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NEW DELHI 1ST PUBLIC TALK 8TH JANUARY
1961

| think, before we begin, it should be made clear what we mean by
discussion. To meit isaprocess of discovery through exposing
onesalf to the fact. That is, in discussing | discover myself, the
habit of my thought, the way | proceed to think, my reactions, the
way | reason, not only intellectually but inwardly. Itisreally
exposing oneself not merely verbally but actually so that the
discussion becomes a thing worth while - to discover for ourselves
how we think. Because, | feel if we could be serious enough for an
hour or alittle more and really fathom and delve into ourselves as
much as we can, we shall be able to release, not through any action
of will, a certain sense of energy which is all the time awake,
which is beyond thought.

Surely, thisdiscussion is related to our daily living - they are
not two separate things. And as most of us have become so
extraordinarily mechanical in our attitudes and conclusions, unless
we break up the pattern of our thinking, we live so partialy, we
hardly live at al - livein the total sense of that word. Andisit
possible to live with all our senses completely awakened, with a
mind that is not cluttered, with a perception that is total, a seeing
that is not only visual but is beyond the conditioned thinking? If we
could, it would be worth while to go into all that. So, if that
interests you, we could discuss this sense of awareness, of tota
awareness of life, and thereby perhaps release an energy that will
be awake all the time in spite of our shallow existence.

Do observe, watch your own mind when you are listening to



what is being said. Then you learn.

Question: Sir, what do you mean by “learn?

Krishnamurti: | think if we could understand learning, then
perhaps it would be a benefit. Islearning merely an additive
process? Perhaps | add to something which | already have, or to the
knowledge which | already possess. Is that learning? Is learning
related to knowledge? If learning is merely an additive process
through that which | already know, isthat learning?

Then what islearning - likewhat islistening? Do | listen if | am
interpreting, if | am trandlating, if | am merely corroborating to
myself that which | am listening to, contradicting or accepting, or
denying? Does learning consist in transforming one's conclusions,
altering one's conclusions, or adding more, or expanding one's
conclusions? Surely, if one has to understand what is listening,
what is learning, one has to explore somehow, isn't it? Or is
learning, or listening, or seeing unrelated to the past, and it isnot a
guestion of time at all? That is, can | listen so completely, so
comprehensively that the very act of listening is perceiving what is
true, and therefore the very perception has its own action without
my interpreting what is seen into action?

Question: Aren't you using "learning" in avery specia sense?
As we understand learning, it has arelation to knowledge - that is,
getting more and more knowledge. There is no other meaning
which can be put into that word "learning”. Are you not using it in
avery special sense?

Krishnamurti: Probably we are using that word in a special
sense. To meit is exploring and asking. | want to find out how to

discussthis. Is adiscussion merely an exchange of ideas, a debate,



an exposition of one's own knowledge, cleverness, erudition, orisa
discussion in spite of knowledge a further exploration into
something which | do not know? Isit a scientific exploration where
the scientist, if heisreally worthy at all, enquires, thereis not a
conclusion from which he enquires?

What are we trying to do? We are just laying the foundation for
aright kind of discussion. If it is merely a schoolboy debate, then it
isnot worth it. If it is merely opposing one conclusion to another
then it does not lead very far. If you are a Communist and | a
Capitalist, we battle with words, political activitiesand so on; it
does not get us anywhere. If you are entrenched as a Hindu or a
Buddhist or whatever you are, and | am something else - a Catholic
-, wejust battle with words, with conclusions, with dogmas; and
that does not get us very far.

And if | want to go very far, | must know, | must be aware that |
am discussing from a position, from a conclusion, from a
knowledge, from a certainty; or that | am really not entrenched. If |
am held to something and from there | proceed or try to find out,
then | am so conditioned that | cannot think freely. All thisis a self-
revealing process, isn't it?

Discussions of that kind would be worthwhile, if we could do
that. Now what shall we discuss?

Question: Total living.

Krishnamurti: A gentleman wants to know how to live
completely.

Question: Sir, | am interested in understanding the mechanism
of thinking. At times thought seems to come from the bottom of

conclusions, and at times from the top surface like a drop from



above. | am confused. | do not know thought apart from the
background. | am unable to evaluate what the word "thought"
really means.

Krishnamurti: Yes, Sir, shall we discuss that?

Thought is the mechanism of thinking. Isthinking merely a
response to a question, to a challenge? If thinking is merely a
reaction, isthat thinking at all? | think perhaps | am going too fast.
Somebody should tell meif | am going too fast.

Question: | think we can understand you, Sir.

Krishnamurti: All right, Sir.

Y ou asked me aquestion and | replied. The reply is provoked
by your challenge, and | reply according to the content of my
memory. And that is the only thinking | know. If you are an
engineer and | ask you a question, you reply according to your
knowledge. If | am ayogi, a Sanskrit scholar, or this or that, then |
reply according to that, according to my condition. Isn't that so,
Sir?

S0, isthinking - thinking as we know it - areaction to a
challenge, to a question, to a provocation, according to my
background? My background may be very complex; my
background may be religious, economic, social or technical; my
background may be limited to a certain pattern of thought -
according to that background I reply. The depth of my thinking
may be very superficial; if | am educated in the modern system,
then | reply to your question according to my knowledge. But if
you probe alittle deeper, | reply according to the depth of my
discovery into my unconscious. And if you still ask me further,
probe, enquire more deeply, | reply either saying "l don't know", or



according to some racial, inherited, acquired, traditional answer.
Isn't that so, Sir? That we all know, more or less. Thoughts are all
mechanical responses to a challenge, to a question. The mechanism
may take timeto reply. That is, there may be an interval between
the question and the answer, to a greater or lesser extent; but it will
be mechanical.

Now if | am aware of al that process - which few of usare; if |
may, | amtaking it for granted that we are aware - , | realize that
my whole response to a question, which is the process of thinking,
is very mechanical and shallow; though | may reply from avery
great depth it is still mechanical. And we think in words, don't we?,
or in symbols. All thought is clothed in words, or in symboals, or in
patterns. Is there a thinking without words, without symbols,
without patterns?

And so the problem arises, doesn't it, Sir; whether all our
thinking is merely verbal. And can the mind dissociate the word
from thought? And if the word is dissociated, is there a thought?
Sirs, | do not know if you are experiencing or merely listening.

Question: What is thinking?

Krishnamurti: | ask you a question, how do you reply to that?

Question: From my background. Thinking is the most natural
process.

Krishnamurti: | ask you, "Where do you live?' And your
response isimmediate. Isn't it? Because where you liveis very
familiar to you, without a thought you reply quickly. Isn't that so,
Sir? And | ask you afurther complex question. Thereisatime-lag
between the reply and the challenge. In that interval oneis

thinking. The thinking is looking into the recesses of memory. Isn't



it?

| ask you, "What is the distance between here and Madras?’
You say, "I know it, but let me look up". Then you say, the
distance is so many miles. So you have taken an interval of a
minute; during that minute, the process of thinking was going on -
which is, looking into the memory and the memory replying. Isn't
that so, Sir? Then if | ask you a still more complex question, the
timeinterval is greater. And if | ask a question the answer to which
you don't know, you say, "l don't know", because you have not
been able to discover the reply in your memory. However, you are
waiting to check, you ask a specialist, or go back home and look
into abook and tell. Thisisthe process of your thinking, isn't it?,
waiting for an answer. And if we proceed a little further, if we ask
a question of which you don't know the answer at all, for which
memory has no response, there is no waiting, thereis no
expectation. Then the mind says, "l really do not know, | cannot
answer it."

Now can the mind ever be in such a state when it says, "l really
do not know" - which is not a negation, which isn't still saying, "
am waiting for an answer"? | ask you what truth is, what God is,
what "X" is, and you will reply according to your tradition. But if
you push it further and if you deny the tradition because mere
repetition is not discovery of God, or Reality or what you will, a
mind that says, "l don't know" is entirely different from a mind
which ismerely searching for an answer. And isn't it necessary that
amind should be in such a state when it says"| really do not
know"? Must it not be in that state to discover something, for

something new to enter into it?



Question: Sir, we have come to this point: we think in terms of
words, symbols, and we have to dissociate thought from the words
and symbols.

Krishnamurti: Sir, have we experienced directly that all
thinking, as we know, isverbal? Or, it may not be verbal. | am just
asking. And what has that to do with daily existence? Going to the
office, meeting the wife, quarrelling, jealousy, you know the whole
business of daily existence, the appalling boredom and the fear and
al that - what has that got to do with this question? Is thinking
verbal? | feel we should not go too far away from the actual living
- then it becomes speculative. But if we could relateit to our daily
living, then perhaps we shall begin to break down some factorsin
our lifewhich are distracting. That isall.

Sir, let us begin again. Words are very important to us, aren't
they? Words like India, God, Communist, Gita, Krishna, and also
words like jealousy, love are very important to us. Aren't they?

Question: Y es. The meaning of the word is very important.

Krishnamurti: That iswhat | mean, the meaning of the word.
And can the mind be free of the word which so conditions our
thinking? Do you understand, Sir?

Question: That cannot be.

Krishnamurti: Sir, it may be an impossible thing, it may not be
possible at all; but we are slaves to words. Y ou are a Theosophist,
or you are a Communist, or you are a Catholic with all the
implications in the significance of those words. And if we do not
understand those words and their meaning and their inwardness,
we are just slaves to words. And should not the mind, before it

beginsto explore, to enquire, break down this slavery to words?



Do you understand, Sir? The Communist uses the word
"democracy" in one sense - People's Government, etc - and
somebody else uses the same word in atotally different sense. And
SO a man begins to enquire what the truth isin this matter, when he
finds two so-called intelligent people using the same word with
diametrically opposite meanings. So one becomes very very
cautious of words.

Can the mind break down the conditioning imposed by words?
That isthe first thing obvioudly. If | want to find God, | haveto
break down everything - simple ideas, conclusions about it - before
| can find it. And if | want to find out what love is, must | not break
down all the traditional meaning, the separative, dividing meaning
of love - such as, the carnal, the spiritual, the universal, the
particular, the persona? How does the mind free itself from
words? Isit possible at all? Or do you say, "It is hever possible"?

Question: Sir, can we temporarily suspend opinions from
conclusions?

Krishnamurti: Sir, in regard to discussing anything, what do you
mean by "temporarily suspend”? If | temporarily suspend that | am
a Communist and discuss communism, then there is no meaning,
no discovery.

Question: Sir, isit not like that one can go into the dark without
even atorch?

Krishnamurti: Yes, Sir, probably; then its exploring may be like
that. Real thinking is opposed to mechanical thinking. | do not
know what mechanical thinking is and what real thinkingis. Is
your mind mechanical? To you, is thinking mechanical ? Should
not the mind be really interested in breaking down the words, the



difficulties in problems, the danger of confusion created by words?
Should not the mind be really interested, not intellectually, in the
life and death problems of the world? Unless the interest is there,
how will you start breaking down the accepted academical
meaning? If you are enquiring into the question of freedom, into
the question of living, must you not enguire into the meaning of
those words? Merely to be aware that amind is slave to wordsiis
not an end initself. But if the mind isinterested in the question of
freedom, in the question of living and all the rest of it, it must
enquire.

Question: If the mind is not interested, how is the mind to get
it? Krishnamurti: How am I, who is not interested, to be interested?
| must sleep, and how am | to keep awake? One can take several
drugs, or counsel someone to keep oneself awake. But is that
keeping awake?

Question: When | see athing, my seeing is automatic; then
interpretation comes in and aso condemnation.

Krishnamurti: Sir, what do you mean by "seeing"? Thereisa
visual seeing; | see you and you see me; | see the things that are
very near, very close, and | also see visually things very far. And |
also use that word "seeing” to mean understanding; | say, "Yes, |
see that very clearly now." And the interpretative processis going
on inthe very seeing. And we are asking, if all seeingis
interpretation, what is the principle which says that seeing is not
interpretation? Can | look at something without interpreting? Is
that possible?

Can | look at something without interpreting that which | see? |

see aflower, arose. Can | ook at it without giving it a name? Can



| look at it, observeit? Or in the very process of observing, isthe
naming taking place, the two being simultaneous and therefore not
separable? If we say they are immediate, not separable, then there
IS nothing that can bring about the cessation of interpretation.

Let usfind out if it is possible to look at that flower without
naming it. Have you tried it, Sir? Have you looked at yourself
without naming, not only in a casual way but inwardly? Have you
looked at yourself without interpreting what you are? | see |l am
bad, | am good, | love, | hate, | ought to be this, I ought not to be
that. Now have | looked at myself without condemning or
justifying?

Question: The difficulty is, Sir, that we cannot just see
ourselves without judging our action. Also when we judge,
immediately we stop action.

Krishnamurti: Then it is not a difficult thing. Y ou see the fact.
The difficulty arises only when you don't see the fact. | see very
clearly that when | see mysdlf as| am, | condemn; and | realize
that this condemnatory process stops further action. And if | do not
want further actionitisall right. Isn't it? But if thereisto be further
action, this condemnatory process has to cease. Then whereisthe
difficulty?

| see mysdlf lying, not telling the truth. Now if | do not want to
judge it, then thereis no problem; | just lie. But if | want to
challenge it, then there is contradiction. Isn't there? | want to lie
and | do not want to lie, then the difficulty arises. Isn't that so?

If | seethat | am lying and | likeit, | go on with it. But if | don't
likeit, if it does not lead anywhere, then | don't say it is difficult.

Because it doesn't lead anywhere, because to me thisis a serious



matter, | stop lying. Then there is no contradiction, thereisno
difficulty.

Words have condemnatory or appreciative meanings. Aslong as
my mind is caught in words, either | condemn or accept. And isit
possible for the mind not to accept or deny but observe without the
word and the symbol interfering with it?

Question: But is action separate from that word?

Krishnamurti: |s observing athought process? Can | observe
without the word, which we said is either condemnatory or
appreciative?

Question: How is observing different from thinking, Sir?
Krishnamurti: | am using the word, "observing". Stick to that
word "observing." | observe you and you observe me. | look at you

and you look at me. Can you look at me without the word "me",
the prejudice, your like and dislike? Y ou are putting me on a
pedestal and | am putting you on a bigger pedestal. Can you look at
me and can | look at you without this interpreting process?

Question: It is nhot possible to observe without the thought
process, which is memory coming into being.

Krishnamurti: Then what? If that is so, then we are perpetual
slaves to the past and therefore there is no redemption. Thereis no
redemption for aman who is aways held asave to the past. If that
Isthe only process | know, then there is no such thing as freedom;
then there is only the expansion of conditioning, or the narrowing
down of conditioning. Therefore, man can never be free. If you say
that, then the problem ceases.

Question: My response to you now is one thing and my

response when | go outside is another. For maintaining my family



and myself certain basically essential things are necessary. In
getting them, | also feel the need to ensure the continuity of these
material things - food, clothing and shelter - in future also. My
needs also tend to grow. Thus, greed stepsin, and it develops. How
ismy mind to stop greed at any level?

Krishnamurti: How is greed to go when | am living in this
world of constant growth in needs? Is not that it, Sirs? | think there
are certain things | need and those needs must continue. Why have
| apprehension about them? | wonder if we cannot tackle this
whole problem - fear, total living, what is thinking?, and the things
that we discussed -, if we could discuss that awareness which
awakensintelligence. | am putting it very briefly. If we could
discuss how to be aware intelligently all through the day - not
gporadically, not for ten minutes - , then | think this problem would
be answered for ourselves by ourselves. Isit possible for meto be
aware - in the sense of being intelligently alert, wherever | may be,
whether high or low, whether | have little or much - so that my
mind ceases to be in a state of apprehension? Now isit possible to
be aware intelligently?

What isit to be intelligent? Unless | understand that word and
the meaning of that word, the significance, the inward sense of that
word, we can ask thousands of questions and there will be
thousands of answers, but we shall remain as before. Now | am
asking myself, "Can | understand this feeling, the being intelligent,
so that if | have that feeling of being intelligent, then thereis no
problem, as | will tackle everything as it comes along."

January 8, 1961
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We said last time when we met that we would discuss the question
of intelligence; and | think if we could go through it as deeply as
possible and as fully, perhaps it might be very beneficial to see
whether the mind has the capacity of fully comprehending
problems and thereby discovering what it isto be really intelligent.
To gointo it very deeply, it seemsto me, first we must understand
what is a problem; then how the mind comprehends or is aware of
the problem, how it understands the problem - which leads, does it
not?, to the understanding of self-knowledge. Knowledge is aways
in the past. Self-knowing is an active process of the present, itisan
active present. And in understanding a problem one discovers,
doesn't one?, the active process of knowing the instrument - that is,
thinking, not theoretically, not academically, but actually - , one
experiences the process of knowing. We will go into that and
perhaps we will be able to discover what it isto be intelligent.

| don't see how we can discuss in a serious manner what is
intelligence, if we do not understand how we think. A mere
definition of intelligence has no significance. The dictionary has a
meaning, and you and | can give definitions, conclusions. But it
seems to me that the very definition and giving a conclusion
indicates alack of intelligence rather than intelligence. So, if you
think it is worth while aso, we could go into this problem of
intelligence rather widely and extensively, rather with fun, with a
sense of gaiety - with a desirable seriousness which has also its

own humour. So if you would let metalk alittle bit, then you can



pick up the threads and afterwards we can discuss together.

| feel amind that has a problem isincapable of really being
free. A mind that is ridden with problems can never be really
intelligent. 1 will gointo al that. We will discuss all that presently.
A mind that is increasing problems, that is the soil of problems,
that starts to think from a problem, is no longer capable of
intelligently approaching the problem. And a problem surely
implies athing that the mind does not understand, it finds hard to
understand, cannot grapple with, cannot penetrate through to a
solution. That iswhat we call a problem. It may be a problem with
my wife, with children, with society, individually or collectively;
the problem implies a sense of not being able to find a solution, an
answer; and therefore that which we cannot find an answer or a
solution for, we call that a problem. A mechanic who understands a
piston engine, knows all the things connected with a piston engine
- to him it is not a problem; because he knows, there is no problem
to him. And also knowledge creates problems. | don't know if we
could discuss that alittle bit.

Knowledge invariably creates problems. If | don't know
anything about not killing, then brutal violence and the rest of it
would be no problem. It is only the knowledge that creates the
problem, which is a contradiction in myself - | want to kill and |
don't want to kill. It is the knowledge that is preventing me from
killing, or it is the knowledge that creates a problem. And having
created a problem, surely that very knowledge has forecast the
solution also. | think this we must understand before we can go
further into the question of comprehending what is intelligence

Let us be clear that we are discussing, not academically nor



theoretically as theoreticians but actually, to experience what we
are talking about. We are trying to find out, aswe said, what it isto
be intelligent. Can the mind be intelligent when it is burdened with
problems? And in order not to be so burdened, we try to escape
from problems. The very desire to find a solution is an escape from
the problem. It is also an escape to turn to religions, to conclusions,
to various forms of speculations. And as we have problems at
every level of our existence - economic, social, personal,
collective, national, international, all therest of it - we have
problems, we are burdened with problems.

Andislifeaproblem? And why isit that we have reduced all
existence into a problem? Whatever we touch becomes a problem;
love, beauty, violence, everything that we know of isin terms of
problems. If the mind is capable of being free from problems, then
to me that is the state of intelligence - which we shall discuss as we
go along.

So, first we have problems. Problems exist because of our
knowledge. Otherwise, we would have no problems. When the
mind has a problem the solution is aready known. It is only the
technique of finding the solution that we are seeking, not the
answer, because we already know the answer. Shall we discuss that
alittle bit first?

Problems arise out of knowledge. And that very knowledge has
aready given the solution. The solution is already in the
knowledge, consciously or unconsciously. What we are seeking is
not the solution, but the technique of achieving the solution which
isaready known. If | am an engineer or ascientist, | have a

problem because | already know. The knowledge invites the



problem. Because | know the problem which is the result of my
knowledge, that knowledge also has supplied the solution. Now |
say, "How am | to bridge the problem with the solution which is
aready known?' S0, it is not that we are seeking solutions,
answers, but how to bring about the solution, how to realize the
solution. | think we have to realize that it is not the answer that we
want, because we know the answer; a problem indicates the
answer, and the interval between the problem and the answer, the
time interval is the technological interval of bringing that solution
into effect. You seeit requires agreat deal of self-knowledgeto
understand this - which means really the knowledge not only of the
self that is active every day - going to the office, selling, buying,
guarrelling, being jealous, envious, ambitious and all the rest of it,
the outward symptoms of this egocentric activity - but also of the
unconscious, the deep recesses of the mind, the untrodden regions
of the mind. So, all this knowledge which is stored up creates the
problem. The mere seeking of an answer to the problemisreally,
essentially, atechnological search for the solution which is already
known; and for this, one must go into the whole problem, into this
whole thing called consciousness. | do not know if I am making
myself clear, or | am making this alittle more complex. After all, if
| have intelligence, if there isintelligence, then there are no
problems, | can tackle the problems as they arise. And can amind
be without a problem?

L et us go further. The state of the mind that is without a
problem iswhat we call peace, what we call God, what we call the
intelligent thing. That is essentially what we want, that is what the

mind is constantly pursuing. But the mind has reduced al life into



aseries of problems. Death, old age, pain, sorrow, joy, how to
maintain joy - everything is a nightmarish tale not only at the
psychological level but at the individual level, and at the collective
level and also at the unconscious level of the whole human being.
So it seemsto me, to be actively participating in intelligence one
must go through all this; otherwise it becomes merely atheoretical
issue.

Now, after having said all this, can we discuss this question of
problem arising from knowledge? Otherwise, there is no problem.
And when we talk of a problem we alwaysimply that the answer is
not known, the solution is not known. "1f | only could find a
solution to my problem"” - that is our everlasting cry. But because
of the very problem, we already know the solution. Could we just
discuss that first and then proceed? And will that not lead to the
uncovering of the solution, will that not be an active process of self-
knowing?

Question: A mathematician has an unresolved problem. How is
his mind to be free of it?

Krishnamurti: Sir, are you a mathematician? Are you discussing
this as a mathematician? Or, are you discussing this question as a
human being with a problem, not as a specialist with a problem?

Question: | know alittle of mathematics.

Krishnamurti: We are discussing human problems. Y ou say you
have a problem of love. Question: Isthat the result of prior
knowledge? Sir, | love my children, | love my brother. | take their
burden. | have a problem and therefore | want to be free of that.

Krishnamurti: What for? Why should you be free?

Question: Because it is a disturbance to my mind.



Krishnamurti: So, you see, mere escape is not the answer. You
know the stupidity of escape and yet you keep on escaping. So that
Is becoming your problem. My wife and | cannot get on. | drink.
That isan escape. That drinking has become a problem. | have a
problem with my wife and now through escape | am taking a drink
and that has also become a problem. So life goes that way. We
have innumerable problems, one problem bringing another. Isn't
that so, Sir?

So we are asking ourselves. don't problems arise out of
knowledge? Let us discuss. | said that problems arise out of
knowledge and because of that knowledge and because of the
problem the answer is already known, the solution is already there.

Question: Sir, the use of the word "knowledge" is rather vague.
Y ou are covering so many things. Now take the instance of acar -
that is technical knowledge. But that knowledge is quite different
from a knowledge of the problem of life, or something whereit is
difficult to find a solution because of so many changing social
conditions. And therefore knowledge does not always lead to a
solution, it is not implied; sometimesin certain cases it may be
implied, in certain cases it may not be.

Krishnamurti: | am not at all sure that it does not apply to
everything. am just suggesting, Sir, I am not becoming dogmatic.
Now wait a minute. Y ou said the outward and inward, the outward
knowledge and the inward knowledge. Why do we divide this as
outward knowledge and inward knowledge? Are they to be kept in
watertight compartments, or the outward movement is only the
natural movement which becomestheinner? It is like the tide that

goes out and then comesin. Y ou don't say that it is the outward



tide and the inward tide. The whole life is one movement going in
and out, which we call the inner and the outer. It is one movement,
isn't it, Sir? - not an outward movement apart from the inward
movement. Essentially, is there a difference between outward
knowledge and inward knowledge? It is not the outward
knowledge that conditions the inward knowledge and it is not the
inward knowledge that modifies the outward knowledge. Can we
so demarcate knowledge as the outward and the inward and can we
comprehend that knowledge is awaysin the past, it is something in
which isimplied the past?

Question: Sir, what about intuition?

Krishnamurti: Intuition may be a personal projection, a personal
desire rectified, spiritualized and sublimated which becomes an
intuition.

S0, let us go back, if we may, to the point we were discussing.
We have problems. As human beings we are cursed with various
problems of life. The mind is always seeking an answer to these
problems. But is there an answer which we do not already know
and thereforeisit any good seeking it? You follow? | wish we
could discuss this.

| have a problem, say, a problem of love, whichis: | want to
love universally, whatever that may mean; | want to love
everybody without difference, without up and down, without
colour. | talk of universal love, and yet | love my wife. So, thereis
the universal and the particular, which becomes contradictory, not
only verbally but actually. We don't know what universal love
means, first of all, but we glibly talk about it. Don't we? This

country has been speaking everlastingly about non-violence and



preparing for war; there are class divisions and linguistic divisions.

| am taking it as an example of our mind which talks about
universal love and says God islove. You follow, Sir? Thereis
universal brotherhood and | love my wife. How can | reconcile
these two? That becomes a problem. How to transmute the
personal, the particular, the within-the-wall to something which has
no walls? Y ou see, that becomes a problem. Isn't it? Now let us
discuss that.

First there is the knowledge, knowledge that there is universal
love. Or we have an occasional feeling, an extraordinary sense of
unity and the beauty of that quality which says, "There is nothing
to bother about, why are you bothered about everything?', and then
| go back home and | have to battle with my wife. So thereisthis
contradiction and we are always trying to find an answer. Is that an
intelligent approach to search for an answer? When | say thereis
universal love, that isaknowledge. Isn't it, Sir? Isn't that a
knowledge, an idea, a conclusion, athing which | have heard? No?
The Gita says we are al one and some other book says something
like this; and so conclusions become our knowledge - either the
conclusions imposed by tradition or by society, or our own
conclusions which we have ourselves arrived at.

So, when we say we have a problem, what do we mean by that?
Sir, you have problems, haven't you?, of some kind or other. Now
what do we mean by that? What is the state of mind that says|
have a problem? What is the fact about the problem?

Question: We want to come up to the standard we have set
ourselves.

