

What, sir?

S: (Inaudible)

T: He is saying, I may not be good in Telegu now, so I might project it to the future and say what am I going to do in the future. I am not good now at mathematics, or Telegu now, what will I do in the future? He is questioning, whether the present can be a source of fear.

Krishnamurti: Sir, apart from theories, are you frightened, factually are you frightened – of the past, future – frightened?

S: Yes, sir.

S: Now, when you said bring the past and the future into the present...

Krishnamurti: No, not 'bring'. I said the present contains the past and the future.

S: Then won't the past and the future bring fear into the present.

Krishnamurti: Yes. So, you have to eliminate fear now. Got it? You people – you see, you say something true, and stop – you don't proceed. You said – go on, repeat what you said. It is very good... Do you realise all of you up there who are much older don't talk – why?

S: Because maybe, they are not interested, or maybe they don't want to speak.

Krishnamurti: Why? Or they are cynical – this is all childish stuff, we have gone beyond all this, we will pass our exams and get on with the stuff. Right? Right?

S: Or we are listening.

Krishnamurti: Or we are listening. Are you?

S: I am.

Krishnamurti: Right. What do you mean by listening? (Laughter)

S: (Inaudible)

Krishnamurti: Come, sir, what do you mean by listening?

S: (Inaudible)

T: When you say something, I am observing.

Krishnamurti: Do you differentiate between hearing by the ear, and listening?

S: Listening is learning also.

Krishnamurti: Sir, forgive me if I may repeat again – do you differentiate between hearing and listening?

S: Yes sir – listening is where you take it in, and analyse it, but hearing is where it just falls on one ear and let it go out the other. (Laughter)

T: Listening is where you take it in and analyse, whereas hearing, you allow it come into one ear and let it out of the other.

Krishnamurti: So you are saying listening, in the process of listening you are analysing, questioning, doubting. Right? Is that listening? You are telling me the past is fear and the future is fear – I listen to you, I hear what you are saying, there it's different – I listen to you. I am not interpreting what you are saying, I am listening. Which means I am absorbing what you are talking about, and wait till I find out the truth of it. I am not analysing as I'm listening, I am listening...

S: Taking it in.

Krishnamurti: Taking it in, and wait till I completely listen, then I can proceed to analyse. But if I listen and analyse, I am not listening to you. Right? Do you see that?

Are you going to sleep or you are awake?

S: I think listening can cause fear.

Krishnamurti: Ah! – you are right. Listening might awaken the memories of yesterday, or might awaken the future – therefore you listen, find out if you are afraid, but first you must listen.

S: When you are in the process of listening you might not be afraid, it might only be afterwards that you are afraid.

Krishnamurti: Oh yes, of course. But first you must listen. Have you ever listened to the song of a bird? Have you? Yes? Yes, sir. You are listening and seeing that bird on that branch, singing. And then afterwards you say that bird is – whatever the name of the bird – but you are listening. Do you listen to your educator?

S: When it is boring you don't listen and when it is interesting...

S: He says when he feels bored he does not listen, but when it's interesting...

Krishnamurti: So, the boy says when he is bored he is not listening. (Laughter) Quite right, quite right. Which means the educator is boring.

S: Not always sir.

Krishnamurti: He is being polite – 'not always sir'. (Laughter)

T: Only sometimes! (Laughs)

Krishnamurti: (Laughs) Only sometimes.

Now sir – just a minute, come back. Do you want to be free of fear? Do you want to be free of fear? Or do you like it?

S: Having a fear can help you.

T: Having a fear can help you. He thinks it is a motivation.

Krishnamurti: When you are afraid, have you listened to your teacher? When you are frightened, do you ever listen? Of course not. You can't listen. Right? Now, I am asking you, I am asking all of you, whether you really want to be free of fear.

S: Yes sir, but then you will have some kind of fear.

Krishnamurti: Darling, just listen. Do you want to be free of it, don't say, there might exist afterwards.

S: Yes, sir.

Krishnamurti: Do you really want to be free? What will you do to be free? You know you go to a temple, Tirupati temple, or some temple and say, 'Please god, I'll give you something, you give me something else'. (Laughter)

S: A business deal.

Krishnamurti: Business deal. Right? A good business deal – it is really a rotten business... The priests get a lot out of it. So, do you want to be free? So completely free – not only now, but all through life.

S: Otherwise you will be going through a lot of conflict. Like your parents might say something and you might not accept it or you might. So, there will be a lot of conflict.

Krishnamurti: Yes, dear. But I am saying – do you want to be free in spite of all that?

S: If you do not know something, you have a fear that you do not know – something will happen to you. And because of that fear, you learn that thing. And so it's a healthy fear.

T: You are afraid you don't know something, so because of that you learn something.

Krishnamurti: Is learning – I know the game.

T: He is continuing with that.

Krishnamurti: He is continuing with that, he has not moved. Are you saying, through fear we learn?

S: I may be learning...

Krishnamurti: Yes sir, yes sir. That is what you are saying. Through fear, that is, if you don't listen to the teacher, he might beat you up or he might give you less marks, or he might write to your parents. Therefore, being afraid, you listen to him.

S: I don't think it is always that we are afraid of something and we do it.

T: He says it is not always so.

Krishnamurti: It is not always so. My god, you are all too clever. I am asking you a very simple question, you don't answer me. Do you want to be free of fear?

S: Yes, sir.

Krishnamurti: Do you?

S: Yes.

Krishnamurti: No, be serious – not just 'Yes', and let's get on with it.

S: No, I want to.

Krishnamurti: Then, what price do you pay for it? Not coin, not go to the temple say 'I want to be free, I'll pay you ten rupees'. But if you say I really want to be free from fear, deeply – right? – then we'll work together.

S: Yes, do what you really want to do and not do it for the sake of others.

Krishnamurti: Yes. And also, if you want to be free, you, we three will work it out. You understand what I am saying? Work it out, step by step, so that at the end of it you are completely free of fear. Right? If that is what you want to do, what will you pay for it? Not money.

S: Security.

Krishnamurti: What will you do? What will you – you know, give a flower. You must do something to show your seriousness, your integrity, not just say, 'Well, I would like to be free from fear, tell me all about it'.

S: Be your true self, I think, like not try to put up...

Krishnamurti: I understand, but let's go into it – don't say, I must do this, I must not do that – let us go into the whole question of fear and see if you can step by step, end it. As each step taken, it is ended.

S: (Inaudible)

S: He is saying you destroy the fear by learning what is fear.

Krishnamurti: By learning. Right? What do you mean by learning?

S: Learning...

Krishnamurti: Wait, listen old boy... Don't answer me before I have finished my sentence. What do you mean by learning? Is memorising learning? Right? Answer that. Is memorising mathematics, repeating day after day, day after day the same thing, till you have memorised it, is that learning? That is what you call learning. But I question, I doubt if that is learning. Learning is much more active than merely repeating. Now, what is the time?

S: Sir, if you don't have fear you might cause trouble to others.

Krishnamurti: By being free of fear, you might cause trouble to others. So you will be a doormat. So I am afraid I might hurt him, therefore I'll keep my fear.

S: Not that sir, if you are free of fear, you might go and burn houses. You are not afraid of anybody. (Laughter)

Krishnamurti: If you are not afraid, you might go and burn up the school. (Laughter) Try it. (Laughter)

Now we had better stop, it is now a quarter to eleven – we have done an hour and a quarter. Do you like this kind of meeting?

S: Yes.

Krishnamurti: We will have it. We will meet again the day after tomorrow. So we will go on with this. First of all, I hope you enjoyed yourselves, have a good discussion – to discuss, you understand, not just listen and say, 'Well, I agree with you', that is silly. Let us sit quietly for a few minutes, shall we?
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Second Dialogue with Students at Rishi Valley

Krishnamurti: You don't mind my talking?

Students: No, sir.

Krishnamurti: You are quite sure?

Students: Yes, sir.

Krishnamurti: All right. What do you think is the greatest profession, greatest vocation, the greatest job? What do you think about that?

S: (Inaudible)

Teacher: I didn't quite... Did you say something?

S: (Inaudible)

S: Having lots of joy. She likes moonlight dinner. (Laughter)

Krishnamurti: (Laughs) Moonlight dinner, she likes. But I wasn't asking about your dinner (laughter), I was asking, if I may, what do you think is the greatest profession in the world.