Krishnamurti: Y ou try to approximate to the standard, the ideal,



the example, and as you cannot approximate yourself to it, it
creates a problem. | want to be the Manager and | am a clerk; so
that creates a problem. | do not know and you know, and | want to
reach that state when | aso can say, "l know", so that creates a
problem. Isn't that so, Sirs?

Question: The feeling of insufficiency.

Krishnamurti: Why do you make it a problem, Sir?1 feel an
insufficiency, | feel envy, | have no capacity, | am not intelligent. |
feel thisemptinessin me. | see people happy and | am not. That is
avery concrete example, Sir. Now | feel insufficiency. And | am
just asking myself why | make that into a problem. What is the
quality that makesit into a problem? Do you understand, Sir, what
| am saying? | realize | am insufficient. Why should it become a
problem, Sir? | am insufficient and | want to reach that state of
mind which is sufficient. | realize through comparison, by seeing
you, you have cleverness, position, money, prosperity; and | have
none of these. | see that, and suddenly it has become a problem to
me. You therich and | the poor - that has become a problem. | say
to myself, "What has made the mind reduce this thing into a
problem?" | see you beautiful and | am ugly, and the misery
begins. | want to be like you, clever, beautiful, intellectual, you
know all therest of it. What has set the mechanism going? The
mechanism is obviously comparison, isn't it? | am insufficient, you
are sufficient; am ugly, you are beautiful; you arethisand | am not,
a contradiction. Now what creates this comparison? Why has the
mind created the problem? Because, the mind has the capacity to
compare and this comparison has been cultivate from childhood.

Y ou are not so clever as your brother, you are not so good as your



uncle, you are not so beautiful as your sister and the rest of it - so
from childhood this has been dinned into us. The mind says, "I am
thisand | must be that", and through comparison creates
dissatisfaction. And this dissatisfaction, we say, leads to progress.
Thisisthe whole process.

| am dissatisfied with what | am, because | have the capacity to
compare with something greater, with something less, with
something superior or inferior. Right? If by some miracle you
could remove from the mind the comparative quality, then | will
accept what | am. Then | won't have a problem. So, can the mind
stop thinking comparatively, and why does it think comparatively?
Because, the fact ismy mind issmall. That isafact. Why do |
compare it with something else and create a problem out of it? My
mind is small, my mind is empty. It isafact. Why don't | accept it?
|sit possible to see the fact that | am this, not in terms of
comparison? One of the mgjor factors of the cause of problemsis
comparison. And we say that through comparison we understand,
we say that through comparison we grow; and that is all we know.
Isit possible for the mind to put away all comparison? If it is not
possible, then we live in a state of perpetual problems. And amind
ridden with problemsis a stupid mind, obviously.

Question: Only an insane mind has no problem.

Krishnamurti: A gentleman says that only the insane mind has
no problem. The insane mind so identifiesitself with something
that all other things cease to exist. Psychologically when amind
identifies itself with something, or says, "I am this’, suchamind
excludes every other issue and confinesitself to that one thing.

Now obvioudly it has no problem. Such amind is an insane mind.



But we are also insane, because we have got innumerable
conclusions with which we identify and we exclude everything
else. When | say, "l anaMuslim" or "l am aHindu" and | refuse
to recognise any other thing, | am insane.

Now, let us go back. Why does the mind create problems? One
of thee factors of this creation lies in comparison. Now, can the
mind by investigation, by looking, observing, understand the
futility of comparison, the waste of comparison, because
comparison leads to problems? Do you follow? A mind ridden with
problemsisnot amind at all, it isincapable of thinking clearly. So
the truth is that comparison creates problems. | am ugly, | am
violent; can | look at what | am without comparison?

Can you look at something without comparison? Can you look
at the sunset without saying, "It isalovely sunset but not so
beautiful as the sunset yesterday"? Have you ever tried it? The very
observation of, looking at, something without comparison has an
extraordinary sense of discipline - not imposed - to look at
something with such attention that there is no question of
comparing. Isit possible to look at something without comparison?
Isit possible to look at myself without comparison? Isit possible
for the mind to be aware of itself without saying it is not so good as
that? If and when the mind can do that, thereis no problem. Is
there?

Question: It ispossible, but it isvery difficult.

Krishnamurti: Now what do you mean by "difficult"? You are
using that word "difficult" because your mind is not free from
comparison. When you say that it is difficult, you are thinking in

terms of achievement - which means comparison. A problemisa



waste of energy, and any engineer will tell you that waste is unused
energy. Now, if aproblem is awaste of energy, can this energy be
brought to ook at the problem without comparison? When |
compare, it isawaste of energy. Obvioudly it is an escape from
what | am. Now, to look at what | am, to be with the fact of what |
am, requires al my energy. Doesn't it? Have you lived with
something beautiful or ugly?

Question: Sir, what do you mean by “live'?

Krishnamurti: Have you tried to live with something that is ugly
or beautiful ? If you live with something ugly, it either distorts you,
or pervertsyou, or it makes you ugly. When you go down that
street and you live in that street day after day, you are completely
oblivious of the fact that you livein that dirt because you are used
to it. So you have never lived with it - you are used to it, that has
become your habit and you are blind. And to live with a beautiful
tree: there are beautiful trees and you have never even looked at
them - which means, you are totally oblivious of them. So you
never live with anything, either ugly or beautiful. Now to live with
something requires a great deal of energy. Doesn't it? To live with
waste, doesn't it require agreat deal of energy?

Question: Then we will get caught up in the squalor.

Krishnamurti: Either you are oblivious of it or you are redly
caught up.

Question: We are not caught, if we are indifferent to it.

Krishnamurti: Asyou are indifferent to the squalor, you are
equally indifferent to the beauty. So, see the facts, Sir. Something
very interesting is coming out of this, whichis, the mind is
dissipating its energy through problems. Obviously? the mind then



through its dissipation becomes enfeebled and therefore cannot
face facts. The fact isthe mind is narrow, petty, stupid; and the
mind cannot face that fact. And for the mind to live with "what is"
is extraordinarily difficult, isn't it; that requires an enormous
amount of energy, so that it can observe without being distorted.

Question: When you use the word, "insufficiency", doesit not
imply comparison?

Krishnamurti: Sir, | am only using that word in the sense the
dictionary usesit, not comparatively. | am just saying | am
insufficient. Insufficiency has a comparative meaning. But when |
use the word "insufficient” in the dictionary sense, thereisno
comparison. | wish we could somehow, if we arereally serious,
disinfect all words, so that we have just the meaning of the words.
To live with sufficiency or insufficiency, it requires agreat deal of
energy, so that the fact does not distort the mind.

Question: Sir, isinsufficiency different from the mind? Can the
mind look at it?

Krishnamurti: When | say | am insufficient, the mind is aware
that it isinsufficient. It is not outside of itself as the observer
watching something observed. Sir, would you try, just for the fun
of it, to live the whole day today with yourself, without
comparison, just to live, to see what you are and live with it? Try to
live with that garden, with atree, with a child, so that the child
does not distort your mind, so that the ugliness does not distort the
mind, nor the beauty distort the mind. And you will find, if you do,
how extraordinarily difficult it is and what an abundance of energy
Is necessary to live with something. And because we say one must
have that energy to live with something totally, completely, we say



there are various ways of gathering energy; but those are all
dissipation of energy.

Please see the fact, the fact that the mind isinsufficient, and live
with it al day, see what happens, observeit, gointoit. Let it have
its way, see what happens. And when you can so live with it, there
will be no insufficiency because the mind is freed from
comparison.
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NEW DELHI 3RD PUBLIC TALK 13TH
JANUARY 1961

We were discussing the day before yesterday the question of
comparison and differentiation, whether a mind that is comparing
and therefore thinking of its advancement isreally advancing at all.
And aslong asamind isin conflict, in comparison, is not the mind
in fact deteriorating? |s not the conflict an indication of
deterioration? And we were discussing what it is that makes the
mind perceive, observe the fact asit is, and not interpret or offer an
opinion about the fact, and whether amind is capable of such
perception if it is merely comparing. And also we went into the
whole question of discontent. Most of us are dissatisfied,
discontented with what we are, with what we are doing in our
relationships, with the state of the world's affairs. And most of us
who are at all thoughtful want to do something about all this. And
is discontent a source of action? | do not know if we could explore
that alittle bit. | am dissatisfied politically with the situation in the
world. The motive of my action is discontent. | want to change the
situation in certain patterns - Communist, Socialist, or whatever it
IS, extreme left, or centre, centre from the left, or centre from the
right and all the rest of it.

Now, is action born of discontent, creative action? | do not
know if | am going on to what we were discussing day before
yesterday. But | think it is connected with what we were discussing
the other day, because we are always thinking, aren't we?, in terms
of the better. And isthere creation in the field of the better? Is there

intelligence where there is discontent? And discontent, surely, as



we know it, is the incapacity to approximate totally or completely
with the better, with the more.

Please, if | may point out here, thisis rather adifficult thing
which we are discussing. Unless we somehow give alittle bit of
our attention to it, it is going to be rather difficult. | feel that the
mind in conflict isamost destructive mind. Whenamind isin
conflict and so destructive, any action springing from the mind -
however erudite, however cunning, however capable of carrying
out a plan, economic, social, whatever it is - is destructive. Because
its very source is discontent - which is the comparative mind,
which is the destructive mind - , its action whether partial, total, or
whether it is capable of covering the world and al therest of it, is
destructive. And as most of us have this bug, thisinsect, this cancer
of discontent and we are always seeking satisfaction because of
this discontent, through drink, God, religion, yoga, political action
and so on, our action is surely the escape from this flame of
discontent. And the more quickly we find a corner in the recesses
of the mind, or in action, where we find we are more contented,
there we settle down to stagnate. This happens for all of usin our
everyday relationship, in our activitiesand so on. If | canfind a
guru, ateacher, atheory, a speculation, | am out of my discontent;
| am happy to find it and | settle back. And surely such action is
very superficia, isn't it? And isit possible for the mind to see, or
perceive the truth of discontent and yet not alow itself to stagnate
but discover the source of discontent? Let me put it round the other
way, Sirs. Comparison - the better, the more - surely breeds
discontent. And we think, don't we?, that if there was no

comparison there could be no progress, there could be no



understanding. Such comparison is essentially the expression of
ambition. Whether the comparison isin the political, religious or
economic field, or in personal relationship, such comparison
inevitably is based on ambition. The man wanting to become the
Manager, the Minister wanting to become the Prime Minister, and
the Prime Minister saying, "Everything isal right, I amin the right
place; you don't be ambitious' - the whole of that process, surely,
isthe result of comparison to better the "l am™" and "We are". When
the mind is ambitious, surely, such amind isincapable of love.
Ambition is a self-centred action. Though it may talk in terms of
peace and world welfare, God, truth, thisor that, it is surely the
self-centred movement expressing itself through comparison,
ambition. Such amind isincapable of love. That is one thing. And
can the mind see the truth of all this? A mind which is concerned
with itself, with its own advancement, with its own expression
through fulfilment, economic, social and all the rest of it - such a
mind is incapable of affection, of love. And therefore it must
inevitably create aworld in which comparison, the hierarchical
values of comparative existence is continued. So conflictisa
continuous inevitability; and asfar as one can seeit, itisvery
destructive. Now we see al this as factual, as actual fact, in our
daily life. And can the mind cease to think comparatively and
therefore eliminate conflict - which does not mean stagnate in the
thing which is?

What | am trying to say is. can the mind cease to be in a state of
conflict? And is conflict, which indicates self-contradiction,
inevitable? Y ou see that awakens an extraordinary question, which

IS; is creation - | mean not printing, building, writing a poem, that



isonly an expression of the state of the mind; | am not talking of
the expression but of that state of creativeness - is that state of
being in creation the result of conflict? And truth, God and
whatever one likes to name that, that thing which human beings
have been seeking century upon century - is that to be perceived,
known, experienced, through conflict? Then why are wein
conflict? And isit possible for the mind to be totally free of
conflict, which means having no problems? But there are problems
in the world, and a mind free of conflict will meet with those
problems and cut through them like a knife through buitter, like a
sharp knife that cuts through without leaving any traces on the
knife.

Now | do not know if you think along these lines, or if you
think differently. After al, Sir, the individual as well asthe
collective, the unit as well as the community, the one aswell asthe
society, is concerned, isn't it?, really with amind that isnot in
conflict, that isreally a peaceful mind - not the politician's peace,
not the Communist's peace, not the Catholic's peace, but in the
sense of agood, first class mind, capable of reasoning, analysis,
and also capable of perceiving directly and immediately. Can such
amind exist?

If the mind isin a state of comparison, it creates problems and
Is everlastingly caught in them, and therefore it is never free. Sir,
from childhood we have been brought up to compare - the Greek
architecture, the Egyptian, the modern - ; to compare with the
leader, the better, the more cultured, the more cunning; to be the
perfect example, to follow the master; to compare, compare,

compare, and therefore to compete. Where there is comparison,



there must be contradiction obviously - which means ambition.
Those three are linked together inevitably. Comparison comes with
competition and competition is essentially ambition. Isthere a
direct perception, isit possible to see something true immediately
when the mind is caught up in this vortex of comparison, conflict,
competition and ambition? And yet you know the Communist
society aswell as the Capitalist society and every society is based
on this competition. The more, the more, the more, the better - the
world is caught up in it and every individual isinit. We say that if
we have no ambition, if we have no godl, if we have no aim, we are
just decaying. Sir, thisis so deeply rooted in our minds, in our
hearts - this thing to achieve, to arrive, to be. And if you take that
away, shall | stagnate? | will stagnate if it isforcibly taken away
from me; if through any form of influence | cease to compete, |
stagnate. But can | understand this process of comparative,
competitive, ambitious existence, and through understanding and
seeing the fact of it, be free of it? Thisis avery complex problem.
It is not amatter of just agreement or disagreement. Can the mind
be in astate in which al sense of influence has ceased?

| do not know if you have ever explored the problem of
influence. In America, | believe, they tried subliminal advertising,
which isto show afilm on the screen at a very tremendous speed,
advertising what you should buy; consciously you have not taken it
in, but unconsciously you have taken it in, you know what that
advertisement is; and when you leave the cinema or the place, as
the propaganda has already taken root, you go and buy the
advertised article, unconsciously. But fortunately the Government
stopped that.



But aren't we, all of us, unconsciously, or perhaps even
conscioudly, the slaves of such subliminal propaganda? After all,
al tradition isthat. A man who livesin tradition repeats whatever
he has been told - which most of us do, either in platitudes or in
certain forms of expansive modern words. We are slaves to that
tradition, not only as custom, habit, but also as the word. | do not
know if thisinterests you. Because, all this surely isimplied when
the mind beginsto go into it to seeif it can free itself from this
comparative existence.

Theworldisin chaos. Thereis no question about it. From the
Communist point of view, it isin amess. Some say you must have
better leaders, bigger, wiser, more capable |eaders. Others say you
must go back to religion, obviously implying you must go back to
your tradition, follow this and follow that, or create a plan which
you must follow. Y ou know what is happening in the world.

Looking at all this, isit a matter of leadership, isit a matter of
better planning, or creating aworld according to a certain pattern,
whether the left or the right - which means the pattern is much
more important, the formulais much more important than the
human being who will fit into the pattern? That is what most
politicians, most |eaders, most theoreticians and the rest of them
are concerned with. They create the plan and fit the human being
into that plan. Isthat the issue at all? At one level, obvioudly, that
istheissue. But is that the fundamental issue, or isit that creativity
in the immense sense of that word has completely stopped, and
how is one to bring the human mind to that state of creativity, not
how to control the human mind and shape it according to a certain

pattern as the Catholics and everybody else are doing in the world?



What are the things that hold the mind? The psychoanalysts
have tried to unloosen the mind by analysis. But they have not
succeeded. And | am not at al sure that any outward agency, as
religion, as aguru, as a book, as atheorist and so on and so on, can
ever unloosen the blockages of the mind. Or, isit really only
possible through self-knowing from moment to moment? Y ou
understand? That means an awareness without the burden of
previous knowledge which interprets what is being experienced.
But, what is the state of the mind which is experiencing? | seea
beautiful thing, atree, abuilding, the sky, ahuman being lovely
with asmile, with ajob and all therest of it. | seeit; the very
perception of that is the state of experiencing.

Now, when the mind is conscious in the state of experiencing, is
there an experiencing? | do not know. When there is silence in this
immense world of noise, that experiencing of silence - isit a
conscious process? And if it is conscious, if the mind says, "I am
experiencing silence”, isit experiencing silence? When you are
happy - bursting with happiness, not for any reason, not because
your liver isfunctioning well, or you have had a good drink, or any
God's influence, but really feeling that sense of incredible source of
bliss and joy without any foundation - , if you say at that time, "I
am experiencing amarvellous state”, obvioudly it ceases to be. Can
we, you and |, at a stroke, stop the mind thinking comparatively? It
is like dying to something. Can we do that? That is really the issue,
not how to bring about a state of mind which is not comparative.

Sir, we are aware consciously that we are in conflict, and that
conflict arises out of self-contradiction. Now, there is a state of self-

contradiction. How do we eradicate it? By analysis, going into it



analysing step by step, and saying these are the causes of
contradiction and these are the blocks? Ambition, obvioudly, is the
result of self-contradiction. Y ou don't live with the fact.

Sir, how do you live with afact? The fact that | haveidealsis
one thing; and the fact that | realize that having ideals is the most
stupid escape from the fact of what is, is another thing. They are
two stages. Now, | can reject ideals because | see the fal seness of
ideals. | see the falseness of an idedl, it hasno value; so | brush it
aside. But there isthe fact that | am violent, that | am this and that.
The fact isthat, and can | live with the fact? And what isimplied in
living with something? Sir, | may livein astreet full of noise, dirt,
squalor. Isthat living with it? | don't smell any more the filth, |
don't see any more the dirt in the street, because | get used to it by
living in that street.

Getting used to something is one way of living - which is: the
mind has become blunt, dull; which means, the thing whichis
dirty, squalid, ugly, has perverted the mind, made the mind
insensitive. There is something extraordinarily beautiful, the
picture, the sunset, the face, the field, the trees, the river, alight on
theriver - | seethese every day and these also | get used to. The
marvellous mountains - | get used to them. And the mind has
become insensitive to both, the ugly and the beautiful. That is one
way of living.

Now, what does living with something mean? Obviousdly, to live
with ugliness implies, my mind must be much more sensitive,
much more energetic, full of energy in order not to be perverted by
the ugliness; and similarly, my mind must be astonishingly alivein

order to live with something extraordinarily beautiful. Both should



demand an intensity of energy, an intensity of perception, so that
there is no question of getting used to it. Not getting used to it -
that iswhat isimplied in living with something.

Now, how isthe mind to be sensitive? - not a method when |
use the word "how", method is what makes the mind most
insensitive. But can the mind see the fact of this? The very
perceiving of the fact - is that not the releasing of energy?

Take the mind which is being made dull every day by going to
the office, seeing the stupid boss, or the bullying boss, or yourself
not so clever as the boss and trying to imitate the boss, the nagging,
the bus, the squalor, the poverty - all that is making the mind so
dull. | seeadll this, | face this every day of my life. Then what am |
to do? Will going to the temple, going to the God, going to the
Sunday sermon, sharpen my mind, make my mind exquisitely
sensitive to everything? Will that do it? Obvioudly, it won't. Then
why do | do it? Why don't you negatively cut away everything that
Is going to make the mind dull?

Question: But being conscious of al this, | get afeeling of
being unhappy.

Krishnamurti: Be unhappy, what is wrong with being unhappy?
Why should you not be unhappy? The world is unhappy. How do
you get out of it? First you must know unhappiness. Y ou must
know what fear is before you can get out of it. If you are escaping
from it, you are afraid of it, you have never faced the issue.

What do you mean by ambition? | am using the word
“ambition" in the dictionary sense, which means an intense desire,
the fulfilment of that desire. That is, | want to be the Manager, |

want to be the Minister, | want to be on the top of the heap, | want



to be something intensively. To see the absurdity of such athing
and at the same time talk about love and peace and goodnessis
utter nonsense. When | have seen that is ambition, | am out of it, |
won't be ambitious; at least | won't talk about peace, love and
goodness.

Question: Can we run away from traditions, families, living on
adesired pattern?

Krishnamurti: Sir, who is suggesting that we should run away
from family? Our minds are the result of tradition. You area
Hindu. | may not be a Hindu, aMuslim, or a Communist, or
whatever it is. You are the result of your environment, of your
society, of your education, of the family, the name you know - you
are the result of all this. At what level do | seethis, the verbal,
theoretical as an explanation, or do | seethisasafact? What do
you say, Sir? Surely, there is avast difference between seeing,
perceiving something as afact, and offering an opinion about the
fact, or indulging in explanations about the fact, verbal,
intellectual, theoretical, spiritual, whatever it is. Do you see that
your mind is the result of tradition, whether it is the modern
tradition or is the tradition of one yesterday or a thousand
yesterdays?

Some days ago, perhaps last year, some of my friends asked me
to sitinfront in acar and severa people were sitting behind in the
car. And as we were driving along, they were talking about
awareness, the complications of awareness, what was meant by
awareness; and the chauffeur who was driving the car ran over a
poor goat and broke itsleg. And the gentleman sitting in the car

was still discussing awareness; he never noticed that the poor goat



had been run over, he was not concerned about anything but
intellectually discussing awareness.

Sir, you are doing exactly the same thing. Can you be aware of
the fact that your mind is dull?

Question: Thereisthewill to live. If my mind were to know
that it isdull, it won't be ableto live.

Krishnamurti: Oh! The will to live prevents you from facing
your dullness - is that what you call living? The gentleman says
that seeing the fact that | am dull will horrify me and | would cease
to live. But | am asking, "Are we living now?' When we don't see
the beautiful sky, when we don't see the beautiful tree, when we
don't see the garden, sea, rain, when we don't know all that, feel
love, feel sympathy, are we living?

Sir, take a very simple example which everybody talks. about in
Indiasince | have been here - corruption. Thereis corruption
everywhere, because everybody talks about it from top to bottom
and everybody says we cannot help it and we don't bother over it.
But suppose each one of us were really aware what corruption
implies, what would happen? Would that prevent corruption, or
would that make you more corrupt? Sirs, you have never thought
about this.

Have you been aware of the fact of what you are? We are slaves
to words - the word "soul", the word "Communist", the word
"Congress', the word "this' and "that". Are you aware of this fact
that you are slave to words? For instance, you don't go into why
you are used to the word "leadership”. Why? Because, you belong
to a party, Socialist, Communist, Congress or something else. They

have their leaders, and you accept them, it is the tradition; and you



also seeif you don't want to accept the same, you may lose your
job. Therefore fear blocks you from looking. So you accept it asit
Is advantageous, it is profitable, it isless disturbing; so you livein
the world of words and are slave to words. So, the word "God"
means very little to all of you. Doesit really mean anything? We
might spell it the other way and be slave to that word "dog" as the
atruists are. But, Sir, can the mind break through all this slavery to
words?

Aslong asthe mind is seeking security through words, it is
going to be dull. I don't mean that the mind must be very clever,
read lots of books, and all the latest books and the enormous and
the latest criticism; | am not talking about that sort of superficia
cleverness. | am talking of perceiving the mind asitis.

Sir, let us take another problem, the same thing in adifferent
way. We are all competitive, aren't we? In the office, at home,
religiously, we are competitive. Thereisthe guru and | am below
him, and one day | will reach that state and | will be the guru and
so on - climbing the ladder. We are, aren't we?, ambitious. Aren't
we competitive? - which means we are ambitious, which means
lack of love.

Question: There is adistinction between rational ambition and
irrational ambition. For example, | try to improve my work, that is
arational ambition; and if | want to become the Prime Minister,
that isirrational ambition.

Krishnamurti: Sirs, a gentleman says:. there is rational ambition
and thereisirrational ambition; when | try to become the Prime
Minister - a post which isalready occupied - it isirrational

ambition, and it is rational ambition when | try to improve my job.



Question: He means personal efficiency. That isall.

Krishnamurti Personal efficiency? Can an ambitious mind be
ever efficient? Have you noticed a child completely absorbed in a
toy? Would you call that child efficient? Y ou don't call it efficient,
because the toy to him is something amazing, he is completely in
it. Thereis no incentive, thereis no trying to become better, trying
to become something el se.

Question: Thisisplay. If | have no ambition, if | don't want to
work for my children, why should | improve?

Krishnamurti: Are you improving, Sir? Sir, if all incentiveis
taken away, would you stop working? Do you know what is
happening in the world, in welfare States? Sweden is the most
complete form of all welfare States and there are many more
suicides there than anywhere else. Why? Because, thereisno
incentive, everything from womb to tomb is settled. That is one
form of not having an incentive. And here, in this country and
elsewhere, you have incentive; you will become a better officer if
you work hard - climb, climb, climb. Y et, efficiency is declining
here also, isn't it? No? What do you say, Sir? Y ou have incentive
and yet efficiency is declining. Y ou have no incentive and thereby
the mind is becoming dull. So, if you want to be really efficient,
how do you set about it? Don't talk of efficiency, how do you
become efficient? Only when you give your whole mind to it,
when you love the thing which you are doing. Isn't that so, Sir?

Question: But we have no choice, because of circumstances.

Krishnamurti: Sir, each of usis a slave to circumstances and we
hold to them. Can't we realize to what extent oneisaslaveto

circumstances and limit it, cut it and be free of it, instead of saying,



"I am adlave to circumstances'? Limit it to bodily needs and get on
with it. We are not asking ourselves first why the mind is made
dull.

Sir, we began this morning asking ourselves if we can
understand this whole process of competition, conflict and
ambition and this attitude of the mind to accept leadership, to
follow. Thisiswhat we are used to. Y ou are sitting there, | am
sitting here; you are listening to me, with an attitude, with an idea
and you say, "let melisten". So there is this conflict which
inevitably resultsin dulling the mind. Obviously, Sir, al conflicts
destroy the mind. Now, isit possible to see the process of this
conflict? And the very perception of this conflict, perceiving,
seeing the very source of this conflict, not what you should do
about it - the very perception has its own action. Now, do we see
that? That isal what | am asking. What is the good of saying, "It is
inevitable. What will happen if | don't compete in the society
which is competitive, which is ambitious, which is authoritative?!
"What will happen to me?' - that is not the problem. Y ou will
answer it later. But can we see the fact that amind whichisin
conflict isthe most destructive mind and whatever it wants to do,
any activity, however reformative, has in it the seed of destruction.

Dol seeit as| seeacobra, that it is poisonous? That is the crux
of the whole matter. And if | seeit, | do not have to do athing
about it, it hasits own action. Look, Sir. Y ou know, the saints, the
leaders, and all the swamis and the yogis talk about building
character, doing the right thing, living aright life; and they talk a
great deal about what they do in the West, about sin. Now, isthere

sin, when there islove? And when there islove, is there not



character? Let love do what it will, it isawaysright. When thereis
love, what it doesisright; and if it doesn't do anything it isright.
So why discuss everything else, how to build character, what
should you do and what should you not do and how can we find it?
Surely, Sir, to uncover the source of love, the mind must be
extraordinarily free from conflict. To look at the heaven, Sir, your
mind must be clear, mustn't it? It cannot be engrossed in your
office, in your wife, in your children, in your security; it must ook,
mustn't it? So, can the mind be free from conflict, which means
competition and all the rest of it?

Sir, how do you see things? Do you see things at al? Sir, do
you see me and do | seeyou, see visualy, or between you and me
are there several layers of verbal explanations and curtains,
opinions and conclusions? Y ou understand what | am saying? Do
you see me, or do you see your verbal explanations about me?
When you see a Minister, do you see the man or the Minister?
What, Sirs?

Question: We usually see the Minister and rarely the man.

Krishnamurti: So, you never seethe fact at all, you see the label
and not the contents. Y ou are slave to words, slave to labels. Y ou
don't say, "Let melook at that man and not that label, not the
Socialist, the Congress, the Communist, the Capitalist, but look at
the man" - which indicates that we are slaves to words. Sir, haven't
you noticed with what respect we greet a big man, a big noise?
What does that mean? Surely, all thisis part of self-knowing. The
very knowing is going to create its own action.
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The last few times that we met here we have been considering what
itisto beintelligent, not merely at the functionary level but right
through one's whole being. And we were, | think, day before
yesterday considering efficiency and competition, whether a
competing mind, amind that is ambitious, isreally an intelligent
mind. A mind that is comparing and in comparison is said to be
progressing, achieving, arriving - is such a mind essentially an
intelligent mind? Y ou know, words are as arider to understanding,
words are meant to convey a certain significance, to open the door
to further comprehension. But if we merely use words and bc slave
to words, it seemsto me, it isincredibly difficult to go beyond the
limitations of words. And it is very difficult with a group of people,
which is constantly changing, to pursue a particular line of thought
completely and wholely, because there are newcomers all the time
and it israther difficult to maintain a certain verbal comprehension
at acertain level at the same time. And we were discussing,
considering, whether the mind could be free of all thisidea of
comparison. And from that, the question arose as to efficiency in
action: whether a mind which has comprehended the fullness, the
deep significance of competition, achievement, arriving - whether
such amind can act at all efficiently. | think it might be worth
while if we could this morning consider what is action.

| wonder what we consider is action. At what level does action
cease and contemplation begin, or isthere no such division as

contemplation and action? | am not using the word



"contemplation” in any ascetic or Christian sense of that word, but
in the sense: to contemplate, to think, to fathom out things, to delve
into the deep recesses of one's own mind, to meditate. Isthere a
difference between action and contemplation in that sense? But, for
most of us, action means doing, a physical action, doesn't it? For
most of us, going to the office, writing, playing, doing something,
cooking, bathing talking, and so on, the doing is the action. And so
we have a philosophy of action.

Let us think the problem out together, you and | together - not |
think it out, and you listen, agree or disagree with what is being
said. Because, when we are thinking out together a problem, there
can be no agreement or disagreement. \We are rowing the same
boat down the same river, or up the sameriver. We must go
together. And so, if | am talking, it is not that you are merely a
hearer, but rather you are partaking, sharing in the thought; | may
be talking now, but you cannot leave it al to me and just listen. So,
please, while the speaker is saying certain things, you have not
only to listen but also actually to experience the thing that is being
said. Otherwise, we cannot possibly go any further.

Sirs, | have been saying we have a philosophy of action, a
pattern of action. We have not only a pattern of action but a pattern
of thought which has established the pattern of action according to
which it is going to act, to do. For us there is a difference between
idea, thought and action; and we are everlastingly seeking to bridge
over, to bridge thought and action. So we not only have a
framework in which thought functions, within which thought lives
but also from that framework we create another framework of
action which we call philosophy of action. Whether it isthe



philosophy of action in daily life or philosophy of action in inward
life, it isall according to a pattern.

And isthere any other kind of action which is not merely the
conformity to an idea, to an ideal, to a pattern? And if thereis such
an action, is not that action merely reaction and therefore not action
at all? Obvioudly, areaction is not an action. If you push mein a
direction and | resist and do something in return, it is areaction and
therefore it isnot an action. If | am greedy and | do something out
of that greed, it isaresponse to the original influence. If | am good,
because society tells me to be good, or | do something because |
am afraid, or | do, act, in order to be something, in order to
achieve, in order to become, in order to arrive, such activities are
reactions.

And reaction is not obviously total action. | seek God, or truth,
or something else, because | am afraid of lifeand | pursue a pattern
of views, denidls, in order to achieve aresult; such activities are
obviously reactions which bring about, breed contradiction. And
being in a state of contradiction, any action from that contradiction
creates further contradictions and therefore there is general reaction
and not action. Sir, if you really gointo it, it isvery interesting to
find out for oneself if the mind can bein a state of action without
reaction. Because reaction involves the pattern of authority -
whether it is the authority of the Catholic, the authority of the
Communist, the authority of the priest, or the authority which the
reaction has brought about, an experience which become; the
knowledge from which thereis action. | do not know if you are
following all this. So, the mind has to understand what is action,

not according to the Gita, not according to the various divisions



which the human mind has broken action into - such as the political
action, the religious action, the contemplative action, the individual
action, the collective action - which, to me, are all reactions;
Communism is the reaction to capitalism and Marxism is the
reaction to all the 18th century or the 19th century conditions.

S0, can the mind perceive al this, not deny it? Because, the
moment you deny it, there is the reaction of denial; and resistance
in any form brings a reaction, and from that reaction any action is
still areaction. So, the mind seeing this, comprehending this, - can
It discover an action which is not areaction? Sir, this has, | think,
immense significance because most of our lives are contradictory.
We arein a state of contradiction, our lives are in a state of
contradiction, our society isin a state of contradiction; and any
activity born of that contradiction is bound to create more misery,
more contradictions, more travail, more agony. And it is not that |
am asking atheoretical question, but an actual question to oneself
and therefore to society: whether it is possible for the mind to
understand this contradiction and therefore perhaps comprehend
reaction and come upon, not intellectually, something whichis
action and which is not the result of reaction.

Sir, let us put it round the other way. Most of us know love
through jealousy. Most of us know peace through violence or as
the opposite of violence, the so-called non-violence which we are
everlastingly talking about in this country. The practising of non-
violence is practising reaction. But the mind has to go into the
whole problem of violence which is essentially a contradiction.

S0, the understanding of the contradictions within oneself - not

merely those at the conscious level, at the verbal, intellectual level,



but also the deep contradictions within oneself - may perhaps
reveal the reaction and its processes; and in understanding them
perhaps we shall be able to come upon that action which is not the
outcome of influence. | do not know if thisinterestsyou at all. A
man says, "l am going to lead areligiouslife, | am going to lead a
life of silence, alife of contemplation, | am not a businessman, |
am not a shoddy-level politician, | am not interested in socialism;
so | don't like any of these things, as they don't appeal to me; | am
going to withdraw and lead a contemplative life." Is such amind an
intelligent mind, which divideslife as the contemplative, silent life
and the business life and the political life and thereligious life, and
can it live? Whether | do go to the office or | don't go to the office,
lifeisaction, living is action. And isit possible to live so totally
that there is no division? This means really there is only the active
present of action, which isthe acting - not the acting according to a
pattern, not the doing according to something, but doing living,
acting - alwaysin the present. Sirs, can we discuss this?

Sir, as one sees, tyranny is growing more and more in the world.
Whether it is the tyranny of the Fascist or the tyranny of the
Communist, or the tyranny of the Church or of the politician,
tyranny is extending, expanding. And one can only battle it not asa
reaction, but by living alife which is not areaction, whichisa
thing which isreal, which is uninfluenced, which is complete,
which is not conditioned. The Fascists and the Communists are the
same, because both are tyrannical, as the Church is. One hasto see
this and not act in reaction to it; and the very seeing of it is action.

To put the question differently, Sirs, the active present of doing

- acting not with an end in view, not with agoal to achieve, not to



conform to the pattern established either by society or by yourself
for yourself through your own reactions has got immense
importance. Y ou say that unless one belongsto agroup, to a
political party, to a particular organization, or to various sects,
action effective in society is not possible; that if you want to do
something to alter society, you must create an organization or join
agroup of people who want to do the same thing. Such agroupisa
reactionary group, and so the reform is a continuous process of
bringing about the seed of deterioration.

Now, one who sees this, who comprehends this - not onewho is
afraid of all this-, obviously cannot belong to any group, and yet
his action must be effective; but to judge the effectiveness of his
action according to the effect on society seemsto meto be
naturally wrong.

Question: |s there not such athing as purposel ess action, action
without a purpose?

Krishnamurti: We are trying to find out what is meant by an
action with a purpose, a purposive action. To be effective,
apparently, you must have a purpose in action. If | want to create a
school, the purpose isto create a school, | must act towardsit. | go
for awalk; the purpose is to enjoy the sunset, to get exercise, to
look, to observe.

Question: An action without a purpose is merely an event. But it
cannot be called action which is movement, movement which may
have a good end.

Krishnamurti: So, to you, event is different from action. An
action has a purpose towards something and an event is an
immediate incident. Thisisall hair-splitting. Don't do it.



| thought | made it clear at the beginning of the talk, or rather
during;the talk, that there is only action and not action with a
purpose. We are trying to investigate, to experience, to understand
this extraordinarily complex thing called action. This gentleman
says that an action is only an action where thereis a purpose. And |
am asking myself: isthat an action at all?

Question: It seemsto me that when | look at aflower, | have no
purpose; and thisis an action. When | hear abird singing, that bird-
song somehow affects me and | have real joy in hearing that; thisis
an action, but without purpose.

Krishnamurti: Yes sir. But there is poverty in this country,
starvation, squalor and all therest of it. That has to be altered, it
has to be wiped out; and you and | being part of the society, we
say, "What shall | do about it?'. What you said about the flower is
one thing, and the other thing is, "What am | to do about this?".
And seeing that, | say, "l will join that group, or that party that will
help to wipe thisout." Thisisapurposive action also. Isn't it? Now
| am just asking myself - | am sure you are doing the same -
whether action needs a purpose. | am living rightly and therefore
the very act of living isright action. It seemsto me that we are
substituting purpose for living and that from living thereis an
action which is not purposive in the ordinary sense of the word.

Sir, let us take another question, which is; has love a purpose?
And is not the very fact of loving, initself, the righteous, the good,
the complete action in the world and in the world of thought and
ideas and of flowers and everything else? Sir, thisis not a matter of
intellectual agreement with me. We are trying to understand

whether an action with a purpose, or a purposive action is the right



way out of all this mess and difficulty. Or, isthere adifferent way,
adifferent approach, a different thing altogether? Y ou follow, Sir?
| can live purposively, according to the Gita, or the Koran, or some
other book; but that isnot living at all; it is conforming, itisa
reactionary process. Or, | can establish arighteous purpose, seeing
the immediate purpose - which is, Tibetans starving and poverty in
India -, and act on that immediacy. But always there is the act of
doing. Thereisan entity as the thinker, the doer who is doing, and
hence there is agap; heis everlastingly trying to bridge over
between the idea and the action. Now, can | wipe out al that, the
whole thing, and look at action entirely differently? Then the very
living is acting, which does not need any purpose, which does not
have an end. Living has no end. It is only a dead being who says,
"my end isthere". So, if | can so live, why do | want a purpose?
But the living is the thing, which is not a reaction.

Question: | see aboy drowning and | rescue him. Isthat action a
purposive action?

Krishnamurti: Sir, don't please take a concrete example and
draw conclusions from that example, whether an action such as
rescuing a boy or somebody drowning is spontaneous or true. What
we are trying to find out is. how to live? And the "how" is not a
pattern. Thisisaquestion to comprehend away of living whichis
not a reaction, which hasno end in view - aliving that is so
complete, so total, that the very living is the action both outward
and inner.

Thefact ismy lifeisin a state of contradiction. That obviously
isafact and from that fact there are reactions which in fulfilling

those reactions create further reactions and further misery. And |



say that the pursuit of such fulfilment politically, religioudly,
economically in the present is most destructive. Now, if those are
facts, my concern is with the understanding of self-contradiction
within and without - which is, society aswell aswithin - whichisa
unitary process and not a separative process; and thenin
understanding this contradictory process, outward and within, the
mind inevitably comes to this question of action without seeking a
purpose, action which is not stimulated by a purpose.

A contradictory mind is an ineffectual mind. And look at our
society, we do not have to go very far! Can there be amind which
isnot in itself self-contradictory and therefore is not aslave to
influence? | have put to you a question. Now, how do you listen to
it? Y ou have heard the words, you understand the verbal meaning,
but how do you listen to it? To find an answer to it or do you listen
to find out what it means, not verbally but inwardly? | put to
myself the question: whether there is a mind which in the very act
of living - living being thinking, living being alive - ,inits action,
includes all purposes, which is beyond all purpose? When | put this
guestion to myself, the way this particular mind proceedsis: it does
not want an answer, it does not want a solution, it tries to find out
the actual experience of putting away the words; having
understood the meaning of words, it actually experiences the state
of the mind that says, "Yes'. It isno longer seeking a purpose, it is
no longer seeking an answer, therefore, it is no longer seeking -
which means, the mind isin a state of complete perception. In the
very act of having put that question, it is not waiting for an answer,
because the waiting for an answer implies that there is an answer.

Such amind isin a state of complete perception, seeing.



Look, Sir: | want to live alife which is not contradictory. | see
that every thing around me - politically, religioudly, traditionally,
my education, my relationship, everything | do - is contaminated
with this contradiction, tarred with this ugliness; and such
contradiction isasin, pain, isathing that the mind says it must go
beyond. First | have become aware of this contradiction within as
well asin society; and seeing the brutality of contradiction, the
guestion arises: isit possible to go beyond it, not theoretically and
verbally but actually? When the mind puts that question to itsdlf, it
must inevitably come upon action, it cannot just theoretically say it
isout of contradiction. Contradiction isan action in living. So then
the mind asksitself: isit possible to live - which is action itself -
such that there is no purpose? Purposeisso silly inliving. Itisa
small mind that is always asking for the goal of life, for the
purpose of life.

So, Sir, if you could understand this, if the mind could
understand this sense of living which is action, then thereis no
division between the political, religious, contemplative action and
life. Thereis not alife according to the Gita, or according to the
Bible, or the Christ or the Buddha; but thereisliving.

Question: | want to lead alife without contradiction. Does that
become a purpose?

Krishnamurti: If you want to lead a life without contradiction
and that becomes a purpose, then you will never lead alife without
contradiction. Sir, | am not being personal. Are you aware of a
state of contradiction in your life? Are you not ambitious? A mind
which isin a state of ambition isin a state of contradiction,
obvioudly. | am just asking: are you actually, apart from the verbal



expression, aware that your lifeisin a state of contradiction? | am
violent and non-violent: that is contradiction, isn't it? Am | aware
of this? Do | know that | live like that? Or living that way, do | say
itisinevitable, rationalize it and cover it up? What do | do, Sir?

Sir, the society and the leaders of society who try to guide the
society which they represent, politically or religioudy, arein a
state of contradiction, isn't it so? Y et, these people talk about
peace. How can a mind which isin conflict ever have peace and
talk about peace, or try to organize peace?

Question: Why should not a mind which isviolent try not to be
violent?

Krishnamurti: The mind which is violent tries to be non-violent.
What does it mean? Is that possible? Y ou have not tried it, you
have been talking about non-violence. Have you tried to become
non-violent? What is the thing which is more important - to
understand "what is', or to see "what is' and try to make "what is"
into "what it is not"?

Question: A person who istrying to be non-violent may succeed
ultimately.

Question: Sir, do you advocate spontaneous love?

Krishnamurti: Sir, if you don't mind, | may put it differently. |
don't know what loveis, what it isto love, what it isto have
humility. Can | know what love is by trying to love? Can | have
humility, the quality of being humble, by trying to be humble?

Question: Behind all thisthereisacertain pressure,

Krishnamurti: Thisisyour problem. A mind that is completely
empty, cannot be pushed around; it has no pressure behind it, to

use that gentleman's word. And most of our minds have pressure



which creates contradictions - pressure being desire. Can the
pressures be removed, not as a reactionary process? Or can the
mind perceive these pressures and be free of them? Put it anyway
you like, the very perception of these pressuresis the releasing of
the mind from the pressures. That isthe real issue, isn't it? What
we are talking about is that action through pressure is areaction;
whether the pressure be good, noble or ignoble, it is still reaction,
and such areaction must create more confusion, misery. Seeing all
this, the mind asksitself whether it is possible for it to exist
without these pressures and what the action is that flows when
there is no pressure.

Sir, you have heard all thisfor an hour and ahalf. What does it
mean to you, not verbally as agreement or disagreement, but in
fact? If you happen to hear something true, it does something to
you. We know unfortunately that our life is miserable,
contradictory and very superficial. When we |leave thisroom, are
we going to continue in the same way? | am not trying to say you
should or you should not. That is up to you.
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We were discussing on Sunday morning what it isto act, what are
the implications of action, what are reactions and how far one can
differentiate between reaction and action which is not merely the
outcome of aresponse. | think we made it sufficiently clear that
there is avast difference, not only in quality but in dimension,
between action and reaction. For most of us, activity isreaction;
and to be able to discern reaction at depth requires, doesit not?, a
great deal of understanding of oneself. And | do not know how far
each one of us has gone within himself to find out for oneself
whether most of our activities. - religious, political, family - and
the relationship between us and society and between society and
us, are not based on reaction. And reaction, as we discussed, is the
outcome of contradiction. And in the process of understanding the
self-contradiction, thereis, if one has goneinto it sufficiently
deeply, an action which is totally divorced from reaction. The
greater the tension in self-contradiction, the greater the activity, the
greater the response of that action, of that reaction.

Y ou know thereis atension when ahuman being is
contradicting, consciously or unconsciously, not only within
himself but between himself and society. When thereisa
contradiction, thereis atension; and the more violent the
contradiction, the greater is the tension. And of course the ultimate
tension is the asylum. But for most of us this contradiction does
breed a certain tension. And from this tension there is an action,

there are activities. | think there is awell-known case about which



an analyst has been talking to us. A good and well-known writer,
who was in revolt, was analysed. He wrote from a great deal of
tension, a sense of contradiction within himself, with society, and
with al the things that society stood for; and the feeling that he
was in revolt was areaction, and out of this reaction which created
agreat deal of tension he wrote.

And when he was analysed this tension was taken away, and he
could not write at all afterwards. With most of us, this tension does
exist in amild form; but the greater the tension, the greater will be
the emotional response to society as areaction. And as most of us
are casually, superficially aware of our contradictions, our tension
isvery mediocre, very small, superficial; and therefore our
activities are superficial, and we lead a very mediocre life, though
we are aware of our tensions. | do not know if you have not noticed
al thiswithin yourselves.

And isthere an action which is devoid of thisreaction? | think
we should approach it negatively. | mean negative not in the sense
of the opposite of the positive. Obviously action which is divorced
from reaction cannot be cultivated, because all that | know is
reaction. Isn't it? Y ou flatter me, | feel very alive; you insult me, |
feel low. | am ambitious, | want to climb; and | am frustrated and |
feel miserable. So thereis the reaction. And if in myself thereis
contradiction, without understanding the quality, the whole process
of this contradiction within myself, merely to cultivate or to think
about the action which is devoid of reaction is another form of
reaction. Therefore we must approach the question of action which
is extraordinarily positive, only negatively. | do not know if | am

making myself clear on that point. To see something very clearly,



one must have no blocks, there must be no hindrances. If | want to
see very clearly thistree with all the beauty, with all the outlines,
the trunk, the extraordinary grace, the strength and the movement
of thetree, what do | do? | cannot seeit very clearly if | am
myopic, if | am thinking about something else, if | am worried, if |
am distracted. | must give my whole attention, and | cannot give
my whole attention to it, if | am thinking of other things, if other
things are worrying me. Therefore, to perceive, to see anything in
life, the perception must be negative and not positive. The mind
must cease to worry, the mind must put away its own problems, its
myopic, shortsighted, limited view and be negative; then only can
it see what is. The quality of action is dynamic, not theoretical. |
have a horror of theories, because they have no meaning; atheory
Ismerely conforming to an idea, or creating an idea according to
which you are going to live - which are al reactions.

So, in order to really comprehend action which is not the
outcome of a contradiction with its tensions and activities and
responses, one must go to it negatively. Any positive action based
on will isrealy conforming to a pattern and it contradicts atrue
action which is not the response of reaction. So, if we understand
very clearly that true perception can only come about through a
negative approach, then we shall begin to see what are the
limitations, rather than overcome the limitations.

S0, we are going to examine and discuss the blockages, the
hindrances, the limitations that create a tension, a contradiction
from which there are activities which are what we call positive and
negative. So, one of the fundamental hindrancesto this action

without response is the urge and the demand for power. Power is



essentially the urge of amind which isin a state of contradiction
within itself and triesto cover it up by achieving success.

Sir, thisisavery difficult subject, and one hasto go very deeply
into oneself to understand this. We all want power, power which
comes through money, through position, through success, through
some capacity which is recognised by society and that recognition
gives us a position of prestige. That iswhat we all want, the
religious people as well as the non-religious, the materialistic
people as well as the scientist; every human being demands this
recognition by society as an important person, asbeingaV.Il. P, a
big man. And this urge for power isreally evil, if one may use that
word “evil' - | am using that word in the dictionary sense without
any condemnatory meaning behind it. But once one admits that to
oneself or sees the truth of it, it becomes extremely difficult to fit
into society. The power to do good, the power to alter human lives,
the power of the husband over the wife, the power of the wife over
the husband the power of aleader the power which the follower
createsin the leader - all power breeds this sense of dominationin
the leader, because there is no leader without afollower. If | don't
follow, | have no leader. But we want to follow. We want to be
told, we want to be urged, coerced, influenced, urged to do the
right thing. And so there is power, whether it is the tyrannical
power of adictator, or the democratic power of a Prime Minister.
The Prime Minister has got immense power through our poverty;
and the so-called saint, through austerity, through denial, through
control, feelsin himself tremendously self-centred power. | am
sure you have felt al this: the moment you have a certain capacity,

that capacity gives you an immense power, if you can do some



thing very well, you are already on the top of the world. All such
forms of power are essentially and basically evil. One has to see
that for oneself and to observe that for oneself, not merely
intellectually, verbally, but inwardly, and to eschew that because
you understand it. Doesn't a man who has power direct, guide,
change, move? Such aman we call a creative man, a good man; we
say heis creating a new society, a new way of looking at life, a
new public - you know the whole business of the political world.
And then there isthe vast field of power through religions. So, one
has really to grasp that, understand it, not say, "Power is evil, and
tell me how to get away from it", because there is no getting away
from it. You have to understand it, you have to see it and you have
to have it in your blood; then you move away fromit. And in the
moving away from power, there comes the action which is
divorced from reaction. | hope | am making myself clear.

As| said, anegative approach is necessary. The so-called
positive action of power, doing good or doing evil, is based on the
sense of power. But all power isevil, there is no good power -
power being influence, power being the desire to achieve, the sense
of personal power, or the power of a person identified with the
community and the community advancing. All that sense of power
isevil. If | seethat, if the mind perceives that, then that very
perception frees the mind from that sense of power. And then there
isthat quality of action, which is not areaction, which has no
reaction; then, whether you are walking, working, or whether you
are writing, talking, there is that sense of activity, action without a
reaction.

Most of us are envious, and envy is atremendous hindrance to



that action. Y ou may say, "How can | live in thisworld without
envy?' You know envy. A man who is envious, who is perpetually
seeking power, has no humility.

And another thing that blocks usis the sense of conformity -
conformity being limitation, conformity to an example, conformity
brought about through influence, a good influence, any influence,
pressure. Can the mind understand this sense of conformity and
freeitself from that conformity? Y ou know, Sir, thisis one of the
most difficult thingsto do, if you have tried to understand
conformity and whether the mind can ever be free from
conformity.

Because, after all, the leaders, political or religious, are all after
shaping the mind of a human being according to their patterns. And
can amind which is the result of conformity of centuries be free
from conformity? | am talking of the mind, not just the superficial
mind that is educated to learn a certain technique, but also the mind
that has accepted tradition, that livesin tradition, that functionsin
tradition, that quotes, that repeats, that everlastingly cultivates
good habits and calls it virtue following the pattern of tradition. All
such limitations, acceptances or denials, are reactions of these
things that we have accepted. Can the mind understand these
things, and mustn't the mind be free from the sense of conformity
which breeds authority? Mustn't the mind be free from this
limitation?

Sir, | can go on talking, you can go on listening. But you see our
lives are so twisted with fear, so warped, corrupt, corrupted by
fear, conscious or unconscious And it seems to me that a mind that

understands the nature of this destructive thing called fear must go



into this question of conformity with its authority, with its
sanctions, with its limitations, acceptances. And can the mind
understand conformity, unravel it? Not how not to conform,
because that has no meaning; because the moment you say "how",
you have another pattern and you become a dave to that pattern.
But if we could unravel the way of conformity, then you come to
see that there is the verbal conformity - because | am speaking
English and you aso speak English, thereis the possibility of
communication between us, which isaconformity. Thereisalso
the conformity to put on a shirt, a coat, the conformity of certain
accepted codes of conduct such as keeping to the right side of the
road or left side of the road and so on.