S: Teaching. Being able to teach.

Krishnamurti: Why do you think that is the greatest profession?

S: It requires a lot of patience.

S: Sir, agriculture.

T: Agriculture is the best profession.

Krishnamurti: Sorry I asked this question (laughs).

S: There can be no greatest profession as such because every man thinks his own profession is the greatest.

Krishnamurti: I know. But what do you think is the greatest? I think being a teacher is the greatest profession in the world because they are preparing a new generation, a new generation of people. Not the politicians, not the scientists, not the businessman, nor the gurus – teaching, in the sense helping the students throughout the world to be good human beings. Not good at some profession, some career, some job, but to help other human beings like yourselves to become extraordinarily good human beings. I mean by that word 'good', not fragmented, not broken up in themselves, contradictory, but whole, unbroken. You understand the word 'good'? I am explaining the meaning of that word 'good'. Very few of us in the world are good human beings. We say one thing and do another, think one thing and act totally different from what you think, so there is a contradiction in us, a conflict, one desire opposing another desire, so there is always in us this fragmentary activity going on. Are we aware of that? Do you know what I am saying? Don't you say one thing and do another? Right? Think one thing and act totally different from what you think? Haven't you noticed that? That's called fragmentation. That's only part of it. To be fragmented, to be broken up, not to be a whole human being – to use a scientific word, 'holistic' – a human being that is completely whole, not broken up, not fragmented, deeply... integrity, have deep integrity. And also that word means sane, rational, clear, unconfused. And it is the function of the educator to bring this about with his students, because you are the coming generation, and if you merely follow the old pattern, which is seeking a job, getting married, and settling down, which means for the rest of your life go to an office from nine o'clock in the morning until five o'clock in the evening. You do this, your fathers do this, don't they, from nine o'clock until five o'clock for the rest of their life. Do you realise how terrible this is? You understand this? And this is called living. Of course one has to earn money, of course one has to have a job, but if one is good in the deep sense of that word, then all the other things take their right place.

Do you understand what I am talking about? Do you? Yes? Do you? I'm afraid not. Do you understand what I am talking about? Don't you say one thing and do another? Why? Either you are afraid, you think one think and say something else because you are afraid that the other person might get hurt, or might hurt you, or you are not quite telling the truth. Right? All that makes a human being fragmented, broken up, like a vessel, pot – terracotta vessel is easily broken. So we human beings throughout the world are in this condition of constantly saying one thing and doing something else. So they are in perpetual conflict. Right? And in their relationship with their wives, or husbands and so on, they are always in conflict. Haven't you noticed it? So what do you propose to do? If you see all this happening throughout the world, what's your responsibility, and what's the responsibility of the educator? Tell me. Don't go to sleep – I hope you had a good sleep last night, did you? Did you have a good sleep last night?

S: Yes.

Krishnamurti: Don't go to sleep now then.

S: To teach them to do something good and not bad.

Krishnamurti: Come over here.

S: To teach them to do something good and not bad.

Krishnamurti: Sit comfortably.

S: To teach them to do something good and not to do something bad.

Krishnamurti: To teach them to do something good and not bad. How do you teach them?

S: By being a good person yourself.

Krishnamurti: I daren't ask this question, but are your teachers good?

S: Some of them.

S: Some of them are good.

Krishnamurti: Some of them are good – don't tell me who are and who aren't! (Laughter) Are you good? Don't bother about the teachers – are you good? You understand? Please understand what I mean by good.

S: Sir, I see myself as a good person. I don't know what others see me as.

Krishnamurti: You are rather fat, aren't you? (Laughter) He is a bit fat (laughter) – I am too thin and he is too fat! Go on, sir, what were you saying?

S: I see myself as a good person, and I don't know what others see me like.

Krishnamurti: I asked you, I told you what a good person is, that is, who doesn't contradict himself – say one thing, do another. Right? Think one thing and say something else. And a person who is not in conflict, but who is not asleep – right? – so such a person is a good person. Now are you?

S: Sir, as you said, he might think one thing and do another – I might think I am a good person, but I might not be.

Krishnamurti: (Laughs) You may not be, but thinking you are a good person is not a good person. Actually what you are. Right? Now how do you learn to be good?

S: By doing something that is really useful.

Krishnamurti: By doing something that is useful. The government says it is very useful to go and kill your Muslim people. Right? War. Do you think that is good?

S: No.

Krishnamurti: Then will you do it?

S: No.

Krishnamurti: But you are a girl, therefore you are quite safe. But if you are a young man, as in Europe and other parts of the world, every boy at the age of eighteen has to join the army, has to spend two years as a soldier – carrying guns, walking, training and all that. If the government asks you in this country to go and kill somebody, would you do it?

S: No, sir.

Krishnamurti: Ah, no, don't say no. It is very easy to say no. But when you grow up, when you are eighteen, will you go and kill somebody? Tell me.

S: Sir, It depends.

Krishnamurti: It depends on what?

S: My needs, my wants.

S: Her need and her want to kill.

Krishnamurti: What? (Laughter)

S: She is saying, her need and her want to kill him. It depends upon the need.

Krishnamurti: What do you mean, need?

S: (Inaudible)

Krishnamurti: I don't understand this.

T: I don't get it. Could you speak loudly.

S: (Inaudible)

T: She says there may be many reasons for me wanting to kill him, but otherwise she won't do it.

I don't get it.

S: She says she may have many reasons, and if the pressure becomes too much she might still go and kill.

Krishnamurti: I see. You will yield to the pressure of a society – is that it? Your society, your government puts a pressure on you that you must kill. Will you do it?

S: I may do it.

Krishnamurti: You may do it – why?

S: (Inaudible)

T: Otherwise the country may become too bad for her.

Krishnamurti: Which country? What do you mean by that, the country becoming too bad for you?

S: The conditions for her may become too bad.

Krishnamurti: What are the conditions you would like?

S: (Inaudible)

T: She says after all I have given in society...

Krishnamurti: All right, you are living in a society – who created this society?

S: We ourselves.

Krishnamurti: She says, we ourselves – your fathers, grandfathers – no? So your fathers and grandfathers have created this society which says that you must go and kill. Right? Will you go and do it?

S: (Inaudible)

T: She says if the pressure becomes too much, she may go and do it.

Krishnamurti: What about violence? You may have a great deal of pressure – I might keep on insulting you, and that hurts you, and will you then hurt me back?

S: (Inaudible)

Krishnamurti: I am asking – not you may, but will you?

S: Sir...

Krishnamurti: Yes?

S: I would not because it is simple common sense. That fellow is a low mean character, but if I hit him back it is me who is becoming a low mean character.

Krishnamurti: So, if he is stronger than you what will you do?

Look: you haven't really thought about what I am saying.

S: (Inaudible)

S: If you are a good person and you help everybody in time of need then you will not do it.

Krishnamurti: All right. Do you understand what I am saying first? I am saying the greatest profession in the world, in spite of all the society, everything else, a teacher, an educator, is preparing a new generation of people, and that new generation is not only academically good, but much more important, much more essential in that you as a student under him should become a good human being.

S: (Inaudible)

Krishnamurti: Wait a minute, old boy, I haven't finished yet. Have you understood so far what I said?

S: (Inaudible)

Krishnamurti: Wait, sir, wait, sir. So I explained carefully what is a good human being. Right? Have you understood that? A good human being is one who is not fragmented, broken up, saying one thing, doing another, thinking one thing and acting in a totally different way – he is broken up. You understand? He is not whole. And we are saying a good person is whole. That is the definition of a human being who is good. You may not agree with that definition, you may say it is rotten.

S: (Inaudible)

Krishnamurti: What is that?

T: He is saying many things.

Krishnamurti: I know he said many things, but what was it...

T: He said that the teacher's temperance may want the students to be competitive, settle down, etc.

Krishnamurti: Then he is not... is he a good teacher then?

S: (Inaudible)

T: He said people are like that these days.

Krishnamurti: People are like that these days, he said. Do you want to be a good person – forget the teacher for the moment. Do you want to be a good human being?

S: I want to be what I consider good.

Krishnamurti: What do you consider good?