Now, when you go beyond those, is not all thinking, the
patterns of thinking, aform of conformity, aform of imitation,
projected by memory? Do you understand, Sir? Our thinking isthe
response of memory, memory-association; and that memory-
association is the pattern of conformity, like the electronic brains
which function at astonishing speed, with such astonishing clarity,
precision; memory when it isvery clear, sharp, aive, functions
mechanically, which we call thinking. And is not that thinking a
process of conformity? Please don't accept this, because you have
to see thisfor yourself, there is no acceptance or denial in all this.
What ever you call God, truth, that immense thing, immeasurable
thing, cannot be measured by the mind which is shaped and held
and put in the framework of conformity to ideas, to impressions, to
memories, to influence, to tradition. Can the mind go beyond all
this, or is the mind not capable of it but can only function within

the framework of the pattern of conformity? It may be abigger



pattern or a smaller pattern, a more peaceful pattern, more good,
more sociable, more amenable, more affectionate, but it is still
within the pattern of conformity - conformity asidea, conformity
as thought. If it cannot go beyond and if you say that is not
possible, then we take root in the prison and make the prison more
beautiful; then man can never be free. | think most of us accept that
theory, though we all say we are this or we are that. And amind
that has gone into itself, delved into it - in the sense of meditation -
will find out the limitations of conformity, without being told how
to conform or not to conform.

S0, when the mind understands, perceives, seesthisimitative,
conforming process, will not that very perception of conformity
free the mind so as to be active without reaction? Y ou see, Sir,
from that arises another question. | am not talking, | am observing
the whole thing, experiencing the whole thing as we go along.
Thereis another thing involved in this, which is maturity. Maturity,
for most of us, is growing from boyhood to middle age and then to
old age physically. Mentally we are not mature. A mature mind is
not amind which isin astate of contradiction. A mature mind is
not amind that isin atension of that contradiction. A mature mind
is not amind that merely conforms through the urge or the demand
for power, position, prestige. | feel amature mind is that mind
which comprehends all this - power, imitation, the evilness of
power, the corruption of conformity through ambition,
competition, the conformity to a pattern whether established by
society or by the mind itself through its own experience. A mind
whichisheld in all these patterns of activitiesis an immature mind

and therefore a mediocre mind.



S0, can amind, seeing all this, go beyond it? That isthe
guestion. So, let us discuss this. What is the function of atalk like
this? Isit not that you and |, though | am talking, should not only
hear but experience these thingsin living? This, atalk should do.
When you leave, you cannot be what you were when you camein.
Y ou have to discover what you are and break through; the very
perception is the breaking through, you don't have to break
through.

Question: Do you think a detached action will lead to this?

Krishnamurti: Now, what do we mean by a detached action?

Question: Not caring for the resullts.

Krishnamurti: Y ou say that detachment implies not seeking the
results, the profits, the ends thereof. It is atheory, the Gita says so
and we repeat it. It isnot afact in your life. You want to be a
Superintendent or a bigger boss or a still bigger boss; thereis
aways the imitation, always the end in view. Now before we see
whether detachment will lead or help one to understand action
without reaction, we must find out what we mean, not only
verbally but semantically, by the word "detachment”, and from
what we are to be detached. And before we ask what detachment
IS, should we not ask why we are attached? Detachment is not
important, surely, but why we are attached. If | can understand the
process of attachment, then there is no question of detachment.

Question: Attachment isnormal. It isinstinct. And detachment
IS something you have to arrive at, apositive act.

Krishnamurti: Y ou say that attachment is natural and
detachment is something to arrive at through discipline. Now, is

attachment natural ? Have you seen the little puppies on the



roadside, Sir? The mother feeds them for about 4 to 6 weeks and
afterwards they are detached from the mother. Thisistrue of birds
and animals. They don't squeal about detachment. They don't
practi se attachment.

Question: That isabiological process and thisis an intellectual
process.

Krishnamurti: Oh, that is abiological process! Again, a mother
Is attached to a baby, why? It isabiological process. No? You are
attached to your children, isit abiological process? Now, why are
you attached? Please don't say that we must be attached or that we
must not be attached. | am asking why we are attached; examine
that first. Isit natural, biological, to be attached? Why are you
attached? That is good enough, begin with that.

Question: One should not be attached as soon as the children
can stand on their own legs. Krishnamurti: What do you mean by
"should not"? The fact is that we are attached. Why are you
attached? We have to examine that first. But before we understand
why we are attached, we want to detach. Sir, why are you
attached? Why am | attached to this house? | feel securein having
ajob, inbeing abig man, in being abig noise; and | say, "Thisis
my house, my wife, my child - my, my, my." Now what is behind
that? Y ou know you are attached to your wife and children. Why
are you attached? Sir, the psychological reason is insufficiency,
fear, moodiness, loneliness; all these things compel me
unconsciously or consciously to identify myself with this house,
with ajob, with a position of importance, never something below
me but always up, never with a cheap thing but always with the

Prime Minister, never with a man but with God. So, this process of



identification creates attachment, obviously, doesn't it? Look how
difficult it isto break down the ideato which you are so attached,
the idea of Christ, the idea of somebody else and the idea which
one has created for oneself! Y ou are attached to these ideas and
then you ask "How am | to be detached?' If | know how, for what
reasons, why | am attached, then my concern is not detachment but
the understanding of attachment, and from there, thereis no
problem. | am attached - which means all the pain, all the misery,
the confusion, the contradiction, the frustration, fears - , | like that,
and | say "Yes, | likethisand | liveit." But without understanding
this, if | talk about detachment, it has no meaning, it isjust a
pastime.

Do you know, do you fedl, that you are seeking power, that your
mind is conforming? Do you know that you are mediocre? Do you
know it, feel it? Or are you afraid to face the fact that you are dull,
mediocre? Sir, mustn't | recognise what | am before | do anything
else? How can | undertake the job of aMinister, or a Captain, or a
General, or an Admiral, if | do not know the job? | must have the
capacity, | must first see what | am, and not react. | must recognise
the fact first, mustn't 1?

Let ustake avery smplething. Sir, do | recognise that | am
insensitive, dull, mediocre? If | don't recogniseit, | am pretending,
am | not? But in actuality, | cannot pretend; if | have got cancer, |
cannot pretend that | have no cancer. And if | can recognise that |
am dull, then a different action takes place. Either | become
terribly depressed because | say, "l must be clever like that man”,
and | begin to discover that | am comparing and that the very

dullness comes about through comparison. Or, when | recognise



that | am dull, insensitive, then | am not insensitive, | am not dull.
But the man who pretends that he is never dull - he is the most
stupid man.

Have you, has the mind watched itself thinking, Sir? We are not
merely concerned with the movement of thought, with the nature
of thinking, but what to think and what not to think. We do not
watch the river flowing by, we do not see the boat or the little buoy
on theriver; but we say, "Now, can | use that water for electricity
or take it to my garden or this or that?' We don't move with the
thought. Now, we are thinking not in terms of how to change
thinking, or to change the content of thinking, but about the very
nature of thinking. Y ou understand, Sir? Now, to find out the
nature of thinking, one hasto follow it, not say, "I must change, |
must not change" - which is to be aware of the movement of
thinking. Sir, have you ever tried for a given period of time, say ten
minutes, to put down precisely what you think? Please try this: just
to put down on paper for ten minutes, every thought. Try it, Sir;
then what happens? First you find your thought is moving very
rapidly; then by writing down, your thought becomes slower.
Doesn't it? But if you say that you cannot do it because the thought
istoo rapid or that it isdifficult, it isfinished. But if you say, "l am
going to write down for ten minutes this morning every thought
whatever the thought may be - good, bad, vulgar, successful, non-
successful - ", and if you write it down, you will see that the mind
in the very process of putting it down becomes slower. If you put it
down as an exercise that you are doing, then there is arestriction,
then thereis an effort, then it islike putting the brake of a car

which you want to slow down. Y ou may succeed, you may fail; but



just do it for the fun of it, and then you begin to discover that the
mind can be astonishingly slow, precise, and that the mind that is
slow can be made tremendoudly fast.

We have seen that through contradiction atension is created,
and that tension in action produces certain results and, as most of
us are in a state of self-contradiction, that self-contradiction
produces a certain activity. All activities of a person whose mind is
in a state of contradiction within itself are most destructive,
whether that person is a marvellous writer, or agreat painter, or a
great politician. Sir, are you aware of our self-contradiction and the
action born of that self-contradiction? Apparently, it is amost
impossible to look at ourselves. We are always looking at
ourselves through the mirror of somebody else. Sir, how do we
discuss this thing? We can discuss only if you don't quote anybody,
if you don't quote any book, but if you can experience something
directly. Apparently that is not possible for most of us, and we do
not know even that we are quoting.

Question: Sir, if conformity leads to contradiction, absolute
nonconformity may lead to absolute confusion.

Krishnamurti: First of all, Sir, is the present society in which we
live in such good order, beautifully arranged, everything
functioning beautifully? I's there not chaos in India, in the world?
What do you mean by nonconformity and conformity? Sir, even
the most ascetic man in power conforms when occasion, death or
marriage, arises, though he says, "I don't conform", he conforms.
Doesn't he? Y ou see this everywhere. Ceremonies have no
meaning, surely. Y et you people do ceremonies. Don't you, Sir, in

some form or other? Y ou do ceremonies that have no meaning; and



yet, you are all professors and intellectuals, you call yourself
modern. Thisis an obvious contradiction, isn't it? We are totally
unconscious, carrying on in, what you call, the modern way and
living in an ancient world - which is a contradiction. Y ou follow,
Sir? Don't bring them to clash, avoid the clash, that is all; one part
of the mind says, "L et me carry on in the traditional way", and the
other part of the mind says, "I will driveacar”. You don't ever
allow the two to meet. So, in order to avoid that conflict, we keep
them apart - that is al what we are doing. And then in the middle
of all this mess and confusion, we talk about God.
Question: Sir, conformity is essential to some extent.
Krishnamurti: Yes, Sir. | conform by keeping to the right side of
the road, | conform by buying the postage stamp, | conform by
putting on cloth, | conform to certain activities which society
demands - buying, taxes and all the rest of it. Now, does
conformity of such akind interfere with the state of the mind
which says, "I must find out what it isto live without conformity"?
Question: May | know the technique for comprehension?
Krishnamurti: Sir, do you mean to say that you learn something
through atechnique? Y ou know the jet? | do not know anything
about the jet. | know alittle about the piston engines, because |
have taken out and put them together. | do not know anything
about the jet. | want to learn and to know all about it. Do | have a
method by which to learn? Do stick to this one point, Sir. Do |
have a method to learn, or | go to somebody who teaches me,
points out various Parts of the jet machine and | listen and learn?
Thereis no technique to learning. Sir, to learn something, the mind

mustn't know anything about it. Don't agree. If | know nothing



about anything, then | can learn. If | know something about
something, | am only adding to it. Sir, take your own example. Y ou
are al so-called religious people. | do not know what that means.
But | accept it, that you are all religious people. You are al seeking
God. But actually you know nothing about God, actually nothing.
Now if you want to know, you cannot carry all your Upanishads,
Gita, Koran and all the rest of it, you must learn; your mind must
be empty to learn; you cannot go to that God with all your
prejudices, your compulsions and wants and hopes and fears, you
must go to it empty to learn. To learn about something there must
be a sense of not knowing. If | know aready about the jet, | learn
along the sameline, | add more to what | already know. That is not
learning. That is only adding; addition is not learning.

Sir, look at aflower when you go out in your garden, or at a
flower on theroad side; just look at it; don't say, "ltisarose, itis
thisand that". just look at it; and in looking at it that way, you learn
- learn about the petal, what the stem islike, what the pollenislike,
and so on. Can you keep on looking at it every time afresh, at every
flower, not just say, "It isarose" and finish with it? That means,
can | look at my wife, my child, the neighbour, always with new
eyes? Sir, thisrequires a great deal of self-penetration.
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The last few times that we have met here we have been discussing
the question of action - what is action? - because it seems to us that
itisavery vital question to be understood and thereby to be carried
out in life. We have divided life, haven't we?, into various
categories of action, the political, the religious, the economic, the
social, the individual and the collective. And it seemsto me, in so
dividing life, we are never acting totally, we can never act totally.
We act in fragments invariably leading to contradiction. And it is
this contradiction, both in society and in the individual, that leads
to all kinds of complex miseries and frustrations. These
contradictions help us to avoid facing realities and escape to some
illusory ideas, God, truth, behaviour and all the rest of it. And it
seems to me that it is very important to understand what an action
iswhichistotal, which is comprehensive, which is not broken up
into fragments. And to understand that total action we have to
investigate, not verbally or intellectually but actually, and see how
the mind that is broken up into fragments, functions at one level
vigoroudly, efficiently and lives at other levelsin a state of chaos,
misery, travail and so on.

And as we were saying the day before yesterday, the action of
which we are mostly aware, is that of dependence - dependence on
another, on society, on ajob which gives satisfaction and thereby
also invites misery. And if one goes into this question of
dependence, one sees how extraordinarily we depend on belief

psychologically, inwardly, for our happiness, for our sustenance,



for our inward sense of well-being. | do not know if we have not
noticed in ourselves and in othersthat our action is essentially very
deeply based on this dependence. We depend on another for our
happiness and, in our relationships, this dependence obviously does
breed a certain kind of action which inevitably breeds fear. And it
isthisfear that is the motive for most of our action, the desire to be
secure in our relationships; and thereby we bring about a necessity,
don't we?, of belonging to something. Most of us want to be
committed to something. | do not know if we have investigated this
extraordinary urge to belong to something, belong to some society,
to some association, belong to a group, belong to a particular
ideological structure, belong to a country, belong to a certain class.
And | do not know if you have not noticed this: the so-called
intellectual is so committed and, after having been committed to
one form of activity, findsit futile, joins another and keeps on
moving from one to another - which is called seeking - and thereby
the very urge becomes the action which is the outcome of an urge
to belong, to commit oneself to something.

Sir, this discussion this morning, it seems to me, would be
utterly futile if we merely remain at the verbal level - that is, if we
merely discuss intellectually or verbally and not go into the
problem deeply within ourselves to find out why we belong to
something, why we are committed as a Hindu, as a Buddhist, as a
Communist, or committed to the urge to belong which is very
indicative of the fact that most of us cannot stand alone. We are
either Catholics, or one of the hundred things you know. We are
committed not only to outward organizations but to ideas, to ideals,

to examples, to a certain pattern of thought and action. We have to



be aware of this commitment and to find out what lies behind it
psychologically, inwardly. And it seemsto me, unless we go into
that whole question of what is the impulse that makes us commit
ourselves to a certain course of action, a certain pattern of thinking,
certain ways of activity, we will never come upon that feeling of
living totally which very living is action. And that is one of the
problems.

The other problem is surely, isit not? that in understanding
action we must comprehend also function and status. Most of us
use function to gain status. We use function to be something, to
become something psychologically, inwardly. We use the very
doing of something efficiently in order to achieve prestige, position
and power. So, to us action is not important, the function of doing
something is not important but what it is going to give us. Now we
are going to get prestige, power, position - that is for usimportant.
And as we were saying the other day, power, the feeling of
dominance, the feeling of importance, which obvioudly is contrary
to humility, this sense of power, is evil. Whether it is exercised by
the politician, by the guru, by the wife over the husband, by the
husband over the wife, or by the master over the servant, the sense
of power is obviously the most evil thing on earth. And we are so
little aware of it. | do not know if you have not noticed all these
things, what importance we give, not to the function but to the
status which is derived from function. Y ou know the way you treat
an important man, the tremendous respect, and the garlands you
put round his neck. So all this surely involves the understanding
and the awareness of one's own thinking, of an inward perception

of one's behaviour and motive, the urges, the compulsionsthat lie



behind action; this obviously involves, does it not?, the awareness
of every movement of thought and the motive behind our thought,
the root from which thought, as atree, grows. Until we are aware
of thiswhole process of the structure of thought, action must
inevitably be broken up, and therefore there can never be atotal
action; and so we live in a state of contradiction all our life.

S0, perhaps, this morning we could profitably discuss not only
function and status and the urge to commit oneself to something, to
belong to something, but also go into this question of knowledge
and the freedom from knowledge which is essential to discover the
unknowable. Could we go into all that, this morning, could we
discuss that, would that be of interest to you?

Thisis not a matter of agreement or disagreement. We are
trying to investigate, we are trying to find out, we are trying to
explore. And amind that is merely assenting or disagreeing or
agreeing is not exploring, it isjust hearing certain words and is not
self-examining.

Y ou know, Sir, the problem of knowledge is very interesting,
and so is the question of knowing. |s there aknowing, when we are
pursuing knowledge? Most of us read a great deal. The more
intellectual we are, the greater the capacity to read and to correlate,
to argue, theorize. And knowledge seems to me to be a great
hindrance to knowing. The machines, the calculators, the electronic
brains have great knowledge, all stored up in them; they are
capable of doing astonishing calculationsin a split second. They
can tell you the history of any country, if the electronic brain has
been informed about that country sufficiently. They can compose,

they can write poems, they can paint. A monkey in America has



painted pictures and some of these pictures are hung in museums.
We are all expertsin technique, all the result of knowledge. The
specialist, obviously specializesin a particular technique, as a
doctor, an engineer, a scientist. Isthat specialist capable of
creation? | do not mean inventing. Invention is entirely different
from creation. And is the mind which is so burdened with
knowledge capable of creation? Will the technique of the
bureaucrat, of the man who is capable of functioning mechanically
at acertain level, make him capable of this sense of creative being,
cregtive redlity, creative living? Sirs, this may not be your
guestion. | think thisisthe question that is confronting the rest of
the world. Because, in the world there is increase of knowledge, of
facts, how to do things better, greater insistency on capacity, and
being a perfect functionary, based on knowledge obviously; and so
human beings are becoming more and more mechanical. Is that the
way of realizing or unfolding human freedom? I s that the way to
discover something which is not measured by the mind, the
unnameable, the unknowable, to discover that thing which man has
been seeking for centuries and centuries, millenniums? Can that be
discovered through knowledge, through a system, a method,
through yoga, through a path, or through the various philosophical
ideas? For me, knowledge has nothing whatever to do with the
other. And to discover the other, for the other to be, for the other to
come, there must be an innocency of the mind, surely. And the
mind is not innocent when it is crowded with knowledge. And yet,
knowledge is worshipped as well as the man who has astonishing
capacity, gift, talent. So, | think, it isessential to find out whether

knowledge is essential, and to free the mind from knowledge so



that it can move, it can fly, it can be in a state of innocency.
Knowledge is necessary for function, to do something
efficiently, thoroughly, completely, well. Knowledge is essential to
be afirst class carpenter. To work in a garden, you must know
something about soil, about the plant, how to do this and that; to be
a good administrator you must know, you must have the
experience, knowledge as an engineer or this or that. And surely
the calamity comes when function is used to acquire a status.
Perhaps, if we understand that, we could differentiate and keep
clearly the limitations of knowledge and spill over from knowledge
to freedom, if I can so put it, then there is the freedom from status.
| am not sure whether | am making the issue clear. To go from here
to your home, knowledge is essential. Knowledge is essential to
communicate. | know English and you know English. If | spokein
French or Italian you would not know it. Knowledge is essential to
do your job. But that very knowledge we use to acquire position,
power. And it seems to me the beauty of the abandonment of the
world is the abandonment of status. The man who gives up the
world - which is symbolized by putting on arobe, or joining a
monastery, or eating one meal aday - has not given up the world at
al; itisafarce; heisstill pursuing power, power over himself,
power over others, the urge to be, to become, to arrive. So, isit
possible to see the importance and the necessity of functioning
perfectly, capably, and not let that function take us willingly or
unwillingly into the paths of destructive usages of that function?
Sir, it isno good your merely listening to me hearing some
words. | feel that you have to perceive the truth of the fact that

function in itself is right, true, good, noble but when it is used for



status, it becomes evil because it |leads to power, and the pursuit of
power is an action that is destructive. Sir, if | see something, if |
see a cobra, a poisonous snake, the very perception is action, isn't
it? If | see abottle marked "poison”, that very seeing stops all
action towards that poison. To see something false asfalseis
complete action. Y ou don't have to say, "What am | to do?" So,
attention, not concentration, mere attention is the thing that is
going to resolve.

Sir, | seevery clearly for myself that humility is absolutely
essential. A mind that is burdened with knowledge is never, can
never be humble. And there is humility which is not cultivated.
The humility that is cultivated is the most stupid form of vanity.
And there is humility when | see the truth that function as
knowledge is essential, and therefore it is not dependent on
anybody. But when that function is utilized to become or to
achieve, or to usurp a position, power, then status becomes evil. |
see dl that very clearly - not merely verbally, intellectually, but as
| seeanail ontheroad, as| see very clearly my faceinamirror. |
cannot alter it, itisafact asit is. In the same way, to perceive this
thing, to seeit - that very seeing does something. And for usthe
seeing is the difficulty, not the how or what to do after the seeing;
because, we are so committed to knowledge, to use function in
order to achieve power. After al the clerk is bored with hisjob and
yet he does his best to get on to the next rung of the ladder and he
IS climbing. He wants success, more money, more - you know all
therest of it. And the whole structure of society is based on
achievement and acquisition.

Question: Status comes automatically if one functions



effectively. Status, in that caseis not evil becauseit is got without
pursuing it.

Krishnamurti Look, how clever we have become! If status
comes to me without my asking, it is perfectly good. Isit? How
cunning our minds are, isn't it so? One has to pursue function and,
even if status comes, one hasto avoid status like poison.

Question: Would not that be areaction, Sir?

Krishnamurti: No, Sir. For most of us action is reaction, and this
reaction expresses itself in competition as the good and the bad, the
big man and the little man, the example and the follower - all
contradictions and competition and achievement. So, when | use
the word "avoid', it isnot areaction. | am using the word "avoid' in
the ordinary dictionary sense of the word "avoid'. That isnot a
reaction. When you see something poisonous, you avoid it; it is not
areaction.

We want position, consciously or unconsciously, we want to be
somebodies. Now, Sir, take this town, appalling, flying with flags
and power. We want to be in the centre of the show and to be
invited to the grand fair. Because you are a good functionary, you
are arespectable citizen, you fit into the framework of this
appalling structure of power and acquisition. But if you saw the
real brutality of al this, not the loveliness of ablue sky, but the
brutality, the harshness, the acquisitiveness, the demand for power
and the worship of power, if you actually felt this, then statusis
nothing to you, even to accept it or to reject it, you are out of this.

Question: Sir, we have to function in some sphere or another in
society, and that requires more and more knowledge relating to that

sphere. Then, how can it be said that more and more knowledge



takes us away from knowing?

Krishnamurti: | need knowledge to function. | need more and
more knowledge to function as a scientist or as an engineer
properly, fully. Now, where does that knowledge interfere with
knowing? Knowing isin the active present, isn't it? Knowledge is
in the past. And most of our knowing is an additive process - that
IS, we add to what we already know and that we call increasing the
knowledge. That is what we do. That is how we function, add, add,
add to what we already know; and that gives us capacity and that
capacity gives us status. That gives us efficiency to which society
adds status.

Question: Suppose | don't care for that status?

Krishnamurti: No, Sir. It is no use supposing. | know it isvery
nice to say, "Suppose" and to proceed theoretically. But actually
one has to see the deadliness of function which leads to status and
also to see what is knowledge and knowing. Knowing is alwaysin
the active present. Knowing, the verb itself, going, loving, doing,
thinking is always active in the present. Now, if you are merely
using the knowing as an additive process to the past as knowledge
then surely thereis no knowing, it is merely adding. To know
something, for knowing, your mind must be fresh all the time,
mustn't it? It must be a movement, mustn't it? But when the
movement as knowing becomes knowledge, it ceasesto be a
movement. Sir, don't accept my word for this. Thisisa
psychological, inward fact. Now, can | function always in the state
of knowing, not with knowledge? Please think about it. Don't
accept or rgject it, but go into it.

Always | have to function; but that involves a much more



complex problem, which isthat of education. Society demands
certain forms of functionaries - engineers, scientists, specialistsin
arms, and bureaucrats. Therefore society and government are
concerned with the cultivation of those particular faculties which
will be helpful to society, to organize society; and they say,
"Educate". But they are not concerned with the total education.
Now, is not education the total development of man, not only of a
particular function? The total development of man includes
function. But mere pursuit of afunction and not the total
development leads obviously to contradiction in oneself, in society,
aswell asintheindividual. So one has to begin again all anew to
see if there cannot be away of education, a school where education
is given so that the mind is aware totally and not merely in one
direction.

So, Sir, to go back to this question which is, psychologically,
very interesting - which is; knowledge and knowing whether the
mind can function, be active in afunction, knowing all the time,
not active merely mechanically with knowledge.

Question: Sir, in the process of doing, there is recognition and
recognition becomes knowledge. Krishnamurti: Knowledge
implies recognition. Doesn't it? | know you, Sir, because | have
seen you half a dozen times. And the memory interferes with our
meeting, with my seeing you. Now | have already the memory, the
prejudices, the imprints which block, which prevent my seeing you
now. Can | not look at you now without the impediment of all that?
Now can | not look at you in the active present without thought,
though | have thought?

Sir, let us take a much closer example. Can | look at my wife,



anew, without all the thousand yesterdays, without the many
yesterdays of rankle, bitterness, quarrels, jealousies, anxieties,
images, emotional, sexual urges? Or isit not possible? Don't agree,
Sir. It isnot a matter of agreement or disagreement.

Can | look at somebody with whom | am living, with whom |
live day after day, without all the recollections and reminiscences
and remembrances? Though | have lived with that person for many
days, can | look at him anew? Is that possible? Can | look at
something without the past interfering with it? There is the past, |
cannot help it. | lived yesterday. | cannot deny yesterday. But can |
dieto yesterday and look? Let us put it round the other way, Sir. Is
there sengitivity? If there is no sensitivity, there is the blunting all
the time, the becoming dull. To see anything, there must be
sensitivity. To see the squalor, the beauty, the dirt and all the
poverty, the beauty of the skies, the flowers, there must be
sensitivity. Now, to see beauty or ugliness and not make it
mechanical, you must see it afresh each time. Sir, if | remember
yesterday's sunset and the beauty of it, | cannot see the sunset of
today. That is apsychological fact. Now can | look at the sunset
today, though | have seen the sunset of yesterday? This means a
constant movement - moving, moving - without establishment,
without being fixed. Sir, the psychological pleasure, the glory of
yesterday, the remembrance of yesterday prevents the glory of
today.

Sir, let us put the problem differently. How is the mind to be
very young, fresh? | don't know if you have ever thought about it.
And it isonly the young mind that is revolutionary, that sees, that

isawaysin astate of determining, not in a state of determined



action. So, how isamind to be, to remain, young in that sense?

Question: Forget yesterday.