S: (Inaudible) ...suppose you study a lot...

Krishnamurti: What do you consider good?

S: Getting a good job to what you've studied.

T: To study well and get a good job. That's good, for her.

Krishnamurti: Study well and get a good job. Is that what you call good?

S: And not contradict your statement.

Krishnamurti: (Laughs) Yes sir – I mean lady, but do you say good is a human being who is good, study well, get a good job? Right?

T: Yes? It's what you said, that you want to study well and get a job, that is good for you.

Krishnamurti: Is that all?

S: And live a happy life. (Laughter)

Krishnamurti: What do you call a happy life? Get a car? What do you call a happy life?

S: Someone you share you happiness with others.

Krishnamurti: No, I asked you what do you call a happy life?

S: When you yourself are happy.

Krishnamurti: Darling, what do you mean by happiness?

S: To fulfil all your ambitions.

Krishnamurti: Oh, fulfil all your ambition is to be happy – is that it? Is that what you are going to do?

S: (Inaudible)

Krishnamurti: Now what is ambition? Think it out, don't just say ambition.

S: An ambition is a goal. It's a goal.

Krishnamurti: I want to be Prime Minister – god forbid – but I want to be a General – again, god forbid – or a lawyer, or something else – I want to be something. Right? Do you agree to that? Weren't you here yesterday? Too bad you are not here again. So do you know what ambition does?

S: It makes you unhappy.

Krishnamurti: Makes you unhappy – therefore you are not ambitious?

S: I am but when you can't fulfil your ambitions you are unhappy.

Krishnamurti: But can you ever fulfil your ambitions?

S: Not all of them.

Krishnamurti: Then what are those that can be fulfilled? Marriage, of course, that's...

S: (Inaudible) ...since you can't fulfil all of them you have to be happy with those which you can fulfil.

T: You can't fulfil all your desires but you can be happy with those things you can fulfil.

Krishnamurti: What are those things?

S: You can be free of all the things you don't like.

Krishnamurti: First of all, sir, do you know what ambition does? You are ambitious and I am ambitious – suppose I am – so what happens to us?

S: It leads to competition.

Krishnamurti: It leads to competition, you are say – what does that mean?

S: (Inaudible)

Krishnamurti: You and I are fighting each other. Right?

S: Dissatisfaction.

T: It leads to dissatisfaction.

Krishnamurti: You are not thinking, you are just saying something. Do think, please, don't just say something and then not mean what you say. To be ambitious, what does that – ambition – the word 'ambition', what does that mean? To become, or be something, isn't it? No? Are you all asleep this morning? Had a good meal?

S: Yes.

Krishnamurti: Then keep awake.

S: Isn't becoming a good person an ambition?

S: He said, you want to become a good person...

Krishnamurti: No, I didn't say 'become'. That's the difference. I did not say 'become', I said 'be', which is entirely different. You understand the two? Becoming is ambitious...

S: (Inaudible)

Krishnamurti: Wait, wait, wait, wait, wait. I haven't finished yet. Becoming good incites ambition. Right? Do you see that?

S: How can you become good?

Krishnamurti: I did not say 'become'. I am saying, sir, becoming means having a goal and striving for that. Right? I didn't say that, I said 'be'. Being doesn't take time, the other does. This is too complex, I won't go into it. So I said, be good, which means be aware that your life is contradiction, that you contradict yourself, and end that conflict, end that contradiction – not that you will end it. Do you see the difference? No.

S: (Inaudible)

S: You can see it logically, but doing that is another matter.

Krishnamurti: You can see it logically but doing is another matter – why is it another matter? If you have a toothache, a bad pain, you say, I will take time to get over it, or do you want it ended immediately? No, this is a bit too difficult, or you are not thinking this morning.

S: I want to get over it quickly.

Krishnamurti: Get over what?

S: Toothache.

Krishnamurti: Quite right. You want to get over quickly your toothache, so you do something immediately. Right? But when you say, 'I will be good' – right? – then when you say, 'I will be good', you don't want to do it immediately.

S: But if you want to do it immediately you say, 'I am good', and will mean you will be good.

Krishnamurti: Are you good?

S: No, sir.

Krishnamurti: So, sir, please, would you kindly listen. I was saying this morning, I began by saying, the greatest profession in the world is the educator's, because he is bringing about a new generation of people. Right? Because you are going to be a new generation. And the hope of the world – the world is in such a mess – depends on you. Right? How you grow up, if you merely follow the same old pattern then you are furthering the same misery, confusion of the world.

S: I don't think teaching is such a good profession.

Krishnamurti: He says teaching is not a good profession – why?

S: (Inaudible)

S: Because you hardly get money to earn.

Krishnamurti: So, he hardly has enough money. So money is your ambition, is it? To have plenty of money.

S: (Inaudible)

Krishnamurti: You see – for god's sake, you don't listen to what I am saying, sir. Forgive me, you are not listening to what I am saying. You have had thousands of engineers all over the world, thousands and thousands. Right? Great business people, great scientists, and rather unfortunate politicians all over the world – right? – they have not brought about good human beings. Right? So we are saying that the function of an educator, who is really educating, is not only to help them to have good academic brain but also to be good human beings. Right? Because that might change the world.

S: (Inaudible)

Krishnamurti: Have you listened to what I have said, dear?

S: Yes.

Krishnamurti: Then what is your question?

S: How many people do you think...

Krishnamurti: You'd better come out here. This chap has given way to you. Thank you so much. You're rather glad to escape – right? (Laughter)

S: I said, but how many people do you think will really go after that, like...

Krishnamurti: Not how many people – will you?

S: I don't think so, sir, I don't think so because...

Krishnamurti: No – just a minute, answer my question – will you?

S: I doubt it, sir.

Krishnamurti: No. Don't say, 'Doubt it' – either you want to do something, or you don't want to do something.

S: No, I don't want to do it.

Krishnamurti: That's all – very simple. That's very clear. You want to live a mediocre life.

S: I want to life what you call mediocre.

Krishnamurti: Not what I call mediocre – we have agreed. I am not telling you what mediocre life is. Mediocre means going up half way up the hill – the root meaning. And that means – not what I think, don't pass off that kind of game with me, I am very good at this – I am saying, a mediocre life is one who conforms to the pattern – job, marriage, settle down, children, and everlastingly quarrel, fight, struggle.

S: Yes, but, just a minute...

Krishnamurti: Right? I call all that which produces war a mediocre life. That's all. You may say that's not mediocrity, then we can discuss it. Right? But if you say, 'It's your mediocrity, it's not mine', then we can't discuss anything.

S: Sir, just a minute, like...

Krishnamurti: I'll wait a minute, as long as you like. Right.

S: What you are trying to say, like suppose...

Krishnamurti: Not – I am asking you.

S: The next generation...

Krishnamurti: You are the next generation.

S: OK, we – we go into the world, we also follow the same pattern – how many people do you think will follow the others, like what...

Krishnamurti: I don't care how many. I am asking you – you – do you want to lead a mediocre life? If you agree to the definition, which apparently you seem to do, then do you want to lead a mediocre life, which means creating wars – perpetual conflict for the rest of your life until you die?

S: No, sir.

Krishnamurti: Then what will you do?

S: But then I would...

Krishnamurti: Ah, no, no! Don't escape from it. What will you do? You see, you are all too clever, you all want to escape from... You kind of spin around.

S: It's because we are confused, sir, we...

Krishnamurti: No you're not... Are you confused when you said, look, mediocrity is this and I don't want to be mediocre like that – that's not confusion. But if you say, I would like not to be mediocre but I am mediocre – and play that kind of game. Right?

S: Why do you call teaching the greatest profession?

Krishnamurti: I have just explained, lady.

S: It helps to bring up the new generation, but what about the other people, the old generation? Is it only doing something new?

T: He says, sir, it's all right you helping a new generation, what about the older people, and why is teaching the greatest profession.

Krishnamurti: I explained to you very carefully – if I may repeat it again – I consider – I may be wrong, you have a right to question it – for me the greatest profession in the world is the teaching profession, the educator. Not the ordinary educator who is just turning out, but the educator who is concerned with the world, what is happening with the world – the wars, the conflict, the divisions of people – and seeing all that the educator says there must be a new generation of people who are not like that. If you and I agree to that...