Krishnamurti: Oh, no, you cannot forget that. Y ou want your
house, you cannot forget brutality, your ways, your habits, the
brutality of society - it isthere at your door nagging all the time.

Y ou cannot forget it. But you can see how the mind is made dull,
stupid, by thisincessant storing up. Sir, that iswhy | brought in the
issue of commitment. If we are not committed to something in
some form or other, we are lost human beings. If you don't call
yourself a Hindu, a Christian or a Buddhist or a Communist or a
Fascist, you will be completely lost; and therefore, to bring about a
collective action, you join something, you belong to something
with al the implications of power, position, prestige and all the
ugliness of all that. So, really what we want is not freedom but
security, security in knowledge which is recognizable by you and
by society. Why need | put on a sannyasi robe, if | have abandoned
the world in the sense: | do not want power in any form? What is
the point of it? But | put on that robe essentially for recognition,
though inwardly | may be boiling over.

S0, Sir, | think we must honestly, but not verbally and cheaply,
tackle this problem of security, why the mind demands security in
SO many ways - in my relationships with my wife, with my child,
in my relationship with society, ideas, ideations and in function as
power, position, status, in committing myself to something. Why is
there this urge for security? | wish, Sir, you would go into it and
not merely listen to what | am saying, because you haveto live
with yourself. Why this urge for security - for social welfare, for
the welfare of society from the womb to the tomb? The feeling of



security isthe most destructive thing on God's earth, the feeling
that | have achieved, the feeling that | know, the ideathat thereisa
permanent soul, a permanent Atman, Brahman. Why this constant
demand? That is why we have methods, systems of yoga, systems
of meditation and all the other absurdities. If we could tackle this
urge for security, the compulsion that makes the mind demand
security, then we shall understand this whole thing.

Question: Sir, it isfear of the unknown.

Krishnamurti: Yes, Sir, fear of the unknown: fear of not having
ajob, fear of public opinion, fear of death, living, thinking, every
form of fear - therefore, you want to be secure. Now, what do you
mean by fear'? Do examineit, Sir. Don't give me or yourself a
verbal explanation. What is the significance, what lies behind that
word "fear", what do you mean by fear? What is the nature of fear,
not the content of fear, the thing itself, not a description of it? Sir,
take avery ssimple thing. | am afraid of what my wife or husband,
or my neighbour says. Now | want to find out not the explanations
for that fear but the nature, the quality of that fear, what it means to
be afraid. Now, what does it mean? What is the nature of the mind
that says, "I am afraid"? Sir, how do you find out the nature of
something? | want to find out the nature of fear. What do | do?
First of all, | must cease to give verbal explanations, mustn't 17? |
must look at fear. To know what fear is, | must look at it, | must
not say, "Itisred, blue, it ispurple, it isnot nice". | must look at it,
which means, | must cease to give an opinion, or the description of
the content of fear. Can | so look at fear?

Look, Sir, | am afraid of death. | want to understand the nature

of the fear which says, "I am afraid of death”. Now, how do | look



at it? 1 only know it, because of something else, isn'tit? | only
know fear because of the effect. | only know fear through words,
through the effects, through the influence that it is going to bring,
or may bring, or may not bring - which means: | look at the thing
with an opinion, with a conclusion. Can my mind look at fear
without opinions and conclusions? Our mind is made up of
conclusions, opinions, judgments and evaluations, isn't it? When |
say | am thinking, the thinking processis that. Now, can | look at
something without that process? Don't say no, don't deny or accept
it. Can you look, can | look at something without this mental
intellectualism going on? Sir, look, | want to know all about death -
to know, to experience, not just say, "I am afraid of death, what am
| to do?' What do | do? | have never experienced death before. |
have seen dead bodies being carried away. | have seen my relations
die. | know thereis death inevitably. But while living, functioning
alive, feeling, | want to know what it means, not at the last moment
when something is being carried away. | want to know now, how
to die. If you are going to lose your job, you will at once put your
mind to that, you will have sleepless nights till you find away oui.

| want to find out what it meansto die. | cannot take a drug and
die; then | will be unconscious. So, how do | proceed? Sir, death is
inevitable, at the end of fifty or sixty years, death isinevitable. |
don't want to wait till that. | want to find out, to know what death
means, so that in the very knowing, fear is gone. How do | set
about it? Y ou have been taught escapes, but not to find out how to
die.

Y ou know, Sir, what it meansto die. Don't you? Have you died

to anything, to any pleasure, to any pain? Just to die to a pleasure -



this means, what? | drink; and it gives me a certain relief, a certain
pleasure, a certain dulling or a certain quickening effect. Can | die
to that - die, in which no effort isinvolved? Because, the moment |
exercise effort to die to something, it is merely a continuity of that
something.

Sir, let us come alittle nearer. Y ou have insulted me, or you
have flattered me. Y ou have looked at me, you have not greeted
me, you are jealous of me. Can | die to that memory without
effort? What, Sir? That isa dying, isn't it? Y ou cannot bargain with
death, you understand? Y ou cannot say to death, "Please let me
have afew days more". S0, in the same way, can you die to
memory? Perhaps you can die to some pain; but can you equally
dieto pleasure, can you? Sir, just try that alittle bit; then you will
know what it isto die to yesterday, yesterday being memory. Y ou
follow? | want to know what it isto die, to die to this demand for
continuity, to die to this incessant urge for security, to die to the
thing which | call fear, to die to something. If | die to these, then |
will know what death is; then the mind will know what it isto bein
a state where it has passed through death and is not contaminated
by its pain.

So, the problem, Sir, isthis; amind that is not innocent can
never receive that which isinnocent. God, Truth, or whatever the
thing that is not nameable - the Immeasurable - that cannot be
without an innocent mind, without a mind that is dead to al the
things of society, dead to power, position, prestige, dead to
knowledge. After al, power, position, prestige is what we call
living. For us, that islife; for us, that is action. You haveto dieto

that action, and you cannot do it because that is what you want. Sir,



to die to the things which we call living, isthe very living. If you
go down that street and see the power, those flags which are the
measures of power, and if you die to all that, it means that you die
to your own demand for power which has created all this horror.

Question: It is some sort of total annihilation.

Krishnamurti: Why not? What isliving but total annihilation? Is
the way you live now realy living? Sir, we want to gain heaven
without going through anything; we want to be mediocre human
beings, completely comfortable and secure, and have our drinks
and our sex and our power, and also have that thing which we call
heaven.

So, Sirs, to sum up: to be alone, which is not a philosophy of
loneliness, is obvioudly to be in a state of revolution against the
whole set-up of society - not only this society, but the Communist
society, the Fascist, every form of society as organized brutality,
organized power. And that means an extraordinary perception of
the effects of power. Sir, have you noticed those soldiers
rehearsing? They are not human beings any more, they are
machines, they are your sons and my sons, standing therein the
sun. Thisis happening here, in America, in Russia, and everywhere
- not only at the governmental level but also at the monastic level,
bel onging to monasteries, to orders, to groups, who employ this
astonishing power. And it is only such amind that can be aone.
And aloneness is not something to be cultivated. Y ou see this?
When you see all this, you are out; and no Governor or President is
going to invite you to dinner. Out of that alonenessthereis
humility. It is this aloneness that knows love - not power. The

ambitious man, religious or ordinary, will never know what loveis.



So, if one sees dll this, then one has this quality of total living and
therefore total action. This comes through self-knowledge.

Belief in God is detrimental to the experiencing of that Reality.
If | believe God isthisor that, it is adetriment, and | cannot
experience that at all. To experience, my mind must be clean,
swept, purged of all these - which means, my mind must be totally
in a state in which no influence of any kind has touched it. And
from that state, action istotal, and therefore all action in that state
IS good and has an extraordinary capacity, becauseit isnot a
contradictory, conflicting action. Sir, don't you know this: when
you love to do something - not because somebody tells you, not
because you have some reward - you do it most efficiently? Y ou
give your body, your mind, your whole being to it, when you love
something.
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Thisisthe last talk. The day before yesterday, when we met, we
were considering the question of fear and the compulsive urge to
seek power in different forms. And it seemsto methat it is quite
important to understand how to meet fear. For most of usfear is

constant, unconsciously or conscioudly.

As most of us have thisfear, it is quite important, | think, to
meet that fear, without engendering other problems. We were
saying that we are afraid of death, we are afraid of insecurity, we
are afraid of losing jobs, we are afraid of not advancing, we are
afraid of not being loved, we are afraid of so many things. And
how isit possible to meet fear openly, easily, and not let fear breed
other problems, which consciously or unconsciously build up our
lives? | think we could approach that issue by understanding what
is slegp and what is meditation. Y ou may think it is far-fetched, but
| do not think it is, if we go alittle along.

For most of us, effort seems to be the very nature of existence;
every form of effort is our daily bread, effort to go to the office,
effort to work, effort to get up, effort to achieve a certain result; we
live by effort. And it has become part of us. And we fear that if
there is no effort, we shall stagnate; and so we are constantly
battling with ourselvesto be alive by pressure, by discipline, and
not only by pursuing ambition as a means of stirring us up, but also
by making effort to think rightly, to feel rightly, toresist. That is
our very existence. And | wonder if any of us hasreally seriously

considered why we make effort at all and if effort is necessary. Or,



does effort prevent understanding? Understanding, it seems to me,
is the state of mind which is capable not only of listening to
everything that is being said explicitly, but also of directly
perceiving things very ssmply. And amind that is merely
interpretative, is not capable of understanding. A mind that merely
compares, isincapable of clear perception.

We will discuss this aswe go aong, but | am just laying the
foundation, as it were, for our discussion. We do see things very
clearly and sharply and precisely when we give our complete
attention, not only verbally, intellectually, emotionally, but with
our whole being. Then we are in a state of real perception, real
comprehension. And that state, obviously, is not the result of effort.
Because, if we are making an effort to comprehend, that effort
implies struggle, resistance, adenial, and all our energy istaken
away by that effort to resist, to try to understand, to try to resist.

So, | think, we have to understand that effort does prevent
perception. Y ou know when you try to hear something and you are
making an effort to hear, you really don't hear; all your energy is
gone in making the effort. And if we could merely see thisissue,
not how not to make effort, just seeit, then we can go to something
which isimportant in discussing effort and fear - namely,
consciousness which is broken up for most of usinto the
unconscious and the conscious. The conscious is the superficial
layer which is often dull, which has been educated, which has
acquired a certain technique and functions at the superficial level.

Please, Sirs, you are not merely listening to a certain series of
words or ideas, but actually in the very listening you are

experiencing what is being said; then only such alistening would



be worthwhile. But if you are merely listening to the words, to the
ideas, then such ahearing has no value at all. If it is self-applicable
then your listening has real depth. So | hope you will so listen.

We function superficialy, and our daily lifeis very superficial.
But there is a great depth, hidden away in the vast recesses of the
mind, which is the hidden, the unconscious. That istheracia, the
traditional, the accumulated knowledge, experience of the race, of
the human being, of the individual. So, there is a contradiction
between the conscious mind which has acquired knowledge and
technique and which is capable of adjusting itself to any
environment, and that vast storehouse of hidden aspirations,
compulsions, urges, motives, which is not so easily educated. And
that contradiction shows itself in dreams during sleep, through
symbols, through hints, intimations. And just before going to sleep
you have perhaps various forms of ideas, pictures, images, and as
you dream you have the interpretation of those dreams at the same
time as you are aseep. So, the mind, the conscious as well asthe
unconscious, when it is asleep, isin a constant turmoil, is
constantly in a state of enquiring, searching, answering,
responding, creating visions, symbols, which live call dreams. So,
the mind is never at rest even though it is aslegp. Y ou must have
noticed all this. There is nothing mysterious about it. These are
obvious psychological facts which you can discover for yourself
without reading any book. And | think one must investigate all
that, because that is part of self-knowledge, surely, of knowing the
whol e process of one's own mind.

So, without really understanding this process of contradiction

within the mind, and the breeding of illusion which comes from



this self-contradiction, meditation has very little meaning, because
meditation is an action and we have been discussing action. | do
not know what that word "meditation” means to you. Surely,
meditation is, isit not?, a process through exploration into the
depths of the mind, and that exploration is the awakening of
experience. Thisis not the experience according to a pattern, or a
way, or a system, but the uncovering of the processes of
conditioning, so that the mind is actually experiencing those
conditionings and going beyond. So, it seems to me, merely to
have a desire to achieve a certain result in meditation does lead to
various forms of illusion. Y ou understand, Sirs? Without knowing
the process of thinking, without being aware of the contents, of the
nature of thinking, meditation has very little value. But yet we
must meditate, because that is part of life. Asyou go to your office,
asyou read, as you think, as you talk, as you quarrel, as you do this
and that, so also meditation is a part of this extraordinary thing
called living. And if you do not know how to meditate, you are
missing avast field of life, perhaps the most important part of life.

| was told alovely story of adisciple going to a master and the
disciple taking a posture of meditation and closing his eyes; and
the master asksthe disciple, "l say, what are you doing, sitting in
that way?' And the disciple says, "I am trying to reach the highest
consciousness', and the disciple shuts his eyes and continues. So,
the master picks up two pieces of rock and rubs and keeps on
rubbing them together, and the noise awakens the disciple. And the
disciple looks at it and says, "Master, what are you doing?' And
the master says, "By rubbing, | hope to produce in one of the

pieces of stone amirror”. And the disciple smiles and says, "Y ou



can continue like that for ten thousand years, master, but you will
never produce amirror”. And the master says, "You can sit like
that for the next million years and you will never find". Y ou seg, it
reveals agreat deal if you think about that story. We want to
meditate according to a pattern, or we want a system of meditation,
we want to know how to meditate. But meditation is a process of
living, meditation is the awareness of what you are doing, of what
you are thinking, of the motives, of the inner secrets of the mind,
because we do have secrets. We never tell everything to another.
There are hidden motives, hidden wants, hidden desires, jealousies,
aspirations. Without knowing all these secrets, hidden urges and
compulsions, mere meditation leads to self-hypnosis. Y ou can put
yourself quietly to sleep through following a certain pattern, and
that is what most of us are doing, not only in meditation but in
daily life. Great parts of us are asleep and blindly some parts of us
are active - the part that is earning a livelihood, quarrelling,
successful; the part that is aspiring, hoping, achieving, breeding
innumerable fears. So, we have to understand the totality of the
mind. And the very understanding is meditation. Do you know how
you talk to another, how you look at another, how you look at a
tree, the evening sunset, the capacities that you have? Do you
understand your vanity, the urge for power in which thereis pride
of achievement? Without understanding all this, thereisno
meditation. And the very understanding of this complex process of
existence is meditation. And as one goes into this question very
deeply, one beginsto discover that the mind becomes
extraordinarily quiet, not induced, not hypnotized by that word into

a state of silence. Because most of us lead very contradictory lives,



our lives arein a state of conflict all the time; whether we are
awake or aseep, thereis a burning conflict, misery, travail; and to
try to escape from them through meditation only produces fear and
illusion. So, it is very important to understand fear. And the very
understanding of fear isthe process of meditation.

If | may, let us go deeply into this question of fear, because for
most of usfear isvery near, very close to us. And without
understanding that which is very close, we cannot go very far. So,
let us spend alittle time in understanding the extraordinary thing
called fear. If we could understand that, then sleep has atotally
different meaning. | will come to that presently. How to - | mustn't
use the word "how", because that only awakens in your mind the
pattern of meeting fear. We are aware that we are afraid. | am sure
you are aware of it. Now, before we enquire into fear, what do we
mean by "being aware"? Let us examine that word and the feeling
behind that word.

How do we see things actually, visually? And do we see
anything, or do we merely interpret things? | hope you are
following. Do | see you and you see me, or do you interpret what
you see and | interpret what | see? Interpretation is not seeing. Is
it? Please do spend alittle time on this matter. Don't be too anxious
to find out what meditation is. Thisis part of meditation. Can | see
without interpretation? Can you see me without giving all kinds of
tributes, without evaluation, without judgment - just see me, in
which is employed no name? The moment you hame, you have
blocked yourself from seeing. | do not know if you have ever
experimented with this thing. Sir, please give your attention to this,

because we are going to enquire into what it isto be aware of fear.



We are examining what it means to be aware. What does it mean?
It means, obviously to be aware not only of the outward movement
of thought and perception but also of the inward movement of
thought and perception. Isn't it? | seethetreesand | respond; | see
the people and | respond; | see beauty and there is aresponse to
beauty; similarly there is aresponse to ugliness, to al this squalor,
the pomp, the sense of power. There is an observation externaly,
outwardly, which isinterpreted, which isjudged, criticized; and
that very movement which goes outward, also comesin - itislikea
tide going in and out. By observing the outward movement, the
mind also observes the inward movement of that same act with all
its reactions. So awareness is thistotal process of the outward and
inward movement of thought, of judgment, of evaluation, of
acceptance, denial. Am | making it clear or not? Because unless we
are clear on this point, we cannot go into the question of fear.

Sir, do we understand anything by naming it? Y ou understand?
Do | understand you, when | say you are all Hindus, Buddhists,
Communists, this or that? Do | understand you by giving you a
label? Or do | understand you when there is no naming, when there
is no interference of the label? Y ou follow, Sirs? So, the process of
labelling, giving a nameisreally a hindrance to comprehension.
And it is extremely subtle, extremely arduous, to observe
something without giving a name, without giving a quality,
because the very process of our thinking isverbalizing. Isn't it?
What | am trying to convey isthat awarenessis atotal process, not
merely a state of mind which criticizes, evaluates, condemns or
compares. To understand why it compares, why it criticizes, why it

evaluates, what is the process of this evaluation, what lies behind



this judgment - the whole process of that is awareness, which is
really the mind being aware of the whole process of its activities.

If one has grasped alittle bit of that, we can then go into the
guestion of fear, envy and what jealousy means. Can you look at
that feeling without giving it a name? Because, the naming process
is the process of the thinker, who merely observes thought as
though it was something apart from the thinker. We know the
division between the thinker and the thought, the experiencer and
the experienced. The thinker gives words to the thing that is being
experienced, as pleasure and pain. When the thinker observes and
does not give words to the things that it observes, then thereisno
difference between the thinker and the thing which is being
observed, then it is one. Please do comprehend this thing, because
it isquite difficult. Thisis an extraordinary experience, because the
moment there is no division between the observed and the
observer, there is no conflict. Do please understand this. Thisis
really very essential, because most of uslivein a state of
contradiction. And the problem is whether amind can be so
completely, totally whole that there is no observer and the thing
observed, and thereby be free of contradiction. And so one must
understand how this contradiction arises.

Sir, take a very simple example of envy, jealousy, anger. In all
these things, in the moment of experiencing thereisno
contradiction. But the second after that experiencing, thereis
contradiction, as the thinker, the observer, looks at the thing and
says, "Itisgood, or it isbad; it isanger, or it isenvy". At the
moment of experience, thereis no contradiction - which isan

extraordinary thing. Only when the experiencing is over, the



second after, begins the contradiction. And this contradiction arises
when the thinker isin the process of judging, evaluating what he
has observed, either accepting or denying it - which is essentially a
process of verbalizing or reaction according to his conditioning.
So, to wipe away this contradiction, can the thinker observe
without giving words to that thing which is being observed?

Have you ever gone into the question of words, how the mind is
aslave to words - the Hindu, the Buddhist, the Mohammedan, the
Communist, the Capitalist, the Democrat, the Congress, the wife,
husband, the word God, or no God? Our mind is a slave to words.
And to free the thought from the word - is that possible? Don't
accept anything that | am saying. Isit possible to free a thought
from the word? And if it is possible, then can the thinker, the
observer, look at the thing without the label, without the term,
without the symbol? And when it can so directly look, without the
interference of the label, the word, the symbol, then there is no
thinker observing the thing. Now thisis meditation. Y ou
understand, Sirs? And that requires enormous attention, which is
not concentration at all. Attention implies atotality, an extension of
atotality, whereas concentration is alimitation. So, the mind
enquiring into the problem of fear, which is essentially a problem
of contradiction, must understand this process of looking at athing
without the verbalization which is essentially the memory
interfering with the observer.

Question: That totalisation of the mind is an abstraction,
withdrawing from the world.

Krishnamurti: It is not an abstraction, Sir. Y ou see the

difficulty! Y ou give one meaning to a set of wordsand | give



another meaning; and you come for the first time with your
meaning, and though we have gone already into this, we have to
begin al over again. So, | am sorry | will not go into all that again.
We are not talking in terms of abstraction. We are talking of the
actual fact. We are not abstracting, we are looking into the process
of the mind. The mind islooking at itself, which is not an
abstraction. It is not deriving a conclusion from something. It
observes, it isin a state of observation, and therefore, thereisno
abstraction from which it judges, there is no deduction, thereis no
conclusion. The mind that is observing is never in a state of
conclusion, and that is the beauty of amind whichisalive. A mind
that functions from conclusion isno mind at all.

Look, Sirs, let us begin again. Most of us have various forms of
fear, which distort our thinking, our way of life - wetell lies, we
get angry, we are ambitious because we are afraid. A man who is
not afraid, who has no fear, has no ambition. He does not want to
say helives, heisin a state of complete being. And from there you
can begin to enquire into something that is not measurable. But a
mind that is afraid, that triesto find that which is unnameable, not
measurable - such amind can never discover what istrue. It can
createillusions and it does, and livesinillusions. So, we have
really to meet fear asit arises, and in the meeting of the fear, not
bring about other series of reactions. How is one to meet it without
reacting to it? Surely, the reaction arises only when you use the
word "fear", doesn't it?

Sir, look: you don't mind using the word “love; when you use
that word, you feel elated. But when you have afeeling, if you use
the word anger, it has a condemnatory value already. So, to ook at



fear totally so that the observer is not separate from that feeling,
there has to be no word or label which makes them separate. How
do you look at, observe, fear? How do you know you are afraid?
Question: If | find a cobra, | try to go back or do something and
that tells me afterwards that | was afraid of that cobra.
Krishnamurti: Yes sir. What do you mean by fear, what isthe
nature of fear - not what makes you afraid? A cobra makes you
afraid, what public opinion says makes you afraid, death makes
you afraid, your not achieving your marvellous height in the socia
ladder makes you afraid - they are the things that make you afraid.
But do you know the nature of fear, not the things that make you
afraid? Surely, there is a difference between the two, isn't there?
Have you ever really felt fear, lived with fear? Have you? Or,
have you always avoided fear? Obviously we have always avoided
fear. When | am afraid, | turn on the radio, take a drink, go to the
temple, go for awalk, or do a number of things, but | never live
with fear. Do | live with fear as| have lived, or want to live, with
pleasure? Both require a certain energy. Don't they? Sirs, to live
with pleasure is something that gives you great pleasure; for that,
you must have great energy; otherwise, it destroys you. Now, to
live with beauty and to live with ugliness demand energy. And this
energy is destroyed when the word, the label, the symbol comesin
and thereby creates adivision in living with the thing. Do you
understand?
Look, Sir, | say you are dull. Can you look at yourself, without
reacting? Y ou may not like to be told by somebody that you are
dull; but when you look, when you observe, you realize that you

are dull. Sir, aren't you dull, when you don't see the beauty of the



skies, the heavens, the earth, the trees, the squalor, the misery, the
pomp, the power, when you don't observe all this, when you are
blind, don't you realize that you are dull? Has somebody to tell you
that you are dull? Is your dullness to be indicated by another or do
you realize yourself that you are dull? Sir, you see the difference
between the two? When someone says you are dull, you accept it
and merely react to it, or you say, "l am not dull. Who are you to
tell methat | am dull?' The word dull has a condemnatory
meaning, and you think you are so very clever, so very superior,
though the fact isyou are dull.

Take insensitivity. Insensitivity comes into being when the
mind functions in habit, when it doesn't see, when it doesn't fed,
when itisnot aliveto everythingin life. | realize | am insensitive, |
realize | am dull. What ismy reaction? | immediately try to
become clever, try to make an effort not to be dull. How can a dull
mind make effort and be clever, be superior and free from
dullness? It must realize that state fully. Now, to realize that state
fully, completely, wholly, there must be no reaction. | must
observe it. The mind must seeit. And it may not observe, if it
merely says, "Oh, | am dull, | must become clever, | must do this
or | must do that". To observe, the mind must live with the fact.
Every form of condemnation is an escape from the fact, and to live
with the fact requires tremendous energy.

Sir, look: you see atree there, don't you? Y ou see over it the
blue sky and the evening star, Venus; but you don't observe, you
don't feel. Now to feel al this, the mind must be in a state of
astonishing aliveness, with a sense of vibrant energy. And you

cannot have energy if there is a contradiction between the observer



and the observed. And the contradiction arises through reactions,
through the employment of words or symbols, when the memory
interferes, between the observer and the observed. So, to look at
fear, to live with fear, to meet fear without creating a contradiction
between the fear and the observer is the problem. Y ou understand,
Sirs? | may, through some trick, avoid one set of fears; but as|
movein life, there is another fear and so on. Fear is like a shadow
that suddenly comes, and it constantly comes. It isthere. A mind
that wants to understand fear and to be totally free of fear - not of
just one form of fear - must have energy so that the mind is capable
of being something else than being a slave to fear. For the mind to
go into that, to live with it - it means being in this state of energy.
Now, the whole process of what we have been discussing is
meditation. Meditation is not sitting in aroom or a corner, Cross-
legged and all the rest of it, breathing and all that - which is self-
hypnosis. But one hasto go into this, so that the mind during the
day - asit walks, asit works, asit plays, asit observes - is aware
without reacting, is aware, watching choicelessly, so that when it
does go to sleep, there is some other process of action which is not
the mere action of the conscious mind or the unconscious mind.
When the mind has been very aert during the day watching,
observing, unearthing every motive, every thought, every
movement of thought, then, when it does sleep it isin a state of
guietness, then it can experience other things which are not merely
experienced by the conscious mind. So meditation is a process not
only during the waking period but also during the sleeping period.
And then you will find that the mind has emptied itself of
everything it has known, emptied itself of all its yesterdays - not



that there are no yesterdays; there are the yesterdays, but the mind
emptiesitself of al the responses of the yesterdays which condition
the mind. Y ou know, Sirs, athing that is completely empty is
totally full. And it isonly such amind that can receive or
comprehend that which is not measurable by amind which isthe
outcome of time.

Question: Is not fear an instinct born with the child?