S: I see that, but why do you use the word 'greatest'?

S: She says that why do you say that teaching is greatest – why do you imply 'greatest'.

Krishnamurti: All right, I won't use the word 'greatest' if you don't like – is the most important function in the world. Is that all right?

S: What profession will be the most important for the next generation turned out?

Krishnamurti: What does that mean?

T: Teaching is the greatest profession, and then what do the next generation, who have gone through these teachers, what will they do.

Krishnamurti: They will also either teach or bring about a good society.

S: But then if everyone takes to teaching – no students. (Laughter)

Krishnamurti: Nobody is going to. You see, this is just a theory. You see you are all theorising, I object to that. I say for god's sake, I would like to discuss something else. Wait a minute, wait a minute.

S: (Inaudible)

Krishnamurti: I am your teacher – right, for the moment, suppose I am your teacher – and you are my student. I say I don't know what goodness is – you understand? – I understand what K has been talking about goodness, I have grasped it intellectually but I am not living it. So as I am not living it, and you are not living it, we are on the same level. If you are slow and I am fast – right? – then I stop and help you to be fast.

S: What happens if you are slow?

Krishnamurti: If I am slow you help me. I am your teacher, as I said to you, we are on the same level. Right? I don't know what it is to be really good, I understand it verbally, intellectually, theoretically, but to be good means a tremendous thing; I don't understand it, and you don't understand it – right? – so let us work at it together. You understand? Not that I am superior, or inferior, or you are superior – we are together in this. It's like being in a boat, rowing boat, we all have to row. You understand? So it's your responsibility as well as mine in this relationship to help each other to be good. Will you do it?

S: There are so many teachers who do not teach their children to be good.

Krishnamurti: All right. There are many teacher who are not – don't bother about them, you be good.

Now just a minute, I'd like to talk about something else. Leave that for the moment.

What makes the brain degenerate? You understand this question? Do you understand this question? Don't go to sleep!

S: No.

Krishnamurti: You have got a brain, haven't you?

S: Yes.

Krishnamurti: The brain is the instrument, is a place where all your reactions, your physical, your emotional, your thinking, is all centred there. Right? And as you grow older it begins to deteriorate. Haven't you seen old people?

S: Yes.

Krishnamurti: Including myself. It begins to deteriorate. Now how will you prevent deterioration of the brain? You understand my question?

S: Yes, sir.

Krishnamurti: How? Tell me in what manner you... First of all, do you realise what deterioration means, the word 'deteriorate'.

S: Yes.

Krishnamurti: No, no, no, no, no. If you seem so clear, tell me.

S: No. What you are trying to say is...

Krishnamurti: Not what I am trying to say. Tell me. I asked you, the brain deteriorates with age...

S: You mean stops thinking for itself.

Krishnamurti: No. You can't stop thinking.

S: I mean, like follow what other people say, is that it?

Krishnamurti: No, just listen please. Have you noticed here there are the old people, older students and younger students. Will the younger students become like them – hard, grown-up, superior and so on? I am asking what makes the human brain deteriorate. You have to think about this, don't quickly answer.

S: Sir, what do you mean by deteriorate?

Krishnamurti: That's quite right. A fruit ripens at one moment – right? -and then it begins to deteriorate, get worse and worse and worse. Right? So the brain has reached certain point. Right? You probably don't know all this. Watch your own brain, look at your own thinking. It reaches a point and then stops and gradually declines. Right? You have seen this – your grandfathers, grandmothers – I won't insult your fathers – but they reach a height and then decline. Is this what is happening here in this school? I'll explain what I mean, deteriorate.

The scientists who are studying the brain – with whom I have talked, I know some of them – they say there is the left side of the brain and the right side of the brain. Please listen to this, if you are interested. There are the two sides: left and the right. The left side of the brain is the practical brain, it does everything everyday – you know, think out, drive a car, learn mathematics – that is the function of the left side of the brain, and more. The right side has hardly been touched, therefore that's quicker, more alive. And that influences the other, perhaps. So these two, one is quiet, you understand, the other is active. Now – are you following all this?

S: But...

Krishnamurti: Wait, wait, wait! But no – I haven't finished yet. So they have divided the brain into the left and the right. We are saying, I am saying, by this division you are not employing the whole brain, the complete brain. You understand? If there is no activity of the whole brain there is a... deteriorating factor is taking place. You understand? You have got it? Now, I am going to show you. The deteriorating factor is repetition – right? – job, marriage, repeat, go to the office day after day, day after day, day after day. Right? A repetition for a long period inevitably deteriorates the brain – right? – like a gramophone record – wait a minute, darling – like a gramophone record: repeat, repeat, repeat. That's what you are all doing.

S: The same way, if you have two knives, sir, you have a sharp knife and a blunt knife, you keep sharpening the blunt knife everyday, and you leave the sharp knife, which do you think would become the sharp knife? In the same way...

Krishnamurti: You haven't understood. The scientists are saying left and right: the left is active – going to the office, writing letters, learning a language and so on – the left is all – but the right is not so active, it is much more watchful – you understand? – much more aware, and therefore has a greater capacity to deal with the problems. Don't deny – these are the great scientists, don't play around with them, they will wipe the floor with you. I don't want to do it, but I am saying, listen to what I am saying: constant repetition makes the brain dull. Right?

S: Repetition makes it dull.

Krishnamurti: And you are doing that all the time – I must have a job, I must get married, and the office, office, office, office, office. Right? You understand? Understand what I said?

S: Yes, yes, but marriage and all that, it's repetition to humanity, but it's not repetition to you.

Krishnamurti: What do you mean, you are humanity.

S: No, see, like everyone gets married, but to you – you are getting married and it is the first time, that is something new to you.

Krishnamurti: Agreed. Agreed, agreed, agreed, agreed. But after the first experience, you repeat. Right? Right? You are stuck, old girl.

Now, I'll put it the other way: I have talked about this matter with several computer experts and this is what they are doing – are you interested in this?

S: Yes.

Krishnamurti: You know what a computer is?

S: Yes.

Krishnamurti: Most of you do, all right. I don't, but most of you do. They are trying to build a computer which is almost equal to the human brain. Japan is putting billions and billions of yen, their money, into inventing a computer which is called Ultra Intelligence Machine. You understand? Ultra Intelligent – UIM. Now, into that machine they are trying to introduce biological cells, cells which are in the brain. You understand? You understand this? And America is doing the same, there is the IBM, which is their immensely rich machinery and so on, others have joined together to outwit the Japanese. So they are trying now to create a machine, computer that will do almost everything that man does. Now I will tell you, I saw on television in America – was it last year, it doesn't matter, recently – a computer and a robot – you know what a robot is? The computer is telling the robot how to build a car, and the robot is building a car, twisting this – you follow? And suddenly the whole machinery stops because the computer then says to the robot, 'You didn't turn the screw tight enough'. So the robot goes and turns the screw much tighter. Then the whole machinery starts. And the Honda machine – you know Honda cars – there they took this television and you see all the workmen in white gowns and white gloves. They are not doing the work, they are watching, and the computer and the robot are doing the work. Right? You understand this? Right, sir? This is simple, there is nothing complicated. Now, if the computer and the robot take over all the activities of human beings what is going to happen to the human being?

S: He will become dull.

Krishnamurti: Now, that is exactly deterioration, which you are becoming. You want to be entertained – right? – you want to be entertained, I don't know if you have gone into it. The entertainment industry, television, radio, magazines, they are controlling you. Right? You want to be entertained, and they say all right we'll entertain you – football, cricket. So gradually what has happened to your brain?

S: You become dull.

Krishnamurti: No, on the contrary, you are deteriorating.

S: (Inaudible)

T: How can one get out of this if one is already entangled in it.

S: We are already caught in it.

Krishnamurti: That's just it. Do you realise you are caught in it? Do you realise your brains are already deteriorating even though you are young? You understand what I am saying? You are young and already your brains are deteriorating because you keep on repeating. You learn from your educator about mathematics and you memorise it and repeat, repeat, repeat. Do you understand? So your brain is becoming gradually, however young you are, through your education, your brain is beginning to deteriorate. So please listen to all this. Mature slowly, not so fast. You understand what I am saying?