Krishnamurti: So, you say fear isinstinctive, is natura. Sir, as
you are walking, you come across a cobra, a snake, and you
instinctively jump back. Now, isthat fear, and isit not natural? If
you have no such instinctual reaction, you will be committing
suicide. So, we have to draw aline between the sense of
preservation, and the insensitivity which interferes with the
psychological demand for security.

Let me put it round the other way. Sirs, we need food, clothes
and shelter. We need a certain cleanliness, a certain comfort, and
that is essential. In probably fifty years or ahundred years the
world will have an over-flow of food, because scienceis so
advanced. Now, when do food, clothes, shelter interfere, or when
does the mind use those things to be secure inwardly,
psychologically? You are following what | am saying, Sir? | need
those things, you and | need food, clothes and shelter. But we use
this need for psychological purposes a bigger house, bigger
position; we use the need for power, position, prestige - and
thereby create the whole picture of fear.

There is seeing a snake and the nervous reaction: that is one
thing. The other thing is, sitting in a room and imagining, thinking
- thinking that this house might catch fire, that my wife might run



away, that the snake might come in. This thinking process may
engender or breed fear. There are two sets of neurological fears,
one is with the meeting of a snake and the other is the fear which
thought awakens through the nerves, through imagination, through
supposition.

Question: This means that the instinctive responseis not fear at
all.

Krishnamurti: Right. Fear is only there when thought isin
operation. Don't say 'no' but examineit. Thereisthe ordinary
instinctual neurological response which, you say, is not fear.
Perhaps it may be. The second is that thought awakens certain
responses neurologically and thereby creates fear. Now these two
aretotally different. Isit possible to observe all neurological fears,
including those awakened by thought, without the thought
awakening fear?

Question: There are certain neurological responses which are
awakened by thought which we call fear. How isit possible to
observe the neurological responses of fear without the word “fear’,
without the name?

Krishnamurti: We have to understand the ways of thinking, the
ways of thought, when we meet these neurological fears which are
awakened through the word. | sit in aroom, and my thought
Imagines and says, "l am going to lose my job, based on facts such
as| am inefficient; or, my wife is going to run away, which may be
or may not be factual; or there is death; and this creates fear.
Thought is creating fear through the future. In al fear, futureis
involved. That istomorrow. | am living, | am functioning, but

death may be there tomorrow. So, thought through time as the



future creates fear. So, thought is time - thought based on the
reactions and the responses of knowledge of many yesterdays
through the present to the future.

We are talking of thought which is the content, which is the
nature of time. | think | am going to become a big man; and | also
think that | may not become a big man, and so thereisfear.
Thought creates fear. That is important. So, the question is: can
thought look at fear - that is, can thought look at neurological
responses which are natural ? Can thought which creates fear, ook
at fear? Do you look at anything with thought? Is thought in
operation when you observe? Y ou observe arose, aflower; the
very observation is verbalizing; it is the recognition that it isarose
- the word. Isthere alooking at something without recognition?
Can | look at fear without recognition?

When | use the word "fear"”, thereisinherent in it
differentiation. The very employment of that word "fear" isa
differentiation. The differentiation exists because there is the
observer with his words, symbols, ideologies and reactions - with
these, he looks and thereby createsin the very observation a
differentiation. Because he so observes through differentiation, he
runs away from it or acts upon it. Is there observation of fear
without differentiation? Fear can be met without differentiation
only when there is no thinker with all the responsive reactions to
the thing that he is observing. Can the observer ook without
differentiation of the thing which he calls fear? He can only do that
when he has understood the whole significance of living with that
something entirely, totally. And he is not capable of living with
that something totally, when he is avoiding or accepting. And he



avoids or accepts according to pain and pleasure - physical as well
as psychological - , which means that the word has assumed
importance.

Sirs, you are all believersin God, aren't you?, or in something
else. You are believersin something and that believing is
conditioning your mind to certain responses. Now, we are asking
whether the mind can look without the differentiation which the
word makes? And to go into all that - which is the very essence,
which is the process of self-knowledge - is meditation. And if you
so meditate, then you will begin to discover for yourself that you
can observe the feelings, the fears without this differentiation
which the word creates, and you can therefore live with them so
completely, totally that the entire body of fear ceases. And such a
mind is the creative mind, such amind is the good mind; only such
amind can receive that which is Immeasurable; only such amind
can receive the blessing of the Eternal.
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We see throughout the world a dreadful and frightening chaos.
Everywhere people are one against another, not only individually
but racially, communally, as a country, as agroup or as arace.
Nationalism is rampant, increasing. The margin of freedom is very
small not only for the individual but also for the community, for
the mind. Religions are dividing people; they are not the unifying
factor at all. And there isthe increase of tyranny, either of the left
or of theright. There are various. forms of religions, sects -
innumerable, in thousands - al over the world saying that they
have the real stuff. Religious tyranny is equally abhorrent to amind
that isreally seeking what istruth, asis political tyranny; and both
are on the increase. Catholicism with its dogma, with its creeds,
with its excommunications and all the rest of it, ison the move, is
spreading; so is Communism also on the increase, with its
excommunications, liquidations and denials of human rights,
thoughts and freedom, spreading poverty, squalor, chaos. In fact,
the house is burning and literally burning; and there remains only
the final explosion, which is the atomic bomb. All thiswe know in
aminor or mgor degree.

Every individual not only has the feeling that something must
be done to see the problem, not merely intellectually, but also feels
the inward necessity of an urgent response to the whole total issue.
When one does not feel the total issue, one goes about reforming
socialy, reviving the old religions, going back to the Upanishads,

the Gita, or to some ancient thought, or following some leader who



promises more. Thereisthe feeling that as one cannot do by
oneself, one must leave it to somebody else - to the guru, to the
political leader. And there isreform in patches - giving land,
appeasing, pacifying, coexisting, twisting words to mean different
things apart from the direct meaning in the dictionary, to suit one's
own or one's party's ideological intentions. Sir, thereis corruption,
there is misery, thereisincreasing industrialization all over the
world; and industrialization without revolution only leads to
mediocrity and greater suffering.

A revolution of adifferent kind is necessary - that iswhat |
want to discuss; that iswhat | want to go into. But | think one must
see the utter futility of religious organizations completely, the
absurdity of those organizations and of merely following a certain
Idea, acertain plan for the salvation of man. To amind that is
seeking truth, areligious leader has no meaning any more. | do not
know how you feel about all this. But watching going about,
wandering about in the land, there is this sense of appalling death
of human integrity, because we have handed over ourselves
politically to a party or parties, or religiously to books, or to the
latest saint who wanders about in aloin cloth with his particular
social, political or religious panacea, appeasing, pacifying. | do not
think | am exaggerating what is actually taking place, not only in
this unfortunate country but also in the rest of the world.

Now you know this. | have only described what is afact. A
mind that gives an opinion about afact isanarrow, limited,
destructive mind. Y ou understand, Sir? Let me explain alittle bit
further. Thisisafact - what is actually taking place in the world.

And you and | know it very well. Y ou can trandlate the fact in one



way, and | can trandate it in another way. The translation of the
fact is a curse which prevents us from seeing the actual fact and
doing something about the fact. When you and | discuss our
opinions about the fact, nothing is done about the fact; you can add
perhaps more to the fact, see more nuances, implications,
significance about the fact, and | may see less significance in the
facts. But the fact cannot be interpreted, | cannot offer an opinion
about the fact. It is so, and it is very difficult for amind to accept
the fact. We are always trandating, we are always giving different
meanings to it, according to our prejudices, conditionings, hopes,
fearsand all therest of it. If you and | could see the fact without
offering an opinion, interpreting, giving a significance, then the
fact becomes much more alive - not more adive - , the fact is there
alone, nothing else matters; then the fact has its own energy which
drives you in the right direction. Opinions drive us, conclusions
drive us; but they drive us away from the fact. But if we remain
with the fact, then the fact has its own energy which drives each
one of usin the right direction. So, we know the fact of what is
happening in the world, without interpretations. The interpretation
should be left to the politicians who deal with the immediate, with
the possibilities, and who twist a possibility to suit their ideas, their
feelings, their conclusions, their opinions and all the rest of it. They
are the most destructive people on earth, whether they are the
highest politicians or the lowest vote-catchers. Y ou can see this
happening right through the world - separating the people, dividing
the land and enforcing certain ideas according to their prejudices,
their petty little opinions. So, seeing all this, we also see this

perverse desire to be guided by a guru, by a priest, by a man who



knows more - which is perverse because there is no such thing as a
man who knows more; we however think that there are people who
know more. It isour life that we haveto live, it isour misery, itis
our conflict, it isour contradiction, our sorrows, that we have to
deal with, not somebody else's; unfortunately we are incapabl e of
solving them ourselves; and so we turn to othersto help us and we
are caught in those things that are of little importance.

S0, seeing this whole picture and also the tremendous sorrow
and the turmoail that is going on all over the earth, to respond
rightly to this whole problem, we need a different mind - not the
mind that is religious, not the mind that is political, not the mind
that is capable in business, not the mind that is full of knowledge of
the past, of books. We need a new mind, because the problem is so
colossal.

| think one has to see the importance and urgent necessity of
having this new mind - not how to get it. We have to see the
importance of having such a mind, because the problem isreally
colossal, so intricate, so subtle, so diversified; and to approach, to
understand, to go into it, to bring about right action, atotally
different mind is needed. | mean by the "mind" not only the
physical quality of the mind - the quality of the mind whichis
verbally, in thought, very clear; a good mind; amind that can
reason logically, sanely, without any prejudice - but also a mind
which has sympathy, pity, affection, compassion, love; a mind that
can look, see, perceive directly; amind that can be still, quiet,
peaceful within itself, not induced, not made still. | mean by
"mind" all that, not just an intellectual thing, averbal thing. | mean

by the "mind", the mind in which all the senses are fully awake,



sengitive, alive, functioning at their highest pitch; | mean the
totality of the mind, and it must be new to meet this urgency.

Man has explored in the past, gone into it, watched it, knows all
about the past; the scientist, as you know, has explored all that and
is exploring in time, in space, with rockets, with satellites. The
el ectronic machines are taking over the functions of the mind in
regard to calculations, trandations, composing this and that; they
are taking over more and more of the functions of the mind
because they can do the things more efficiently than the average
brain or the most clever brain can. So again seeing al this, you
need anew mind, amind that is free of time, amind which no
longer thinks in terms of distance or space, a mind that has no
horizon, a mind that has no anchorage or haven. Y ou need such a
mind to deal not only with the everlasting but also with the
immediate problems of existence.

Thereforetheissueis: isit possible for each one of usto have
such amind? Not gradually, not to cultivate it; because,
cultivation, development, a process, implies time. It must take
place immediately; there must be a transformation now, in the
sense of atimeless quality. Lifeis death, and death is awaiting you;
you cannot argue with death as you can argue with life. Soisit
possible to have such amind - not as an achievement, not as a goal,
not as athing to be aimed at, not as something to be arrived at -
because all that implies time and space? We have avery
convenient, luxurious theory that there is time to progress, to
arrive, to achieve, to come near truth; that isafallaciousidea, itis
an illusion completely - timeisan illusion in that sense. Such a

mind is the urgent thing, not only now but always; that is quite



necessary. Can such amind come about, and what are the
implications of it? Can we discuss this?

Sirs, theissueis: can we wipe out the whole thing and start
anew? And we must, because the world is becoming something
new totally. Space is being congquered, machines are taking over,
tyranny is spreading. Something new is going on of which we are
not aware. Y ou may read the papers, you may read magazines; but
you are not aware of the movement, the significance, the flow, the
dynamic quality of this change. We think we have time. Y ou know
somebody goes and pacifies the people saying that timeis there.
Somebody else meditates according to a certain system; he says
still thereistime. And we say, "Let us go back to the Upanishads,
revive the religions; thereistime, let us play with it leisurely".
Please believe me thereis no time - not believeme -, it is so.
When the house is burning, there is no time to discuss whether you
are a Hindu, a Mussulman, or a Buddhist, whether you have read
the Gita, the Upanishads, a man who discusses those thingsis
totally unaware of the fact that the house is burning. And when the
house is burning, you may not be aware of it, you may be dull or
insensitive, you may have become weak.

So, can we discuss the possibility of such a mind? How do you
discuss such athing, Sirs and Ladies? How do you probe into this?
| have put you a question, not merely verbally but also with my
whole being; you have to respond to it, you cannot say, "Well, |
will carry on my way; | belong to that society, this society; and this
is good enough; my saint is good enough for me, he has found his
vocation, heis doing good, heisreforming, and | am doing a petty
little thing in my corner and all the rest of it" - al that is out.



How do you enquire into all this? How do you answer, what is
your responseto it? Isit possible? Obvioudly, you don't know. You
cannot say: it is, or it isnot. If you say that it is not possible, then
there is nothing that can be done; then you have closed the door
yourself. When you say that it is not possible and that you must
have your guru, your saint, you have blocked yourself
psychologically, inwardly. If you say, that it may be possible, and
if it isahope, then that hope implies despair also. If you say that it
may be possible and if it is not ahope, then it means:. it may be
possible, you do not know. Do you understand the difference
between the two?

The man who says, "No, such amind isincredible, | won't have
it, it is too beyond me, beyond my capacities, | cannot do it. It is
not possible", has closed the door psychologically, inwardly. And
there is the man who says, "Perhaps, it is possible, | do not know;
surely, heisdevoid of all hope. We must be clear that the quality
of hope is gone. The moment you have hope, inevitably there
comes frustration. Y ou understand, Sir? A mind which hopes,
invites frustration; and a mind which is hoping and therefore living
in frustration is incapable of enquiry. Please do see this. So, amind
that saysit may be possible, is not in a state of hope at all. It isnot
amind that says. "It is possible to achieve', because again
achievement implies hope; and therefore, where thereis
achievement there is always failure, therefore invitation to
frustration. So amind that says"it may be possible", such amind
alone can begin to enquire. Please see the importance of this,
because it is not in doubt, it is not accepting, it is not denying.

There are three states of the mind - the mind that says, "It is not



possible’, the mind that hopes to achieve, and the mind which says,
"It may be possible". The first two are different minds, they are
only thinking in terms of time, in terms of hope, despair,
achievement, frustration. But an enquiring mind is devoid of these
two. Now, if that is clear - clear in the sense that you see the truth
that amind is capable only when it has freed itself from hope,
despair, and all that and from saying, "It is not possible, it isonly
for the few", then you wipe those two out; then the mind says, "It
may be possible; it isonly such amind that can enquire. Now, Sir,
what is the quality of your mind?

Question: We are full of fear, we cannot get over thisfear.

Krishnamurti: A mind which is afraid is incapable of enquiry. It
is not a question of how to be free of fear. If my feelingisto
enquire, fear ceases, fear becomes of secondary importance. In
trying to climb amountain, if there is fear that you are too old, or
you are too young, you may not have the capacity of climbing,
therefore you do not climb; but if you feel the necessity of
climbing, the fear goes away. It may be in the background but you
climb.

Question: May | know what you mean by enquiry, or trying?

Krishnamurti: | did not use that word “try'. | said "enquiry'. | am
not using that word merely in the dictionary meaning but also to
mean a mind that is enquiring, looking. To enquire, you must have
freedom, the mind must not be tethered to any form of beliefs,
conclusions. To enquire impliesthat all personal idiosyncrasies,
vanities, hopes must be put aside for the time being; it means the
“result’ is not important. To enquire implies that in the very process

| am suffering, | may change, or there might be a tremendous



revolution inwardly, outwardly. And to enquire into it, obviously
fear, conclusions, al the things that weigh us down must be put
aside - not put aside, because the very urgency of enquiry puts all
that aside. The very urgency, the very necessity for enquiry
becomes essential; therefore the other things become of secondary
importance, they have no meaning at all for the moment. Y ou
understand, Sir? It islike war - in war, as you know, all things, all
factories, all resources of the human mind, everything comesto
defend; they are not thinking of the possibility, fears, hopes -
everything is gone. So isyour mind. Now you are listening to all
this; isyour mind in a state of enquiry? Is your mind demanding of
itself such an enquiry?

Question: When you are talking, most of us are thinking of our
own problems. That is the difficulty.

Krishnamurti: That iswrong, if you will forgive me. Most of us
are thinking of our problems because we are conditioned according
to our problems, and so the problems are our chief concern and we
come here to see if we can solve the problems. | know that, and
you know that. Y ou want to know how to live with your husband,
with your wife; you want to know what awarenessis,; you want to
know whether this guru, that saint is right; whether thereislife
after death; what there is after death, if there isimmortality; what
happensif you are having a negative mind; you want to know how
to meditate - problems, problems. When the house is burning what
happens? Don't you know? The fire is more important than your
immediate problems - not that your problem does not exist: it is
there; but the fire is more important. This does not mean what the

Communists say in aroundabout way: that it isimportant you act



in a certain direction because your problems are there. | am not
talking in that sense at al; that is double talk. | say that your
problems matter, but you will deal with them much more
completely, thoroughly, absolutely when you understand how to
enquire.

Sir, don't you know there is corruption in this country? Don't
you know there is poverty? Don't you know thereis squalor, there
isin everything that is going on in this country, lack of beauty, lack
of love, lack of sympathy, appalling squalor, degradation where the
mind is dead? Don't you know all this?

Question: That isin appearance and it is something like a
dream.

Krishnamurti: If it isadream, then liveinit, Sir. Then treat the
world as adream and Maya, and don't bother, don't listen to what is
being said. If you treat the world as an illusion, then thereis no
problem. But you don't treat the world as an illusion when you are
hungry, when your job is gone, when you don't know whence your
next meal comes, when your wife runs away from you, when you
have no children and want children; when there is death awaiting
any moment, you don't say theworld isanillusion. Theworldisin
chaos, whether you like it or not.

Question: Isfeeling an aspect of mind, Sir?

Krishnamurti: Surely, | said that. The mind includes desires,
love, hate, jealousy, emations - the whole, total thing that is
vibrating, alive. The man who says that the world is Maya, illusion,
or the man who says, " Settle the economic problem first, then
everything will be alright; bread first" - all that isincluded in the
mind. The thought, the contrary thought, the urgency, demands,



cruelty, gentleness, the sense of love, tenderness - all that isthe
mind. So, Sirs, how isit that you don't feel the urgency of the
moment as you would feel if you areill, if you need an operation?
And why don't you feel the urgency? How do you enquire into the
urgency?

Y ou want the good things of the world and also you want a
good mind. Y ou cannot have both. By the "good things of the
world", | mean not the clothes one wears but the things that power
gives, that money gives, that position, prestige, gives. We want to
live with those things and a so to have avery good mind - amind
which has no ambition, which has a sense of delight in the very act
of living. We want both; in other words, we are concerned with the
immediate ambitions, fulfilment, frustration, quarrels, jealousies,
envy, aspirations; and we also say, "Well, time is beyond measure;
and we want these two to live together. To have both is not
possible. It is possible to have a good mind, the real mind; then
ambition has no place - you may have afew clothes, shelter and
money, and that is all. The good mind, the real mind is important,
not the other; but now the other isimportant for us.

Is your mind enquiring? Is your mind in a state of enquiry?
Obvioudly not. Now, how do you proceed with your mind that does
not feel the urgency? How is such amind to feel the urgency? Are
you aware of your own mind? We need a new mind, the totality of
the new mind, to answer to this chaosin thisworld. Now if you say
it isnot possible, it isone thing; if it is something to be achieved, it
is another thing; but such categories of mind are not capable of
enquiry. | ask you, "What is your state of mind, are you aware of

it?' Do you say it isnot possible, or do you still think in terms of



hope, and all the significance of it? Or, does your mind say, "Let
me enquire".

Question: It is somewhat difficult.

Krishnamurti: Lifeisdifficult. To get up in the morning in time
to come here, wait here for one hour and a half, come by bus, sit
around doing nothing is difficult. Everything is difficult. Pleasure
is not difficult, but with it come difficulties; but we want pleasure
without difficulties, regrets, remorse. It is only when the mind is
capable of living in that totality, that remorse, difficulty, pain have
no meaning; it isonly then thereis living; then, there is movement.

S0, are you aware? What do you mean being aware? What do
you mean by awareness?

Have you ever seen atree? How do you look at atree? How do
you see atree? Do you see the branch, do you see the leaf, do you
see the fruit, the flower, the trunk and imagine the roots
underneath? How do you see the tree? And besides, have you ever
looked at atree, or you have just passed it by? Probably you have
just passed it by and so you have never seen the tree. But when you
look at atree - look, see visually - do you see the whole tree or just
the leaf, the whole tree or merely the name of the tree? How do
you see atree? Do you see the shape, the height, the beauty of a
leaf, the wind playing with it, the tree moving with the wind, the
nature of the leaf, the touch of the leaf, the perfume of the tree, the
branches, the slender ones, the thick ones, the delicate ones, the
leaf that flutters? Do you see the whole of the tree? If you don't see
it asawhole, you don't seethetree at all. Y ou may passit by and
say, "Thereisatree, how niceitis!" or say, "It isamango tree", or

"I do not know what those trees are, they may be tamarind trees".



But when you stand and look - | am talking actually, factually -
you never see the totality of it; and if you don't see the totality of
the tree, you do not see the tree.

In the same way is "awareness. If you don't see the operations
of your mind totally in that sense - as you see the tree - you are not
aware. The treeis made up of the roots, the trunk, the branches, the
big ones and the little ones and the very delicate one that goes there
up; and the leaf, the dead leaf, the withered leaf and the green ledf,
the leaf that is eaten, the leaf that is ugly, the leaf that is dropping,
the fruit, the flower - al that you see as a whole when you see the
tree. In the same way, in that state of “seeing' the operations of
your mind, in that state of awareness, there is your sense of
condemnation, approval, denial, struggle, futility, the despair, the
hope, the frustration; awareness covers all that, not just one part.
S0, are you aware of your mind in that very simple sense, as seeing
awhole picture - not one corner of the picture and say, "Who
painted that picture?' Seeing the whole picture includes seeing the
blue, the red, the contradictory colours, the shades, the movement
of water, the sky. In the same way, are you aware of your mind in
movement, the contradictory and the condemnatory attitudes,
saying "Thisisgood", "That is bad", "I do not want to be jealous’,
"| want to be good", "I have not got that, | want that", "I want to be
loved" - all the everlasting chatter within the mind. Are you aware
in that way? Don't say, "It isdifficult; how am | to get it?' Don't
begin to analyse, don't say: "Isthisright, do | look at it rightly?*, or
"Oh, shouldn't | do it?". That isall part of awareness. Are you
aware of your mind that way?

Question: At afew moments oneis aware.



Krishnamurti: The gentleman says that only now and then heis
so aware. That is good enough, isit not? Y ou know the taste of
what it feels like to be so aware. Only you say it must last, you
must go on with it all day long. But are you aware of it, now - not
tomorrow, not the day after tomorrow? Are you aware of it aswe
are talking together now? Awareness implies the seeing of the
whole - not just the quarrels, the anxieties, the hopes, but the whole
thing. Some of you have been on an aeroplane, haven't you? From
there, you see the whole earth, how the earth isdivided into little
plots; from there, there are no frontiers, no stages, the earth is not
yours or mine; from there, you see therivers, trees, rocks,
mountains, desert; you get awhole perspective, the depth, the
height, and the beauty of all that; from there, the arid land is as
beautiful astherich land - the totality of the earth is seen in that
sense of awareness.

Now, let us go back. Is your mind enquiring - enquiring not into
what is the good mind, not into what is the new mind? Because the
new mind is something which comes out of the void, out of
compl ete negation; the new mind comes only in that state of
revolution, when the mind is completely alone. And the mind
cannot be alone and uninfluenced, solitary, it cannot be in a state of
compl ete negation when you are caught in beliefs, in conclusions,
in fears, in religious superstitions, in the ideological, ideational
desires. And the mind has no sense of the void - in which state
alone thereis perception, there is the seeing of the total - when you
are following somebody, when you have authority, when you are
ambitious, when you are striving after being virtuous, non-violent.

So, can you, with that totality of your feelings, enquire not into



the new mind but into the whole structure of the urge for power,
the ambitions which all of us have? The urge for power - you
understand, Sir? There is power spiritually - you know the saint,
the man who has conquered himself, the man who says, "l know, |
have read it, | have achieved it". There isthe power physically
through money, prestige, position, through function, through
achieving a state of being near the powerful V.I.Ps, the |.C.S,, the
Chief Engineer, the big bosses. Y ou understand al this, Sirs? "Can
you enquire into that? If you are going to enquire into it,
completely cut it out - not in time, but immediately. So can you
with that sense of awareness see the anatomy of power, enquire
and break it up so completely that when you leave, you are out of
time - there is no time because, in this, time and space and distance
are included? Y ou understand? Can you, Sirs? It is like absorbing,
digesting power. Go into it with such complete awareness, see the
whole structure of it and the part you want in that structure -
following a guru who leads you to safety, going to the Masters,
belief in the Masters. Many among you have beliefsin something
or other, and they come here year after year, | do not know why.
L et them keep to their temples, Masters, play with them, have a
good time with them, but not waste their time and mine here. Y ou
know what | think of al that. | am completely out of all that, as
they all lead to power, prestige, position, security. But that is what
you want; so have it then, chase, go after it.

Question: How to be free from all these things?

Krishnamurti: How? Y ou don't want to be free from al this; if
you wanted, you would step out of it. So, please don't ask me “how;
| am asking you something entirely different. How little you pay



attention! | am talking of the new mind, not the mind which says,
"How am | to get somewhere"? The new mind does not come from
amind that is seeking achievement, wanting to be free. The new
mind does not come through discipline. The new mind does not
say, "How am | to be free?; it burstsinto that state, it explodes. |
am showing you, | am pointing out to you how to explode with
your whole being - not gradually, not when it suits you
occasionally, not when you are thinking of something else, not
when you have alittle time for this, not when you have spent all
your lifein going to your work and earning your livelihood. | am
suggesting that a mind that is aware requires that the mind must
enquire into your ambition, your desire for power, prestige,
position, the way you treat people; how you crawl on your knees
when you meet a big man, your desire for security, ajob, position.
See the structure of all this, be aware of it. And when you are
totally aware of it, you are out of it in aflash, it has dropped out.

Question: Y ou deny stages in this sort of revolution, or
discovering in parts?