S: What do you mean mature slowly and not fast?

Krishnamurti: American girls and boys, and it is now spreading throughout the world, have sex very early. Don't be shy, this is happening. They want to have all the experience immediately – swimming, anything – experience – skiing. So they want, as they are young, they want to experience everything at once in a short time. Right? So as they grow older, see what has happened to the brain.

S: You mean the innocent mind is ruined, is it?

Krishnamurti: Yes, grow slowly. Have you noticed the greatest tree grows very, very, very slowly. That Banyan tree has taken five hundred years probably – right? – it grows slowly. You understand what I am saying? The speaker is going to be eighty nine in May – you understand? But you, all of you, you are merely recording, like a gramophone, like that tape, recording, and you keep on recording, so your brain is never fresh. And youth is meant to be fresh.

S: But then can you say it is your fault because you are sent to school by your parents who expect something out of you.

Krishnamurti: You. You demand something different. You understand? You demand, all of you demand of your teachers that something different be done. But you say, 'It's all right, sir, I'll do what you ask me to do, I'll learn mathematics by just listening' – you follow? – and therefore gradually your brain becomes shoddy.

S: Excuse me, sir, how can you demand for it?

Krishnamurti: Ask your teachers.

S: Would they expect it, I mean would they listen to what you say?

Krishnamurti: Oh yes they are going to.

S: I don't think some of them would, sir.

Krishnamurti: Have you done it?

S: No.

Krishnamurti: No. So there you are, you are contradicting, you are saying something you haven't done. If I say to him, he is my teacher, 'Sir, I heard this morning he was saying, don't let's repeat, teach me a way I can learn without repetition'.

S: Then they'll tell you...

Krishnamurti: Wait, listen! 'I have heard this morning K saying, teach me so that I learn not by memorising. A different way of teaching – teach me'. You are challenging him. And he has to respond. So he says, 'By Jove, these children are much smarter than I am'.

S: Sir, what they would say is that...

Krishnamurti: Just a minute.

S: What they will tell you is still – see we have been going through this process of memorising and all that, and all the children have passed out well with that...

Krishnamurti: What have they done well? Got more money.

S: They'll say...

Krishnamurti: Wait, wait. Listen. More money. And what happens to their brain? They are just mediocre people, they may have a marvellous job, plenty of cars, women and all the rest of it, but their brain is like mud. If you see that, actually see, you say 'By Jove, I am not going to be that way'. When I was younger I was offered – I am just saying out of humility – ten thousand dollars every week to go into the cinema. How many of you would say, 'No, sorry, thanks so much, I don't want to'? You would jump at it, wouldn't you?

S: If you're getting ten thousand...

Krishnamurti: Ah! (Laughter) That's all I am saying. You are all so mad after money, which means freedom, which means pleasure, that's all you want. And you call that living.

S: Society wants us to do that.

Krishnamurti: I know, society wants you to do that. Who created the society?

S: We did.

Krishnamurti: We. Therefore change it! Don't bother, you do the right thing.

S: (Inaudible)

T: I might be doing the right thing but what about all the others?

Krishnamurti: Don't bother about the others. Do the right thing.

S: I can't face it, sir.

Krishnamurti: Then you are a weak... and you deteriorate. That's all, if you can't face it.

S: Your parents say that if you don't study and all that, you are not going to live with us anymore. What are we to do?

S: What she is says is that if you don't study your parents might disown you.

Krishnamurti: I didn't say don't study. Just a minute, I did not say don't study. Don't get away with that. I said, teach me a different way of learning, not just memorising. You follow?

S: They don't want me to learn, sir, they just want me to get good grades.

Krishnamurti: Forget the parents, they have sent you here, and find out. What's the matter with – have you already grown old, all of you? Good god!

S: Sir but then, I mean if you don't listen to their words they might sort of...

Krishnamurti: ...disown you.

S: Disown you.

Krishnamurti: So you listen to them politely, carefully, and say, 'Daddy, this is the way to learn, I am learning something'...

S: Yes, but if you try it, sir, what happens is conflict. They think in another way, you think in another way. Clash.

Krishnamurti: All right. You are younger, so you are more polite and say, sorry, you go your way.

S: No, even if you do it, sir, there will say you are arrogant, they'll...

Krishnamurti: No. We are being taught to learn the same subject differently – using our brain, using our capacities, using our senses.

S: (Inaudible)

T: How can you use your senses and capacities in subjects that you have to memorise?

Krishnamurti: There is no subject...

S: History, sir, history – the dates, how are you going to remember them, so many names...

Krishnamurti: I know – silly!

S: Silly – yes, silly, sir.

Krishnamurti: Find out. You see you stop there. Find out what is history. Have you thought about it?

S: Well...

Krishnamurti: Just a minute, lady. What is history?

S: It is the story of man.

Krishnamurti: The story of man. Did you think this out, or somebody told you?

S: I had to ask somebody else.

T: He got it from somebody else.

Krishnamurti: Somebody else. I am going to tell you, but find out for yourself, don't repeat what somebody says.

S: Sir, how can you find out something if it has already gone? History is past. History has already gone.

S: He says history is the past.

Krishnamurti: Now, just a minute, just listen. It comes from the Latin 'historia', which means story of man. The story of man, that's the history. Now, who is man? You, it is the story about you. Do you understand that? It is not about beastly King Edward VII or some beastly Indian king. It is the story of humanity, which is you. Listen, listen, to it. You'll learned something different, old girl. It is the story of humanity; humanity is you. What are you? So you learn. Learn about yourself. And then when you are learning about yourself you see that King Edward XIV or whatever it is – XVIII, XV, XII – or your own Indian king, you see what they are like. You are learning.

S: But what are you learning for, sir? You say a king conquers so many places, and his queens and...

Krishnamurti: Yes, yes, murdering each other.

S: You see, you are learning from them – right? – and you are also doing the same thing, sir.

Krishnamurti: Therefore there is no difference between you and him.

S: Yes, so why do you want to know about them? You can...

Krishnamurti: Then in studying yourself you are studying humanity. Right? You are studying humanity. Will you do that? And then that becomes a side issue.

S: But then why is it that we have to remember all those dates and those names – what's the point?

Krishnamurti: That's the silly society that is demanding it. Change the society, therefore change yourself.

S: If this school is meant to be a place when you are going to the change society, why should we follow all that, why should we follow all the history...

Krishnamurti: Will you do it? Will you stop doing it. Don't always blame the others.

S: Sir, you said when you study yourself you study humanity – right?

Krishnamurti: Right.

S: But at this time... (inaudible)

Krishnamurti: Slowly, slowly.

S: You study yourself.

Krishnamurti: No. Listen carefully, I said history, historia, means story, the story of mankind; mankind is yourself, in understanding yourself you understand the whole movement of mankind. Right? That's all I am saying. So you get to know yourself, which is tremendously important. Now you don't know yourself. All that you know is your reactions: I like, don't like, I am ambitious, I am this – but you really don't know. And under the present circumstances of society, they say you must learn history, the dates. You learn it. Silly...

S: OK, then...

Krishnamurti: Not 'OK'. It is silly but it is like that. Or you say, 'Sorry, I don't care'.

S: But then society...

Krishnamurti: Wait a minute. I don't care, I don't care if I become a gardener, a cook. Right? Because you want to be somebody in the world – money, position, all that – therefore you have to study all that. As I told you, I don't want to become anything. I failed in all examinations – they sent me all over the world for exams – all of them I failed. Thank god! Think differently. I have milked cows, looked after chickens, I have looked after vegetable gardens, I have done all kinds of things, built a house, helped to build a house. You don't do all that. And I don't care if I am rich or poor, but you all do, old girl, all of you care. That's why you are caught by society. You understand?

S: Yes, sir.

Krishnamurti: Yes, sir. Don't do it then. Be different.

S: If you think what is right and society regrets it, you are scared...

Krishnamurti: So you are frightened. So don't be frightened, doesn't matter. You see...

S: Yes, but they might harm you. If they don't think that it's right, they harm you.

Krishnamurti: If it is what is right they might harm you, don't mind. It doesn't matter. We had better stop now, we'll continue this tomorrow. Shall we sit quietly for a few minutes?
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Third Dialogue with Students at Rishi Valley

Krishnamurti: As this is the last talk what would you like me to talk about?

Student: Seriousness, sir. Can we talk about seriousness?

Krishnamurti: Yes. What would you like to know about it?

S: This whole thing of looking at oneself, and looking hard at oneself and not letting it be just an idea, something out there. Really having contact with it.

Krishnamurti: Contact with what?

S: Contact with whatever you are doing, whatever you are looking at.

Krishnamurti: I understand all that. Looking at oneself, being in contact with oneself, observing oneself, aware of what you are doing...

S: And acting on that.

Krishnamurti: All that. And you call that seriousness, would you?

S: How would one seriously do that? I mean how one would seriously do it – I am not asking for an explanation.

Krishnamurti: Why do you make it complex? I want to look at myself, not in the mirror, but where do I look to see what I am? Are you interested in all this? I want to know myself. I am a very complex human being. I have inherited so many experiences, so many concepts, opinions, judgements, tradition, vast accumulation of memories both conscious as well as unconscious, I am all that – my beliefs, my faith, my anxieties, my loneliness, depression, ambition, remorse, guilt, pain, sorrow, affection – I am all that. Now, how do I look at myself? If I am all that, where do I see myself as I am?

S: How do I see that I am all that?

Krishnamurti: I am going to point out, sir. Let's talk about it, shall we? As I pointed out the other day, hearing and listening are two different things. I can hear what you say verbally, understand what you are talking about verbally, intellectually, but actually I am not listening. Do you see the difference between listening and hearing? Hearing with the ear and listening not only with the ear but much more deeply. You were hearing last night some western classics, weren't you? You listened to it. If you appreciated, loved, western classics, you listen to it very, very carefully – the beauty of it, the greatness of it, the vitality, the originality, the depth of it. And as you listened you began to see the beauty, move with it, run with it, explode with it. Now, how will you do the same in understanding yourself? Do you understand my question?

S: No.

Krishnamurti: I want to know what I am – let's begin very simply. I can't look in my mirror. My mirror tells me what I look like outside. Right? But that mirror can't tell me what is inside, what are my thoughts, what are my feelings. Right? Now is there another mirror in which I can see myself very clearly? You wanted to talk about relationship. Don't you see yourself very clearly in your relationship? How you react, what are your responses, in what way you show your prejudices, the weight of your opinions – right? – of like and dislike, of reward and punishment? You follow? You begin to observe slowly, bit by bit, in the mirror of relationship. Right? Are you doing that as I am talking to you?

You and I are related because you have seen me several times here, we have walked together, had somewhat of a discussion together, and in that discussion, in that walk, in listening to that music – you listened much more than I did – there was a certain relationship. Right? In that relationship, which is a mirror, and you can observe yourself, your reactions, all that. Can you? Will you?

S: Yes. But there is a separation – it is out there.

Krishnamurti: It is not out there. No. Just look at it. You are looking at, in that relationship, your reactions – right?

S: Yes.

Krishnamurti: Your opinions, your prejudices, your fears and so on. Now are all those reactions different from you?

S: Yes. They are...

Krishnamurti: Just sir – examine carefully, if you don't mind my telling you respectfully, don't answer immediately.

S: Sir, when I say I am observing my relationship...

Krishnamurti: Come on up here.

S: When I say I am observing – no sir, I'll sit down – when I am saying I observe my relationships with somebody, it seems as if I am dividing myself into two different entities.

Krishnamurti: No.

S: I am observing something – it seems to be different. When I say, 'This is my mind', what does that mean?

Krishnamurti: Is your mind, is your prejudice, is your anger different from you?

S: I don't understand, sir.

Krishnamurti: I am angry, impatient. Is that impatience, anger, greed, different from me?

S: No.

Krishnamurti: Therefore when you say no, what do you mean by that?

S: It is the same thing.

Krishnamurti: So you are the anger, you are the prejudice – right? – you are the greed. So there is not something outside of you or inside of you at which you are looking. You are that. Suppose you are this colour; you are that colour. But you can describe that colour – the description is different from the colour. Look, I can describe the Himalayas because I have been up there – the beauty, the grandeur, the enormity of it, the immensity of it, snow-capped, clear blue sky and the marvellous sense of aloofness and a great sense of solidarity, solid – the glory of a mountain. I can describe all that, but the description is not the mountain, is it? Is it?

S: No, it isn't.

Krishnamurti: Why do you say that?

S: It is the same thing. It is the same thing with yourself.

Krishnamurti: So, I can describe my reactions – right? – but the description is not my reaction. What is the difficulty?

S: (Inaudible)

Krishnamurti: I said I can describe my reaction. The verbal description is different from the actuality. Right? The word 'auditorium' is different from the actual fact. Do you see that?

S: Yes.

Krishnamurti: So the word is not the thing. Are you clear?

S: Yes.

Krishnamurti: Your name is not you.

S: But sir, very often we tend to...

Krishnamurti: Just – wait, I haven't finished. You are not listening, that means, when you are so quick with your answer. So you have learned something: that the word is not the thing, the actual thing. Right? See the implications of that. My wife – the word 'wife' is not the actual person. But the word becomes very important, not the person. Right? So, you begin to discover that the brain is full of words, not actuality. Right? Have you found that? Here is my sister, that is the end of it. Right? The word 'sister' is not the actual person.

S: But she is called by that name, sir – 'sister'. Sister means her.

Teacher: She is called by that name.

Krishnamurti: That's right.

S: Sir, the word 'sister', in your mind you associate it with that person.

Krishnamurti: That is right. When you associate with that person the word becomes all-important.

S: Sir, it's not as though the word is separate from the thing itself, because you connect it to that thing. If you have a common understanding that when you say the word 'sister' it is connected to that thing.

T: He says when he says the word 'sister' it is associated and connected with the thing.

Krishnamurti: All right. Microphone. Right? You know the word 'microphone'. There is the microphone. The word is not the actuality.

S: What can you call it without the word? What can you call the thing without the word?

T: I think he is saying that...

Krishnamurti: I know what he's saying. What would you call that thing without the word. I don't know. What would you call yourself without the word? Don't look up at the sky. What would you call yourself if you hadn't your name? Would you invent another name?

S: What would I...

Krishnamurti: You are not thinking, sir, you are just responding. Find out. I said to you, the word 'microphone' is not the actual thing. Right? That's all. I didn't go any further. So you begin to differentiate, the word is not actually the thing. So you begin to differentiate between the actual and the idea – you get it? – the actual and the idea about the actual. The idea about the actual is not real. Only what is touchable, and so on. You get it?

So, in relationship you begin to discover what you are. Whether that relationship be very intimate – like husband wife – or friends and so on. So you begin to discover – let me put it the other way. Are you related to nature?

S: Yes sir, you are yourself nature. You are yourself nature.

Krishnamurti: Come up here. Come and sit down comfortably.

Krishnamurti: You are saying you yourself are nature.

S: Yes, sir.

Krishnamurti: How do you know?

S: You are from this earth, sir. You are from this earth only, from the earth itself.

Krishnamurti: All right. So you are part of nature, you are saying. What is your relationship with your nature – all those flowers, all the hills, the trees, the mountain, the dry river – right? – what's your relationship to that?

S: Sir, it's life. The relationship is life.

Krishnamurti: The relationship is love.

T: Is life – life.

Krishnamurti: What do you mean... I am asking you, what is your relationship with nature. Don't say just life.

S: (Inaudible) ...life and the nature.

T: He is not clear.

Krishnamurti: Look – I won't use the word 'nature', it's too big a word. What is your relationship to a tree?

S: You have life and the trees have life.

Krishnamurti: Old boy, you are not listening to what I am asking you. You see that tree, don't you? What do you feel about it?

S: Affection, sir. Affection.

Krishnamurti: Affection? Do you love that tree?

S: Yes, sir.

S: Sir, admiration. I admire the tree.

Krishnamurti: Do you?

S: Yes, sir.

Krishnamurti: And then what? You are missing something – you are not paying attention to what I am asking you.

S: Sir, it is because of the trees that you have come into existence.

T: It is because of trees he exists.

Krishnamurti: You are just saying any old thing.

S: Sir, my relationship with the tree is: I am looking at it, I feel it, I am with it for some time, whatever.

S: And it's separate from me.