Krishnamurti: | certainly deny stages; | totally deny discovering
in parts, gradually, in time, distance, space; | have explained why it
islike that. "In parts' implies what? It implies conditioning,
subtraction, time, gradualness, from here to there, from one state to
another. It implies achievement, getting there, being somebody,
arriving. And if you go into it, you will seethat al thisimpliesa
sense of laziness, acceptance of things as they are - accepting the
yesterdays, todays and tomorrows, accepting the division of the
land, of the people. Sirs, don't you see this simple thing? How do

you see atree - part by part, or do you see it as awhole thing? It



requires such extraordinary, such dynamic energy to see awhole
thing. And do you derive that energy by little parts? Are you kind
little by little? Do you love little by little? If you do love little by
little, it isa gradual process; it is habit, it is not love; it is repetition.
Sirs, don't you know all this? Please, Sirs, do consider whether you
are enquiring into your ambitions, into the anatomy of power; you
have to approach it not just little by little, but see the whole thing;
and when you see the whole thing, it goes away in aflash.
February 19, 1961
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We were considering the other day when we met what is necessary
in the present chaotic, confused and conflicting world. We were
considering not only the immediate action necessary but also a
continuous action, and we can only have such action when we
comprehend the totality of the problem. And to comprehend the
whole, we need adifferent mind, a new mind, a mind that is not
merely concerned with the particular but with the total; and
comprehending the total, the mind can play with the
comprehension of the particular. And we were also talking about a
state of exploration, rather than exploring. | think those two are
different activities, are they not? A mind that is merely concerned
with exploring, not only outwardly but inwardly, isin a state of
restlessness, a state of push, urge; but a state of explorationisa
negative awareness in which there is perception without recording,
It is astate of pure seeing.

| do not know how far we have understood the significance of
seeing. | think it is necessary to consider it further. | wonder if we
see anything. Y ou know what | mean by seeing? L ooking,
observing, perceiving, the quality of listening - all these are
implied in seeing; and the seeing is prevented when thereis an
opinion about the fact of that which you are seeing. | look at you
and you look at me. | do not know most of you, but you know me.
Y ou have opinions about me, conclusions, ideas, certain
judgments; you have pictures, images, symbols. Y ou don't see me

actually, because you have ideas about me. So you never see, you



never perceive, you never listen; these ideas, opinions, conclusions,
acertain tradition, what you have read - those prevent you from
seeing. Do experiment, as | am talking, with what | am talking
about.

Surely, seeing implies putting aside all these and merely
observing, listening, seeing, perceiving, absorbing, seeing actually
what isthe fact; it is much more vitalizing and from that you derive
enormous energy. Opinions don't give energy. Conclusions, ideas,
give acertain form of energy which dissipates, which is
destructive, which creates tension and contradiction, because most
of our actions are born out of the conflict of contradiction and the
tension that contradiction brings about. So if you could see without
bringing judgments, evaluation, acceptance and denidl, if you
could merely perceive things, facts asthey are, inwardly aswell as
outwardly, then that very perception brings an extraordinary
guality of energy. Actually there is no outward state distinct from
the inward state; they are not two different states, they arereally
one continuous movement like the tide going out and coming in.
To be aware of the fact - that alone does bring about a certain sense
of vitality, energy, aquality of beauty. So we are talking about the
necessity of such perception. It isonly anew mind that can
comprehend the significance of seeing something totally.

The new mind is not something to be achieved, is not something
to be worked for, is not an ideal - an end to be achieved, agodl,
something to be striven after. It comes into being instantaneously
and it isonly possible when there is such seeing. Time prevents
this perception. A mind that thinks in terms of gradualness, in

terms of distance, space, in terms of "from hereto there", as



movement "from here to there", as an achievement, as an end -
such amind cannot see athing totally. So, perhaps it might be
worthwhile if we could discuss alittle bit of what timeis; because,
| think it is very important to go beyond time.

Time isthought, and thought is the process of memory that
creates time as yesterday, today and tomorrow, as athing that we
use as a means of achievement, asaway of life. Timeto usis
extraordinarily important, life after life, one life leading to another
life that is modified, that continues. Surely, time is the very nature
of thought, thought istime. And aslong as time exists as a means
to something, the mind cannot go beyond itself - the quality of
going beyond itself belongs to the new mind which is free of time.
Timeisafactor infear. By time, | don't mean the chronological
time, by the watch - second, minute, hour, day, year, but timeasa
psychological, inward process. It isthat fact that brings about fear.
Timeisfear; astimeisthought, it does breed fear; it istime that
creates frustration, conflicts, because the immediate perception of
the fact, the seeing of the fact istimeless. The perceiving, the
awareness, the state of exploration in which there is the immediate
perception of the fact - for instance, the fact that oneisangry - is
timelessness. What you will do about anger, to get rid of it, what
you cannot do and what you will do - all thisis alowing time to
enter into that.

o, to understand fear, one must be aware of time - time as
distance, space; me which thought creates as yesterday, today and
tomorrow, using the memory of yesterday to adjust itself to the
present and so to condition the future. So, for most of usfear isan
extraordinary reality; and a mind that is entangled with fear, with



the complexity of fear, can never be free; it can never understand
the totality of fear, without understanding the intricacies of time.
They go together.

Sirs, to find out, to understand, one hasto listen as you would
just listen to the crow, to those boys shouting, to those bells,
without commenting, without saying, "Heistalking, and | must
listen to find out what he means". If you listen to those birds, to
those crows, to the noise in the street, to the boys shouting, to that
gun going, and also to listen to what is being said here, theniit is
totality of listening. All these are facts - the noise of the gun, the
crow, the children shouting, the bus rattling by, the noise in the
street. And the moment you resist one fact against another and
decide to listen to one and not to the other, then you are not
listening at all. Listening is atotal process, and therefore thereisno
resistance; and therefore there is an immediate perception of the
fact, if you are so listening with an extraordinary casualness. There
must be a sense of casualness to catch the Real. A mind whichis
merely serious and does not know what it is to be casual, to be
playful, to be light, can never see the fact. And a serious mind
which does not know what it is to be casual, may have a certain
amount of energy, but such energy is destructive.

Now let us consider the totality of fear. A mind that is afraid,
that has deep within itself anxiety, a sense of fear, the hope that is
born out of fear and despair - such amind obviously isan
unhealthy mind. Such a mind may go to temples, churches; it may
spin every kind of theory, it may pray, it may be very scholastic,
may outwardly have all the polish of sophistication, obey, have

good manners and politeness, and behave righteously outwardly;



but such amind that has all these things and itsrootsin fear - as
most of our minds have - obviously cannot see things straight. Fear
does breed various forms of mental illnesses. No oneis afraid of
God; but oneis afraid of public opinion, afraid of not achieving,
not fulfilling, afraid of not having the opportunity; and through it
al thereisthis extraordinary sense of guilt - one has done athing
that one should not have done; the sense of guilt in the very act of
doing; oneis healthy and others are poor and unhealthy; one has
food and others have no food. The more the mind is enquiring,
penetrating, asking, the greater the sense of guilt, anxiety. And if
thiswhole process is not understood, if this whole totality of fear is
not understood, it does lead to peculiar activities, the activities of
the saints, the activities of politicians - activities which are all
explainable, if you watch, if you are aware of this contradictory
nature in fear, both the conscious and the unconscious. Y ou know
fear - fear of death, fear of not being loved or fear of loving, fear of
losing, fear of gain. How do you tackle this, Sirs?

Fear isthe urge that seeks a Master, aguru; fear isthis coating
of respectability, which every one loves so dearly - to be
respectable. Sir, | am not talking of anything which is not afact. So
you can seeit in your everyday life. This extraordinary per - vasive
nature of fear - how do you deal with it? Do you merely develop
the quality of courage in order to meet the demand of fear? You
understand, Sir? Do you determine to be courageous to face events
in life, or merely rationalize fear away, or find explanations that
will give satisfaction to the mind that is caught in fear? How do
you deal with it? Turn on the radio, read a book, go to atemple,

cling to some form of dogma, belief? Let us discuss how to deal



with fear. If you are aware of it, what is the manner of your
approach to this shadow? Obviously one can see very clearly that a
mind that is afraid, withers away; it cannot function properly; it
cannot think reasonably. By fear | do not mean the fear at the
conscious level only but also in the deep recesses of one'sown
mind and heart. How do you discover it, and when you do discover
it what do you do? | am not asking arhetorical question, don't say,
"He will answer it". | will answer it, but you will have to find out.
The moment there is no fear, there is no ambition, but thereisan
action which isfor the love of the thing but not for recognition of
the thing which you are doing. So, how do you deal with it? What
IS your response?

Obvioudly, the everyday response to fear isto push it aside and
run away from it, to cover it up through will, determination,
resistance, escape. That iswhat we do, Sirs. | am not saying
anything extraordinary. And so fear goes on pursuing you like a
shadow, you are not free of it. | am talking of the totality of fear,
not just a particular state of fear - death, or what your neighbour
will say, fear of one's husband or son dying, one's wife running
away. Y ou know what fear is? Each one has his own particular
form of fear - not one but multiple fears. A mind that has any form
of fear cannot obviously have the quality of love, sympathy,
tenderness. Fear isthe destructive energy in man. It withers the
mind, it distorts thought, it leads to all kinds of extraordinarily
clever and subtle theories, absurd superstitions, dogmas and
beliefs. If you see that fear is destructive, then how do you proceed
to wipe the mind clean?

Question: Try to probe into the cause of fear.



Krishnamurti: Y ou say that by probing into the cause of fear
you would be free of fear. Isthat so? Y ou know why you are afraid
of what people might say, your neighbour might say, of public
opinion; you might lose your job, you might lose several things,
you might not be able to get your daughters married into
respectability. Every personis afraid of some kind of thing or other
and knowswhy heis afraid; and yet, fear is not eradicated. Trying
to uncover the cause and knowing the cause of fear does not
eliminate fear. Can you deal with fear by running away from it? If
it can be dealt with only by understanding fear, how do you
understand fear?

How do you comprehend something? If you have a son, how do
you understand him? Have you ever tried to understand your son,
wife, your guru, neighbours, politicians, and the rest of it? Have
you? What does it mean to understand your little girl? What do you
do? First, you must observe the child - observe, watch, see the
child when it is playing, when it is laughing, crying. It is necessary
to observe; and you cannot observe if you project all your ideas -
such as, the child must be good but she is naughty; sheisto be
compared with the other child, and so on. It isonly when you are
not projecting, into your observation, these ideas and opinions that
you observe; and from that observation you begin seeing the
deeper meanings. That observation is the quality of affection. Sirs,
haven't you tried all this? Probably not. In the same way how do
you understand fear? It is essential that the mind be free of fear.
Otherwise, your gods, your pujas, and your religiosity,
respectability mean nothing; they might just as well be dead. To
you, fear is not something that you must understand, grapple with



and put away, to be free from; you accept it as part of your
existence, therefore you treat it very casualy, it does not matter.

Question: To observe fear alone - will it lead us to something?

Krishnamurti: Look, Sirs. We talked about amind that isin a
state of exploration, not exploring; we talked about seeing facts,
and how thought is time, and thought produces fear. It is thought
that says "l am angry, | am ambitious, | must not be jealous and so
on". We have not isolated fear, only | took that to go into, as you
might just take sex or death or something else. But as fear isthe
most extraordinarily common thing for most of us, | thought of
going into it, of seeing the nature of fear - not only a particular fear
but the whole nature of fear.

Question: It is so terrifying that we have not got the capacity to
understand or ook at it; instead of that, we try to imagine some
divine power which will protect us.

Krishnamurti: Divine power protecting a petty little mind which
isafraid to look at itself! Isthat divine power so interested in you?
Sir, you must get away from that kind of thinking.

How do you deal with fear? Fear isaresult, fear is a process of
thought, thought being the product of time as the consequence of
memory - fear, not only the immediate fear but the deep down fear
of several centuries of activities, impulse, compulsion and all the
rest of it, which is deep down in the unconscious. How do you deal
with total fear knowing all the causes?

In the totality of mind thereisfear, thereis anxiety, thereis
ambition, thereis envy, thereis frustration, there is fulfilment,
there is aspiration, despair, a hoping; there are the Masters, the

gualities, the discipline. When you are considering the totality of



the mind, fear is not isolated; but for most of us fear isisolated. It
is excellent to have that totality of perception, then you can ded
with it; but most of us have not got that extraordinary, exquisite
subtle sense of totality. Most of us are caught in one particular fear
which dogs all our life for the rest of the time. Having isolated it,
how do you deal with it? That is the problem for most of us, you
understand, Sir?

Question: The moment you understand it, it falls away by itself.

Krishnamurti: What is the significance of that word
"understand”? Do you deal with fear one by one asit arises, or do
you tackle the whole fear? And to tackle the totality of fear, you
cannot approach it in isolation as the thing isolated. | do not know
if | am conveying anything to you. Sir, look! | am afraid of what
public opinion s, | see the cause of it, how childish, immatureitis
to be afraid of public opinion. | see the absurdity of it, but | am still
afraid | may lose my job. | need not tell you what public opinion
does to people. Now, do you deal with that in isolation, as athing
apart, or do you proceed with public opinion in such away that it
will lead you to the total comprehension of fear? If | had the
capacity or away of looking at the fear of public opinion, then that
might open the door to the total, complete understanding of fear.
That ismy point, you understand? Every movement of thought
strengthens fear, | am not concerned for the moment with that. | am
afraid, of public opinion, | know the cause thereof, | know the
significance of al that. Now, will the exploration of that lead to the
opening of the door to the totality of fear? That isall my concern,
not how to get rid of fear. If oneincident can lead to the totality,

then the mind will be completely free of it. | do not know if | am



making myself clear.

Sirs, let us move from fear for the moment. Thereisviolence
and non-violence. | am violent and there isthe ideal of non-
violence; and | try to approach this through discipline, conflict,
contradiction, this terrible. adjustment to the ideational non.
violence, which all your gurus, swamis, yogis, all the sacred crowd
do - which s, violence and adjust oneself to non: violence. Now,
please follow this. The fact is violence, the non-fact is non-
violence. Non-violenceisanillusion, it is. aword, it has no reality.
Violenceis aredlity; the other has no reality at al, itisjust a
speculative idea, thought that you must be non-violent because the
leaders say it is profitable, because then you will achieve political
independence, and you can play around with words; hut the fact is
you are violent. | have to understand something actually by looking
at the fact: which is, the mind must never be caught in theillusion
of words and ideas, away from the fact. Sirs, when a politician
talks about non-violence, peace and all that, you have to set it aside
because the fact is violence. Now, how do | understand violence?

How does the mind operate after discarding all the illusion of
words, of ideals, and the conflict between the fact and the reality of
theideal, and the attempt to approach the fact with the ideal and
therefore continuing the conflict? Y ou have got to discard totally
al that, when you are dealing with the fact scientifically, to deal
with the fact and not with illusion; the mind then has discarded the
whole principle of imitation, conformity to a pattern, an idea. So
the mind, by dealing with one fact, has discovered how the mind is
taking to words, reaching conclusions which have no reality; and

so thereis only the fact. Y ou understand? Then the mind is capable



of looking at that fact. And what doesit imply - " looking at a
fact?"'

Looking - what does it mean, Sir? How do | look at anger?
Obvioudly, | look at it as an observer being angry. | say, "l am
angry". At the moment of anger thereisno "l; the"I" comesin
immediately afterwards - which meanstime. So, can | look at the
fact without the factor of time, which is the thought, which isthe
word? This happens when there is the looking without the
observer? See where it hasled me. | now begin to perceive away
of looking - perceiving without the opinion, the conclusion,
without condemning, judging. Therefore | perceive that there can
be "seeing" without thought which isthe word. So themind is
beyond the clutches of ideas, of the conflict of duality and all the
rest of it. So, can | look at fear not as an isolated fact?

Sir, fear and violence are just examples. Through one example
you can see the whole universe of thought; by taking one thing,
“fear", your mind has opened the door. If you isolate afact that has
not opened the door to the whole universe of the mind, then let us
go back to the fact and begin again by taking another fact so that
you yourself will begin to see the extraordinary thing of the mind,
so that you have the key, you can open the door, you can burst into
that. Y ou understand, Sirs?

Y ou always analyse fear very clearly, the cause of it, the results
of it, the interrelated causes of it - you can see the whole pattern of
fear. You are afraid of your neighbour, you are afraid of your wife,
husband, death, losing the job, falling ill, not having enough money
in old age, or that your wife might run away, your husband might

look to somebody else, your sons, your daughters do not obey you,



you know all this Sirs - fear, fear which each one of us has. And if
it is not understood, it leads to every form of distortion, to mental
ilInesses. The man who saysthat heis as great as Napoleon is
mentally unbalanced, like the man who is pursuing the Masters,
gurus, the ideological patterns of existence. All that is unbalanced
mental illness - | know you won't accept it, but it does not matter.
To be saneis an extraordinarily difficult thing in aworld of
insanity, in aworld in which people are mentaly ill. Sirs, think of
the absurdity of the churches with their dogmas, with their beliefs -
not only the Catholic beliefs, but the Hindu, Islamic, Buddhist
beliefs which millions of people cherish. It isal ill health, mental
ilIness born of fear. Y ou would sneer at the dogma which the
Catholics believein, that Virgin Mary went physically to heaven;
you say "What absurdity!" But you have your own form of
absurdity; so don't brush it aside. We know the causes of it. We
know the extraordinary subtleties of it. By considering one fear, the
fear of death, the fear of the neighbour, the fear of your wife
dominating over you, you know the whole business of domination.
Will that open the door? That is al that matters - not how to be free
of it; because the moment you open the door, fear is completely
wiped away.

Sir, the mind is the result of time, and timeisword - how
extraordinary to think of it! Timeisthought; it isthought that
breeds fear, it is thought that breeds the fear of death; and it istime
which is thought, that has in its hand the whole intricacies and the
subtleties of fear. So you cannot wipe away fear without
understanding, without actually seeing into the nature of time

which means thought, which means word. From that arises the



guestion: is there a thought without word, is there a thinking
without the word which is memory? Sir, without seeing the nature
of the mind, the movement of the mind, the process of self-
knowing, merely saying that | must be free of it, has very little
meaning. Y ou have to take fear in the context of the whole of the
mind. To see, to go into al this, you need energy. Energy does not
come through eating food - that is a part of physical necessity. But
to see, in the sense | am using that word, requires an enormous
energy; and that energy is dissipated when you are battling with
words, when you are resisting, condemning, when you are full of
opinions which are preventing you from looking, seeing - your
energy isall gonein that. So in the consideration of this perception,
this seeing, again you open the door.

February 22, 1961
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We were discussing the day before yesterday when we met, the
guestion of fear. Fear is a product of thought, thought is the word
and the word and thought are within the dimensions of time. We
were also discussing how important it is for the mind, the totality
of the mind, to berid of fear because, obviously, fear does corrupt,
does corrode the process of thinking. Fear creates al kinds of
illusions, escapes and various forms of conflict; it prevents the
quality of that energy which is creative. And | would like this
morning that we discuss this quality of energy. Please don't give
deeper significance as yet to that word. Let us go slowly, because
really to go very far and very deeply one must begin very very
close and not merely just take things for granted.

Every form of motion is energy; every thought is energy; the
energy in Nature, the energy of water, the energy of a machine, and
everything that we do isaform of energy; only with us energy
takes various forms and expressions. Almost all our activities are
forms of that mechanical energy, because all our activities are born
out of thought, whether conscious or unconscious. Do think it out
with me slowly. Thought is mechanical, thought can never be free
and therefore energy is never free. Thought is mechanical - | mean
by that that thought is the response of memory, and memory is
obviously mechanical. All knowledge is mechanical. What is
additive or taken away from is mechanical; all additive processes,
surely, are automatic mechanical responses. Thought creates for

itself contradictions through conflict. For most of us, energy isthe



conflict arising from thought which is born of self-contradiction -
the good and the bad; the "what should be" and the "what is; the
division between poetry and mathematics, between enormity and
immensity and the particular; the contradictions; the duality, the
division. And the greater the division, the greater the consciousness
of that division, the greater the tension; and the greater the tension
the greater the activity and the energy. | do not know if thisis clear
to you. These are obvious facts.

One hasto be aware of this contradiction within oneself, of the
fact that the greater the tension that contradiction produces the
greater the activity, the greater the energy. People who have this
tremendous tension are extraordinarily active. The man who is
completely addicted - | am using that word "addicted" in the
dictionary sense - to abelief, is extraordinarily active. We are not
considering whether that activity is good or bad, whether it is
socialy beneficial or not - that isirrelevant for the moment. And
the compl ete identification with a group, with a nation, with a party
and its dogmas, gives astonishing energy. Y ou know of such
people, don't you? That energy is automatic, mechanical, because it
is born out of thought. Thought is the response of memory or of
knowledge or of past experience; and all additive processes are
mechanical, because they are the result of thought.

So we see that there is an extraordinary division in us and
outside of us, and we always try to bring them together, to cement
them - the duality in the metaphysical, the physical, the mental, the
emotional. And this division, and the maintenance of thisdivision,
not only produces a certain energy but also brings imaginatively or
theoretically the opposites together, creating an extraordinary



energy. Thereisthe physical energy which is expressed in every
movement, every step that we take crudely or very beautifully;
there is the energy of the superb athlete expressing physically this
energy; there is the emotional energy when you feel very strongly
about something, a righteous anger, a sense of what you must do;
and there is that energy which comesinto being when you find
your vocation. The man who has found his vocation, is
extraordinarily active, full of energy, full of doings. Then thereis
the intellectual energy, when you are pursuing an idea, putting
various ideas together, correlating, discussing, arguing, deducing,
dissecting, inducing - it has tremendous energy.

Sir, | am not saying anything out of facts, | am just repeating
what we all know. The man who hates has extraordinary energy, as
in awar; look what astonishing things they doinawar. The
energy, the fear which produces a defensive armament - that also
produces extraordinary energy. Fear, hate, anger, jealousy, envy,
ambition, seeking aresult - all these do create an inward sense of
vitality, adrive, acompulsive movement. Physically thereis
automatic energy. Everything elseis surely energy produced by
thought. So the energy that we expend and gather is within the
field of time which iswithin the field of thought; and so that
energy is aways destructive. The ambitious man is a most
destructive human being, whether he is spiritually ambitious or
wanting to be something in this world.

Now the question is: is there an energy which is not within the
field of thought, which is not the result of self-contradictory,
compulsive energy, of self-fulfilment as frustration. Y ou

understand the question? | hope | am making myself clear.



Because, unless we find the quality of that energy which is not
merely the product of thought that bit by bit creates the energy but
also ismechanical, action is destructive, whether we do social
reform, write excellent books, be very clever in business, or create
nationalistic divisions and take part in other political activities and
so on. Now, the question is whether there is such an energy, not
theoretically - because when we are confronted with facts, to
introduce theoriesis infantile, immature. It islike the case of aman
who has cancer and is to be operated upon; it is no good discussing
what kinds of instruments are to be used and all the rest of it; you
have to face the fact that he isto be operated upon. So, similarly, a
mind has to penetrate or be in such a state when the mind is not a
dave to thought. After all, all thought in timeisinvention; all the
gadgets, jets, the refrigerators, the rockets, the exploration into the
atom, space, they are all the result of knowledge, thought. All these
are not creation, invention is not creation, capacity is not creation;
thought can never be creative, because thought is always
conditioned and can never be free. It isonly that energy which is
not the product of thought that is creative. Can the mind of the
individual, of each one of us, penetrate into that energy factually,
not verbally?

Question: Y ou say that all thought is mechanical; and yet, you
ask usto enquire and find out. Is not this reflection an as thought?

Krishnamurti: Sir, surely you must use reason to abolish reason.
We must have the capacity to think precisaly, clearly. It isonly
when you are clear that you can go beyond, not when you are
confused, messy. We are going to use thought and see how far

thought can go, what the implications of thought are, and not



accept thought as being mechanical or not. Unless you have found
it, there is no meaning. We live by thought - your jobs, all your
relationships, everything is the result of thought. So one must
understand this extraordinary organism. The process of al thinking
isthe inward nature of thought. Unless you understand this, unless
you find it out yourself, there is no meaning in your saying that this
extraordinary energy isthere, or it is not there.

Sir, anationalist - whether Russian or American or Indian or
Chinese - when he feels very strongly for his nation, has a certain
amount of energy; and obviously that energy is most destructive,
cruel, stupid - | use the words "cruel”, "stupid" in the dictionary
sense without any condemnatory sense. For him that is
extraordinarily important; driven by that energy, he does
extraordinary things - he will kill, build; he will sacrifice; he will
do all the various kinds of activities. Now, amind that is caught in
that nationalistic spirit or in the caste or the provincial spirit, can,
unlessit profoundly cleansesitself, never understand the other
energy, though it may talk about it. A mind that has fear in its deep
recesses and functions in that fear, cannot understand anything
beyond its own energy. We have exorcised thought, but our fears
remain. We have accepted ambition as avery noble thing; we have
accepted competition and the conflict in competition as a part of
our existence; and we do not know alife without conflict, inward,
outward, deeply and superficially; and this conflict does create a
certain amount of energy. All scriptures, all saintstell you that, in
order to have this extraordinary energy, you must be bachelors, you
must discipline yourself, you must give up your homes, you must

not look at women, you must discipline your mind so completely



that nothing exists except a withered mind, you must destroy your
desire, you must not look at atree and enjoy atree. Tradition says,
"To have that energy, you must deny." So you follow it. Those who
are very well-read, who discuss with me sometimes - they are fulll
of this, "Sadhana" or whatever they call that, full of discipline,
what they must do and what they must not do, because they want
that energy - as though by sacrifice or suppression, by denial, they
are going to have that extraordinary energy. Man, for centuries,
upon centuries, has been seeking that energy - which istimeless -
he callsit God or some other name.

Question: Sir, isthat energy God's?

Krishnamurti: The gentleman asksiif that energy is God's. That
is one of our favourite hopesto call it soul, the permanent, spiritual
entity which is asleep, which, when given a chance, will blossom.
A mind that is so full of its own self-centred activities, with its own
ambitions, drives, urges, hasits everlasting hope to grasp the other,
and as it cannot grasp the other, it invents the thing "soul", the
permanent entity, and says that we are all of the essence of that
energy.

Now, let us come back. We know contradiction. We know the
divisions that exist - the mathematician, the poet, the writer, and
the labourer. We know the conflict between the mathematician and
the man who wants to be a poet. We know the contradiction in us -
| want to be a great man, the most well-known man, the most
famous man; and in the very process of becoming that, | am
frustrated. In thisthereis conflict and this very conflict produces
another form of energy.