Krishnamurti: I hope so. (Laughter) Though you are separate from that tree, what is your reaction to it? You understand my question? Don't go to sleep.

S: When I see a tree, I just look at it, I don't feel that tree, I just know it's a tree. That's all.

Krishnamurti: The word 'tree' is not the actual. Right? Now, do you look at it? Take time to look at it? Do you listen to it? Do you listen to the sound of it?

S: We take it for granted, sir, we don't... Like we see the tree, we just...

Krishnamurti: I am asking you something; you reply so quickly. You don't listen to somebody, do you? You have already made up your mind what so say. I am not scolding you, sir, I am just telling you. I am just telling you, you don't listen. I am saying: do you ever stand still and look at a tree, the whole of it? And do you hear the sound of it? See the beauty of it? The extraordinary capacity of it?

S: Not always.

S: Sir, whenever...

Krishnamurti: You haven't even done it! Don't say 'always'. You have never looked at a tree and see the beauty of it, the quietness, the dignity, the sound, the extraordinary thing that a tree is. Now, wait, do you look at your sister or your wife or your husband that way? Look at it. Or do you say, this is my sister, all right, get on with it? I am asking you, sir, because it is very important to understand this. Please. We live by relationship. Right? We cannot exist without relationship. Even the hermit, even the sannyasi, even the monk is related. He may disappear into a monastery, into a forest, but he is still related to the world. Right? The world of memory, of all his experiences – right? – he still carries it with him. Right? So, relationship is life. Relationship is the extraordinarily important thing in life. Where there is conflict in relationship there is no relationship. Right? So you find or you discover or you see yourself in the mirror of relationship. That's clear? And the mirror is not different from you – you are that mirror. And penetrate it, go into it much deeper and deeper every day. Or – this is much more difficult – you might take twenty years to understand yourself, bit by bit by bit. Right? Or you can take it – in one second the whole thing. Do you understand what I am saying? I can know myself by studying myself, what other people have said about me – right? – philosophers, the analysts, Freuds and Jungs and all the rest of them, I can also read some so-called sacred books, and say, 'I am that'. But the books and the words is not me. Right? So I have to find myself. This has been, from the ancient Greeks and the ancient Hindus, they have said: 'Know thyself'. Right? And very few people really know themselves. They have not even tried. Now, we say to you, relationship is the most sacred thing in life – one of the most sacred – and in that relationship you can discover everything that you are. Either take time, or understand it instantly. This is more difficult because this requires going into the whole question of time, thought, perception, and to see that the past doesn't interfere with your perception of the now. That requires extraordinary attention and...

S: But sir, it seems we base our relationship on experiences and memories.

Krishnamurti: Yes. Your experiences are based on memory...

S: Our relationship.

Krishnamurti: Yes. Now, wait a minute, wait a minute, wait a minute. Go into it a little more. Would you have the capacity to think without experience? Do you understand my question? Would you? Think it out, old boy, think it out carefully. Don't answer something you don't know. Don't then become like a parrot. I am asking you, sir, all of you are 'A' level and 'O' level, and all kinds of stuff – without experience is there thinking?

S: No.

Krishnamurti: No. Wait, go step by step. Why do you say no?

S: Because of the experience only we think. Without experiences we cannot think.

Krishnamurti: You are saying without experience there is no thinking. Is that what you are saying? Don't be nervous.

S: Yes.

T: He said because of experience, we think.

Krishnamurti: Yes, that's right, same thing. Now, just a minute. Is experience limited? Carefully answer this, all the top big boys and little boys, girls: is experience limited?

S: No, sir.

Krishnamurti: No, look at it carefully. Careful – don't answer. Think it out. Look at it carefully.

S: Sir, every day you keep on having a new experience.

Krishnamurti: All right. What do you mean by experience?

S: Sir, something interesting that happens to us.

Krishnamurti: Something interesting happens to us. It can be unpleasant too, painful, and so on. So, what does – no this is too difficult.

S: (Inaudible)

T: He says it depends on you whether your experience is limited or unlimited.

Krishnamurti: (Laughs) The experience depends on you to find out whether it is limited or unlimited. You are not answering my question, old boy.

S: Sir, whether you want it or not, you gain experience.

Krishnamurti: Is this all that you have learnt in this school, just to repeat? Now sir, I'll go slowly with you. Learn. Don't memorise – you understand? – but learn, discover as you go along. Right? I have an experience in a car. I wasn't paying attention and I bumped into another car. Right? Right? And it has destroyed the radiator. So, that incident has been registered in the brain – right? – as memory. Right? And I have an experience going up to the top of the hill and seeing what is on the other side. Right? And there are other hills, much higher. So climbing this little hill is a limited experience. Right? You understand? Going to a higher mountain and seeing – a little more – but still limited because there are still higher mountains. All experience is always limited. Careful, careful – think it out.

Look sir, the scientists, during the last two hundred years, have accumulated tremendous experience, knowledge – right? – bit by bit – theory, and that theory being proved or disproved, and then a new theory, a new hypothesis, proved and disproved, so gradually they build up enormous amount of knowledge, but that is still limited because there is more to be discovered. Right? So all knowledge whether in the past or in the future is always limited.

S: Sir, if experience is limited that implies some sort of division. I don't understand...

Krishnamurti: No, no. Don't bother about division and all that. Just look at the fact that all experience is limited.

S: OK.

Krishnamurti: Not OK.

S: Experience is limited, isn't it?

Krishnamurti: It is so.

S: Yes it is.

Krishnamurti: Is that a fact to you, or are you repeating after me?

S: No, it is a fact.

Krishnamurti: Which means all experience, and therefore from experience you have knowledge, therefore knowledge is always limited. Right? Now proceed a step further. All knowledge is stored in the brain, as memory. Right? Agreed? So memory – what? – remembrance of things past – right? – and so on, that memory, from that memory thought arises. Right? Right? Clear? So thought is always limited. Once you admit experience is limited, knowledge is limited, then memory is limited and thought invariably is limited. See the importance of this.

Are the older people paying any attention to all this – the older boys – I suppose not. Are you bored by all this? The upper class – Ninth, Tenth, Twelfth? Yes, I am afraid you are. They don't pay attention, it's all right. Some of you pay attention to this.

So thought, born of memory, memory born of knowledge, knowledge born of experience, right through is limited. Right? The things that limited thought has done is to divide the people – Indian, Muslim – thought has done this. Right? Agreed? Thought has divided religions, built great cathedrals, temples and mosques and so on, so on, and all the things that are in it are invented by thought. Do you understand? Careful, really see the truth of this because it will help you tremendously. So all our action, our feelings, everything that we do is limited because it is controlled by thought, or shaped...

S: Our whole life revolves around thought.

Krishnamurti: That's right. So your whole life is limited. And where there is limitation there must be conflict. Right? Look, when you are thinking about yourself all day long, that's a very limited affair. He thinks about himself and I think about myself and therefore what happens? We are perpetually in conflict – not with him because he is a nice boy. You understand? Whatever is limited must induce conflict. I think about myself and you think about yourself, and myself is a very small affair, and your thinking about yourself is a very, very small affair. And our relationship is a very small affair, and therefore what is small, what is limited must induce, must bring about conflict. It is a small affair to belong to a country. Right? Say, 'My nation, I am an Indian', it is very limited. And the Muslim says 'I am Pakistani' blah blah. So there is division, there is conflict. That is, where there is limitation there is division, and therefore there is conflict. This is law.

S: You say where there is conflict there is no relationship.

Krishnamurti: That's further. Do you get this? You get it, sir?

S: It is a thought still. It is still a thought, because nothing is coming out of it.

Krishnamurti: No. Why should anything come out of what?

S: Come out of seeing (inaudible)

Krishnamurti: Sir, you don't see something, your brains are so atrophied.

S: Sir, does that mean whenever there is conflict it has to be small?

Krishnamurti: Of course. Sir, look: there is America and Russia, so-called super powers. Right? This division exists by their nationalities. The division exists by their concepts of what government is, division brought about by ideals – I believe in Marxism and they believe in democracy – my country, my ideals, and they fight, fight, fight. Right? So, ideals are limited, naturally. So there is conflict. Get it? Get it somewhat.

Now, we began by saying you can see yourself, what you are, in the mirror of relationship. Right? Now, you can go infinitely far in yourself; you can't go very far outwardly. You can go to the Himalayas – taking several days or several months by walking, or a couple of hours in an aeroplane – you understand? – but that is also limited. You can go round the earth – twenty-four thousand miles – twice or three times; that's limited. But when you know through your relationship what you are and penetrate that, then you can go immeasurable distance inwardly. Right? And I won't go into that because that is real meditation and all kinds of things are involved in it.

The other day when we met, I asked you, 'What's your future?' Not only your future, the future of your educators, the future of mankind. You understand? I asked you this – don't go to sleep. What is going to be your future? Don't go off into – as we did the other day – what is time? – you follow? – all that. We went into it, don't get lost in that. You are young – seven, ten, fifteen, eighteen, twenty, and you are off to university, college, university, take a degree, get married, if you can you get a job, or some other thing and there you are there, stuck for life. Right? That is your future. Right? Isn't that future very limited?

S: Yes, it's very limited.

S: Yes, it's brought by thought.

Krishnamurti: It is brought about by thought, and maybe other factors; it's limited. So your life, being limited, is going to create tremendous trouble for others and for yourself. Do your realise that?

S: Yes.

S: Yes, sir.

Krishnamurti: So what are you going to do? You understand? Wars are created through mediocre limitation. We went into all that, what is mediocrity. Mediocrity is, the root meaning, you know, I explained, you're half way up the hill. You can be very good in a career but yet be thoroughly mediocre – as most people are. And your future life as your parents plan it, as your society plans it, you are going to lead a very limited life, and that very limitation is going to bring about conflict. When I am thinking about myself, you are thinking about yourself, all of us are bound to be in conflict. Right, sir? So what are you going to do? Don't say 'Yes, sir'.

S: Look, why? Why does it have to be?

Krishnamurti: What do you mean?

S: Why is it that we... why do we live that way?

Krishnamurti: Why do you live that way? Because we are afraid to let go that way.

S: Then we let go, I mean if you see that.

Krishnamurti: Then let go, and see what would happen to... Sir, work it out, don't be so utopian and indifferent. See what happens. I don't pass exams, I am not interested in all that. Then what shall I do? I have to earn a livelihood.

S: I would look at the possibilities.

Krishnamurti: You look at the possibilities. The possibilities are, you might become a cook, a gardener, a teacher, or one of those awful politicians and one of the business people – right? – or a professor. It is all so terribly limited. Right?

S: Yes.

Krishnamurti: Now – follow it, sir! When you say it is limited – right? – what makes you say that?

S: (Inaudible)

Krishnamurti: Yes, you see it, then do you also see where there is limitation there is no space, there is no – you understand? – it is limited, and therefore there must be various forms of contradiction, struggle, all the rest of it. Right? Now, when you say 'Yes, I see', is that intelligence operating or you merely agree with the idea? You understand what I am saying? These chaps are getting impatient, I'm sorry.

S: Sir, when I observe myself in my relationship I see that I want to be something, and I do something else, but that's because of thought.

Krishnamurti: Yes, that's also, I said, that's limitation too.

S: How do we break it? How do I have relationship with myself, without that?

T: He says how do we break it.

Krishnamurti: You don't break it. You see how idiotic it is and move away from it. If I see that nationality is one of the causes of war, killing people by the million, appalling idea, brutal, vicious, I no longer... I don't belong to any country. Sir, you are missing something really important.

S: Sir, then how do you live? After you realise it, how do you live?

Krishnamurti: How do I live what?

S: I mean, if everyone over here sees that it is mediocre to become a cook or a gardener, then I mean they won't become a cook or a gardener, then where do we get food from?

T: If you say everything is mediocre and limited, what do we do?

Krishnamurti: If you realise that you are mediocre and you break through that, you are intelligent, then you cease to be mediocre. You are an intelligent human being, then that intelligence will tell you what to do. You don't have to bother about it then. You see this is the unfortunate part of it. I leave off in the middle of something very interesting, and you have still not grasped the real thing at all.

Now, look at it the other way. What do you consider religion? What is, to you, religion? To you, to you – what is religion? You understand, you must answer this question.

S: In which way you want to live.

Krishnamurti: Is that religion – the way you want to live?

S: In one way it's religion.

Krishnamurti: No, I am asking, sir, you see people going to temples, all the temples in India, and you see the mosques, you see the churches, and inside the churches, inside the mosques, inside the Hindu temples, and they worship and all that goes on. Do you call that religion? Go on sir, answer me. You are so quick, answer me.

S: An easy way to separate yourself from others.

Krishnamurti: Oh no, when you go into a temple there are lots of people there too.

S: Sir, when you follow someone else, when you don't want to think for yourself and you're following a system.

Krishnamurti: Do you mean to say you have lived in this country and you haven't enquired into all that? What do you say, sir? What to you is religion?

S: Religion is full of hatred, sir, because we can't understand each other.

Krishnamurti: As we don't understand each other because we are full of hatred, religion has very little meaning – is that it?

T: He says religion is full of hatred because we don't understand each other.

Krishnamurti: (Laughs) Same thing. You see, sir, how can you go out in the world and not understand all this?

S: Sir, what I understand by religion is all this – temples and the mosques, and...

Krishnamurti: Do you consider that religion?

S: That is what I have been told is religion. I don't know anything else.

Krishnamurti: Why do you accept it? Why don't you investigate it? You are old enough. Why don't you find out what religion is? All this superstition, belief, tradition, going to the temple, doing puja.

S: But that's not religion. It's not religion.

Krishnamurti: Then what is religion?

S: That's not religion.

Krishnamurti: If you say that's not religion, and you really mean it – just a minute, old boy – if you say that's not religion and you really mean it, then you must find out what is religion, because man from the most ancient of times has said, what is all this, there must be something much greater than all this. From the most ancient Sumerians, the Greeks, the Egyptians – no, the Egyptians, the Greeks, the Israeli, all those people who were at Hara, you know, Mohenjadaro – you know all those? – they all wanted to find out what god was. If not god, something else. And it has all come down to some kind of superstitious rubbish. Right? But there must be something. Right? What is religion, what is all this about?

S: You would be following your own set of ideas.

Krishnamurti: Oh, good lord. Religion should be following your own set of ideas – what are your ideas?

S: (Inaudible)

Krishnamurti: Do you know what 'ideas' means? No, I won't go into it.

S: Religion is love, the true religion.

Krishnamurti: Religion is love, the little boy says. Do you love the tree? The blade of grass? You love the birds, the monkeys that come? Perhaps you are all a lot of monkeys, aren't you?

Sir, we must stop. But put your mind to this, sir – grown up people – find out because otherwise life has no meaning – you understand, sir? – going to the office every day, being a cook all day long, or a big politician. What's the point of all this? Or you having a marvellous career.

S: You have to do something to keep your body and soul together.

T: She is saying one is forced to do something to keep the body and soul together.

Krishnamurti: There is no answer to that is there. Then do something that will keep the thing going. Then you become a cog in the machinery. You see, you are all on the defence. Right? You don't investigate, you don't work it out, go into it. It is the function of the educator to help you in this. If I stayed here – I am not going to, so don't worry – if I stayed here as your educator, I would go with you into all this – what is meditation, if there is something beyond all this, something sacred, and if the brain can be quiet, really quiet, and so on and so on and so on. But you see you are all trained, oriented to have a job. That's all your concern. To get married, to have a good career and to hell with everything else. Right? Right, sir? Right? Be honest. Yes. So you are only concerned about yourself. And yourself is a very small affair. It's like a toad in a little pond, making a lot of noise. And the whole world is going through tremendous catastrophes – nuclear wars. If there is no nuclear war, the warfare of germs, ordinary wars, conventional wars. The computer is going to take over your brains. If you go into an American supermarket the girl there doesn't even count, it is done by electronic and laser beams, and it is gone, in a few seconds the bill is there for you. Our brains are gradually becoming atrophied, as yours are. Unless you actually work, not repeat, repeat, repeat.

Well, sir, we have talked enough. Let's sit quietly for a while and see. When you sit quietly, watch your thoughts, follow them, whether you can pursue one thought, or one thought is interrupted by another thought and so on, just watch it.
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