So from what source is our action? Let us begin from there.



Why are you doing things, going to the office, making money,
having a home, or writing an article, or criticizing government?
From what source are you doing all this?

Question: To release tension one writes - isit? Krishnamurti: |
wish the gentlemen and ladies who write articles would discuss
this. Do | write an article, am | here talking to you out of self-
contradiction which creates a tension which must have a release?
Do | talk because | am in a state of self-contradiction? Do | go
round talking to people, meeting them, and all the rest of it because
inwardly | am in contradiction and therefore that contradiction
creates atension? Y ou know that the greater the contradiction, the
greater is the tension, and that tension must have arelease, and
therefore the release isto talk or to write. Isthat why | am talking?
| know my talking is not out of contradiction; | do not care whether
| talk or do not talk, write or do not write; thereforeit is not out of
any self-centred contradictory tension or trying to do good, to help
people and all the rest of it. So it isnot that. Now, turnit on
yourself. Why are you doing anything? Are you acting out of your
contradiction, out of tension; or do you feel compelled to do this or
pushed into it? We have aso heard people say that the "Inner
Voice" tells them to do this or that - which istheir wish
transformed into the "Inner Voice", afeeling of compulsion, a
desire to do something. But please don't give me reasons; go into it
yourself alittle and find out why you are doing certain things.

There is the urge to commit oneself to something, to a party, to
an idea, to agroup, to afaith, to palitics, to religion, to family, to a
society, to a church, to the Communist party, the Socialist party, to

acertain guru, to belong to something. Y ou cannot be alone, there



IS NO security in aloneness, there is no sense of well-being inwardly
by yourself. Then there is the desire to commit yourself in order to
do some action - acommunal action, a collective action. Then
there isthe desire to help socially, economically, spiritually with
the sense, "I know, you don't know; let me help". Therefore you
are committing yourself to that. That commitment can be on
specialized lines or on political lines or religious lines and so on.
And we commit ourselves also to a party, to a group, to a country
because that gives us an extraordinary sense of power, security.

Y ou may not have clothes, you may not have shelter, but to belong
to the most powerful party - the Socialist, the Communist, the
Democratic or the Republican party - gives you a certain position,
power, a certain status. So we commit ourselves, and thisis
trandlated as "I cannot live by myself, | am asocial entity and |
must help society, | must repay to society what society has given
me". Y ou know the lovely words that we spin around - | am not
saying this sarcastically. So, do you act through commitment? Are
you functioning with the desire to be committed to something, so
that you are out of thisworld of insecurity? |s that the source of
your action, though you say it is social work, for the country, for
the good of the people, for humanity, for God?

When aman says "l want to help peopl€e", he must question why
he wants to help people at all. Isthere such athing as helping
somebody inwardly? Outwardly you can give another clothes,
shelter and ajob, you can help him to specialise mechanically.
Won't it be worthwhile to find out what is the urge? Isit charity, is
it generosity, isit to appease one,s conscience, isit love? Why do

you write an article and convince people - give land, don't give



land, do this and don't do that? What is the motive? All our action
has a motive. Motive is thinking, thought, which says "I am doing
thisfor the good of the nation, of the world, for the good of my
neighbour". And what you are doing then is very mischievous -
whether the greatest saint does this or a petty little man does this.

Themindisof time; itisinitself the measurer and the very
measuring creates energy. When you feel that you have controlled
your body completely, don't you know that extraordinary sense of
power, the quality of energy which is the measurement of the
mind? And therefore, such measurement is within the dimensions
of time. Now the question is whether all functions of the mind -
however subtle, however deep, however thoughtful, however
unselfish - are still within the dimension, within the scope, within
the field of thought, and therefore limited; and therefore its energy
must be limited and that energy must be contradictory. Can such a
mind drop this whole process immediately and enter into the other
- not gradually? The moment you say "gradually", you introduce
time and therefore gradual ness becomes the enslavement of
thought.

Question: In some moments we do feel that there are no
contradictions and no confusion, and there is also no reference to
time. Isthat creativeness?

Krishnamurti: The gentleman says that sometimes we do feel a
state when there is no contradiction, when the mind is quiet, when
there are no conflicts. He asks whether that would be a creative
state. If there is such a state, the mind wants more of it or to
continue it. Then you are a dlave to your thought, to desire, to all
things.



Somebody is telling you something, you listen. The very act of
listening is the act of release. When you see the fact, the very
perception of that fact is the release of that fact. The very listening,
the very seeing of something as afact has an extraordinary effect
without the effect of thought.

Have you really listened to what has been said? When you have
translated what you have heard into your own terminology, into
Sanskrit, into the Gita, interpreted it, your mind has not absorbed,
has not listened; it has merely translated what is being said to terms
of its own comprehension - which means, you have not listened. Or
you have listened to see how you can trandate it into daily life -
which again is not listening. Or you say "How can the mind be
without thought, without knowledge?' All these activities prevent
one from listening.

Look, Sir. Let us take one thing - say ambition. We have gone
sufficiently into what it does, what its effects are. A mind that is
ambitious can never know what it is to sympathize, to have pity, to
love. An ambitious mind is acruel mind - whether spiritually or
outwardly or inwardly. Y ou have heard it. Y ou hear it; when you
hear that, you trandlate it and say, "How can | livein thisworld
which is built on ambition?* Therefore, you have not listened. Y ou
have responded, you have reacted to a statement, to a fact;
therefore, you are not looking at the fact. Y ou are merely
tranglating the fact or giving an opinion about the fact or
responding to the fact; therefore, you are not looking at the fact. Do
you follow? If one listens - in the sense without any evaluation,
reaction, judgment - , surely then, the fact creates that energy

which destroys, wipes away, sweeps away ambition which creates



conflict.

Sirs, you will leave this room this morning going back to your
work and you will be caught up in ambition with your life,
everyday life; you have listened this morning about ambition, and
again you go and plunge into ambition. So you have created a
contradiction, and the contradiction will become greater, the
moment you come here again. Y ou follow? And the tension will
grow and out of that tension you give up ambition and become
very religious and say, "1 must not be ambitious’ - which isequally
absurd. But if you listen to what | am saying, you would have no
contradiction any more, and ambition will drop away like a dead
leaf from atree.

The energy that ambition creates is destructive. Don't you seein
this world destruction? So, explanations., convictions, are not
going to free the mind from this position of ambition. Any kind of
your discipline, denial, sacrifice is not going to free the mind. But
the act of listening to afact will free the mind from conflict and
from the tension from that conflict, and therefore it has discovered
a source of energy which is not merely thought.
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We shall continue with what we were talking about the day before
yesterday. We were talking about a different kind of energy than
the energy generated by frustration and the tension of
contradiction, and also about what is the actual, factual reason for
most of our actions.

Are we aware of our actions, and to what extent and at what
depth? Because, obviously everything that we do is aform of
action - thinking, sitting, moving, feeling, going to the office,
looking at a sunset, aflower, achild, awoman, aman. And we
divide action as political, economic, socia, religious and scientific;
and after categorizing action we try to find our particular groove,
our particular way, and thereby we hope through right vocation to
find arelease of the creative energy of which we were talking
about day before yesterday.

| hope we are thinking together of the problem and you are not
merely listening to what is being said, or being mesmerized by my
words. Somebody wrote to me a couple of days ago that the
audience is being mesmerized by me. Probably you are, | am not at
al sure; | hope you are not, because that is not my intention at all,
it istoo immature, and | do not think you can be mesmerized.

But it isimportant, isit not?, that we should think out these
problems together as deeply and as widely as possible: not that you
are going to do anything about it. Obviously, most of us are old
and we have settled in our grooves and we do not want to be

shaken out of it; we have committed ourselves to business, to the



bureaucracy, to administration, to religious activity, or to political
activity; or we feel we must "do something; and we do not want to
be shaken out of our grooves. And if oneisat all deeply interested
in this question of energy, one must obviously enquire into the
contradiction in which most of uslive, the tension which that
contradiction creates, and the action from that tension. The action
from this tension which comes from self-contradiction is our life, it
isour way of living - the everlasting conflict. And this conflict, we
feel, is necessary and so we have got used to the continuation of an
energy which is destructive. We went into that sufficiently last
time we gathered here.

But isn't it important to find out for ourselves what isthe
motive, what is the drive, the compulsion that is making us do
things? Take avery ssimple thing. Why are you here, Sirs? What is
the drive, what is the thing that makes you get up early and go
through all thisinconvenience, sitting in avery uncomfortable
position for an hour or so, and being questioned by the speaker,
being driven to discuss things which most of us have not even
thought about? Why? | think if one can really go into this - not
from what | say, but for yourself - | think one begins to discover a
great many things, one beginsto uncover the coil of confusion.
Most of us are confused and don't know what to do. We are doing
things, going to the office, going to a church, going to atemple,
joining a political party, thisor that, writing articles, preaching,
walking with somebody and so on and so on - we are doing
something. But why we do it we are not clear. Obviously, when
you go to officeit isfairly clear why you go to office - to earn a
livelihood. And all the routine, the boredom, the insults, the



immoral issuesinvolved in it, being bossed over by aman who is
just ambitious, being driven by his greed and so on - isit not really
important, if oneisat all earnest, to uncover all thisthing? Lifeisa
constant challenge and response; that is what we call living. You
are challenged, questioned, asked, demanded, consciously or
unconscioudly all the time, while sitting here, when you go outside,
when you do anything; that is the process of existence. The
constant challenge and the constant response, and their interplay
we call living and action.

Sirs, may | request you not to take notes? Do listen because you
can't take notes and at the same time listen, because you are
exploring into yourselves, you are not listening to what is being
said; what is being said is only a means, a door through which you
are going to go into yourself; and if you are taking notes you are
not paying attention to what is being said, or not going into
yourself. You are just taking notes so that you could think it over at
home; it is not the same thing as listening and exploring this
yourself now.

o, lifeisthis constant inter-play of challenge and response. L et
uslook at it alittle bit, explore into it, because it is going to reveal
something extraordinary if we can go into it. We respond
according to our limitations; and the challenge also is limited, a
challenge is never pure. Y ou respond to a political action, to a
political idea, and politicsis very limited; and if you are inclined
politically you respond to that limited challenge and so your
response is also limited, and the result is further limitation. Y ou
follow? Thereisthe political challenge of a country which has

recently acquired independence and which does not know what



really democracy is, the real meaning and the significance of that
word - the beauty, the feeling of equality, equal opportunity, the
feeling of being together, the equality of relationship. We do not
know all the implications. There is this challenge and we respond
to it because we do not understand. We are confused, we do not
know. Thereis corruption, there is this and there are ten different
things, so we respond to a partial challenge, we respond with
confusion, the result is further confusion. | do not know if | am
making myself clear on that point. So with religion, so with our
relationships, so in the challenge of everyday little things - thereis
aways apartia challenge and a partial response. The challengeis
as confused as the response, so we try various avenues of action -
the political, the religious - which are essentially confused; we see
the utter futility of all that and we wait and say, "Let me wait, let
me do something in the meantime, it does not matter, write articles,
go around, or walk around with somebody through the land, write,
do this, do that" - wait, wait, wait, hope, hope and hope, because
every challenge that we have responded to has resulted in the
burning away, the withering away of ourselves. Thisisthe ordinary
everyday course of our life. So having burnt our fingers, now we
say we should wait. We do feel in communism, politics, religious
activities, we do feel in some other activity - feel, fedl, feel, which
makes us plunge into something. And then we see that our faith has
been defeated, that our faith is being destroyed, and the feeling, the
vitality, the intensity is being burnt away through all these
confused challenges and responses. Do follow this, Sirs. Do pay a
little attention to this, listen.

| am not saying anything extraordinary, | am not saying



anything which you have perhaps not thought out; but | am
thinking it aloud with you so that we go along together and at the
end of it say, "I do not know what to do, | will wait, but in the
meantime, | will do something, carry on". We do not wait, but we
support something which is pernicious, which is evil, which
confuses others. | do not know if | am making myself clear. If |
waited, | would do nothing; | will remain quiet, | won't do athing,
| won't write an article; because, if | write, if | speak, if | join, if |
do anything | shall be responding partially to the challenge, and
therefore the response will be confused and therefore misleading.
The more so-called serious, intellectual, volatile and vibrant,
capable of arguing we are, the more we are trying to do something
to get on, not being able to sit quiet, to look, to delve into; so we
are all the time responding to challenges which are confused, and
our responses are also confused. Sirs, what is the harm in not doing
anything?

Let us explore this. If you don't know, why should you do
anything? What is the harm in saying, "I do not know, | will wait",
and in waiting, not put your fingers and your mind to doing things?
Why do you not wait like the blind man who does not take astep in
any direction but says, "I do not know, | will wait, | will stand, |et
me get used to this feeling of my blindness, and what it implies'?
But most of us are afraid to wait because of public opinion. We
have been leaders, we have done this and that, we have pushed
around people, told them what to do, incited them; and now they
look to you, the big man. And you feel you are somebody, you feel
you must do something because society is giving you something

and you must respond to society; so you are back again in this



confused response to confused challenges. Please see the
importance of this. Don't push it aside. Please see the vanity of the
people who want to do something when they themselves are
confused, bedeviled by their own contradiction, tensions and
frustrations and lack of zest; they are the real mischief makers.
Now, that iswhat we are caught in.

Now, let us go alittle step further. When you see this whole
picture - | mean by "seeing" not verbally, not intellectually, but
really comprehending - when you see, when you understand
deeply, significantly that any action born out of challenges and
responses which are confused, which are partial, which are not
total, are bound to lead to mischief, bound to bring about further
misery, further confusion, not less, then will you ever listen to any
challenge? The challenge is aways from the outside. The man who
has written so much, who has known so much, who has travelled
wide, who has done this and that, who has got immense popularity
- he says something and you respond. But when you look at that
challenge without response, you see how small, petty, nationalistic,
trivia it isl The Communist challenge, the Socialist challenge, the
religious challenge, all the challenges of the various swamis, yogis,
the Gita, the Upanishads - they are all from the outside. You
follow? And when you respond to a challenge from the outside
which is confused, limited, the response is also partial, incomplete,
superficial. So you begin to ask, "Isthere a challenge from the
outside which can ever be complete?'. Y ou understand? Can a
challenge from outside - the western challenge; the challenge
which the Romans and the Greeks made; which all the past
civilizations made and got destroyed; the challenges which you



meet everyday - your wife, your husband, your child, everything
around you - which are all from outside - can that challenge from
the outside be total, complete? Or isit not always partial, because
that never takes both the outside and the inside? It is partial. So
having put that question and found the truth of that question, you
put that question to yourself, you begin to enquire whether within
yourself the response is also partial and therefore superficial,
limited. Then you begin to ask: isthere not a state of mind whichis
its own challenge and which isits own response? And you go
further and ask: is there not a state of mind that has no challenge
and no response? A thing that is, isits own challenge, its our
response: it is beyond challenge and response.

We have divided life as outward movement and inward
movement; there is the division between the outer and the inner.
The outer is position, power and other things which we renounce if
we are inclined spiritually - whatever that word may mean. The
outer isthe B.A., M.A., Ph.D., the business man, the man who has
alittle more, and all therest of it. The inner is the unconscious, the
educated, the uneducated, the family, the racia inheritance. The
outer is always asking, demanding, questioning, becoming; and the
inner is always responding to the outer. And the outer being always
partial, the inter-play between the response and the challengeis
also partial and not the total thing. But the movement of the outer
and the inner islike the tide that goes out and the tide that comes
in; and it would be stupid to say that is the outer and thisis the
inner; the tide is both the out and the in. And amind that is aware
of this unitary movement is not responding merely to the outer or

merely to the inner. The very movement of the outer and the inner



as a unitary processisthe total challenge and response.

Sir, let me put the thing differently. We have divided all
influences as the outward influence and the inner influence. The
outward influence, society, pushes you, all traditions push you in
one direction; and you react to it either along with it or in the
opposite, in the same direction or in the opposite direction. So we
are the play-things of influence; and being play-things, to respond
to one set of influences and reject the other set of influences, or to
react to one set in a certain way and not react in another way
produces confusion. So you begin to enquire whether thereisa
state of mind which is beyond all influence.

Question: Thereis aresponse from the individual to the outer
challenge. That response is from memory. How can the mind be
devoid of memory so asto meet the challenge in the manner about
which you are speaking?

Krishnamurti: The question is: All challenges are according to
the response of memory; and how can memory which must be
conditioned, cease in order to respond totally? That question is not
achallengeto me. It isachallenge to you. Isn't it? How do you
respond to it?

Do you understand the question, the challenge? He says all
response to any challenge is according to memory, whichis
limited; so response is aways limited. Therefore, there can be no
total response. And yet the speaker has been saying: is there atotal
response without the limited reaction of knowledge and memory?
How do you respond to it? He has asked: can the mind in order to
respond totally be free of memory, memory being always
conditioned? Is that the right question? It may be the right



guestion, | do not know; but | want to find out if his question has
validity in the context of what we are talking about.

Question: The question is to find a solution.

Krishnamurti: The gentleman says that question is asked in
order to find asolution. Look at it, Sirs. Isthere asolution to a
guestion? Do remain with that thing for two minutes please. Of
course, you ask aquestion in order to find an answer. Now, isthere
an answer from another to a question of thiskind? That is one
thing. The other thing is. why do you ask a question? For
explanation, for enquiry? And when you do ask a question, it must
be a problem; otherwise you won't ask it. Are you asking to find an
answer to the problem, or are you asking to find out why this
problem exists at all”? The moment you ask, the moment you put
forth a problem, you already know the answer, because the
problem exists because of the answer. If you had not the answer -
conscious or unconscious - the problem will not be there. You are
not meeting my point, Sir? Follow this please step by step. That
gentleman asked a question: can there be atotal response to atotal
challenge, aslong as the mind is a slave to memory? Now, that is
his challenge to us. Now, before | respond, | want to know what it
isall about. | want to know why he asked that question. What
made him ask that question, and if he asked the question, does he
not know already the answer? Otherwise, he won't ask that
guestion. If I do not know something about engineering, or science,
or mathematics, the problems of mathematics, science or
engineering would not arise: because they arise, | know the
answer; it may take timeto find out, but | already know the

answer; otherwise the problem would not exist. Y ou understand,



Sir? Therefore knowledge creates the problem and knowledge
supplies the answer. Y ou understand?

Question: Isit that one knows the answer, or isit the assembly
of information?

Krishnamurti: Surely, it isthe same thing. Don't et us use mere
words. Let us go back to what we were considering. Before we
respond to a question, we must find out first of all if itisaright
guestion; and if it isaright question, why isit that he has asked it?
Now, what is a problem? A problem is about something; and if | do
not know about that something, there is no problem. Because |
know something about it, | begin to assemble various particulars of
knowledge in order to answer. So knowledge creates the problem
and the assemblage and putting together of knowledge finds the
answer. So | know the problem and the answer. Y ou see, Sir, what
it does; if you will go intoit, it frees the mind from the problems
and from the search for solutions for problems.

Now, the question is: can the mind be free to respond totally if
there is memory? Obviously not. Therefore the next step is. why
bother? That is our step. We always respond according to our
conditioning - being a Hindu, being a Christian, and so on. We
respond according to our conditioning. That is finished. Or, you
put the question differently - which is: as the challenge can never
be total. so my response also can never be total. Aswe have seen, a
man who responds for a period politically, then for a period
religioudly, and for aperiod socially - heisresponding partially all
the time to partial demands. Don't go to sleep over this. Do think it
out. So, | do not say to myself, "Can the mind be free of memory?;
| am but asking myself, " Can the mind be the challenge and the



response at the same moment? Must a challenge always be from
the outside and a response always from within, both being limited
and confused? And can the mind step out of that and be the
challenge and the response in itself?' You follow, Sir?If itis
capable of doing that, can it live in a state where thereis no
challenge and no response at al - which is not death?

Question: What is the use of amind when there is no response
and challenge? Such a mind does not lead us anywhere. What will
come out of such amind?

Krishnamurti: What will come out of that? Why is that question
being asked? A mind which has responded to challenges partially
and therefore created misery for others and for itself, seesthat al
responses and all challenges are limited; therefore the mind asks
itself, "Can | be the challenge as well as the response?’. This
means an astonishing state of questioning itself and itself
responding and knowing its limitations and the limitations of its
own challenge. And the next step is. can the mind bein astate in
which there is no challenge and no response? Where will that |ead
to? Why should it lead anywhere? Please follow this, the thing of
beauty isin itself, thereisno need for it to be something else, to be
more. Y ou understand? A thing that in itself is pure - what need is
there for it to be more?

Sirs, are you following the inwardness of all this? Don't you
know people, don't you know yourself? Y ou have responded to
political independence in this country, then joined parties, then
became frus- trated, saw the futility, the corruption, the ambition,
the cruelty, and then you left all that; and you take up something

else, walked with a certain saint, and then you saw the futility; you



then joined this movement, that movement, tore yourself; and at
theend of it all you say, "l am finished, | am tired, | have burnt
myself out". You don't then say to yourself, "l am burnt out, | shall
remain with it; but you want to do something, and therefore you
are back again entering the field of confusion, miseries, strife,
creating for others the net in which you are caught.

So, see dl this, Sirs. | don't have to tell you verbally all this.
Observe it and you will know. And from that observation see that
al challengeisinevitably limited and all responseis also inevitably
limited - which is a contradiction. And from that contradiction
arises atension, in action; and then you say to yourself, "Can the
mind be so vital that it isitself the challenge and also the
response?’ And you see the limitations of that also. Then you go
further, the mind goes still further, and says, "Is there a state where
there is no challenge and no response, a state which is not death,
stagnation, but something tremendoudly aive." A live thing, Sir,
has no challenge or response. It isalive totally, completely. It is
like fire - fire needs no response and no challenge; itisfire. Itis
like light, like goodness.

So, from that state where there is no challenge and no response,
from that aone, is action - every other so-called action is
destructive. So when one beginsto say "An activity that is partial,
IS destructive; one must apply it to oneself. Y ou have to put to
yourself the question, "What is the motive of my action? Why am |
doing athing? Why do | write an article? Why do | sit on the
platform and talk?' | went into all that the other day.

Question: Y ou have described the final stage and the initial

stage; the middle is not clear.



Krishnamurti: Responding is always to a conditioned challenge,
and the response is also conditioned. Now, the next thing isamind
which challengesitself. The mind is free of the outer beliefs, and
challengesitself why it believesin certain dogmas, why it does this
and that - why you write, why you speak, what the reason of your
thought is, what is behind your greed, envy. Don't you ask all this,
Sirs, and don't you respond? This response is again partial,
obvioudly. | am anxious, | am greedy, | am afraid; and therefore |
want this - thisis an escape. This means that you are still
responding to your partial demands. And that does not lead you
very far, because you have explanations, you know the causes, you
know all the raison d'etre, your own intentions, unless you are
deceiving yourself; then you don't have any problem. After going
through all that, you are bound to come to the other: is there a state
when the mind is light, when the mind is fire which just burns -
that is, when there is no challenge? Sir, the mind then is something
which isjust alive totally; every atom, every sense, everything in it
is completely vibrating. Thereisthen no challenge and no
response. And from that there is action which will never be
destructive. Y ou don't have to accept my word for it, Sirs. You can
experiment with it yourself. If you follow this, you can seethisin a
flash.

Question: Does it mean one does not select between a response
and a challenge?

Krishnamurti: Sir, how can amind which is confused, which is
partial, choose a challenge which is partial? Can a confused mind
choose? But what it chooses will be confused. Sir, don't you know
what is happening in regard to political gangs, political threats and



votes? You go and vote for Mr. or Mrs. so and so. Their promiseis
there, but what have they done? They have made confusion worse
confounded, and you have chosen. And you have also tyranny
where you have no choice. So when does the choice come in, how
does the choice come in? When you see a mind confused, what it
chooses is also confused. How can it choose anything?

Question: Y ou said that we should stop and wait. But | do not
see the point of thiswhen most of us are having certain
responsibilities like families, going to office and so on.

Krishnamurti: Sir, | did not say that. | will repeat it again. Some
of us who had gone into the gamut of all this, as students, joined
some movement, gave up college in order to serve the' country,
fought for freedom, went to prison; then when they came out of
prison they got big jobsin the political world; they are now big
men, so they are out of our clutches. But we are being prisoners,
we have burnt ourselves and we see the people who are big are
corrupt with power, position and we say, "How empty all that is!"
So we push that aside. Then we join some other movement, and we
go around; and then at the end, we say, "Oh, what amess it has
made of me!" Have you not gone through all this? | am not talking
about jobs, routine. That isadifferent thing, Sir. We have got to go
to our offices. But inwardly, we want to commit ourselves to
something, don't we? We have committed ourselves to this and
that, one thing after another, burnt ourselves, we have withered
away in these commitments, and at the end of it, we say, "We are
burnt out". But we do not wait; we are scribbling, talking, yelling,
following, doing something all the time.

Question: It seems most of the people who cometo listen to



you, come because they are desperate, because they are sceptics,
cynics. Isit not difficult to wait, asfar asthe job is concerned?

Krishnamurti: | said you cannot wait for your job; if you do,
you will miss the bus, you will missyour job. That has got to go
on. | have to support my family, | have my children, wife, | have
got to go on with that. But | am talking with regard to the inward
response to the challenge, this constant battle which is going on,
the fulfilment, the capacity for ajob, the inefficiency whichis
preventing the fruition of my job. Evenif | ask you not to go to
your jobs, you would go; that is absolutely clear. Y ou are not to be
told; if | ask you to wait, you smile and get up and go away. But |
am talking of the people like you, who have been through all these
things one after the other and have burnt their fingers, their hearts,
their minds; and they are waiting, hoping, for some new challenge
to come along to shake them, to wake them up. Y ou are not
actually waiting - waiting in the sense: "l will wait till the right
moment comes and | will find out whether | respond to aright
challenge". If you have gone as far as that, you are bound to ask if
your mind is capable of living in itself as the challenge and the
response.

So, the mind - | mean by the mind, the senses, the feelings, the
desires also - that is being ambitious, that is caught in ambition,
and has divided itsalf into the outer and the inner, is not free. But
when the totality of the mind is completely awake, then what need
does it have for a challenge and aresponse?

If you are half asleep, you are to be shaken and out of the Sleep
you respond. If you have some gifts, you make a mess of
everything, and that is why you have to be terribly careful about all



talents and gifts; because, you can persuade people so easily - that
iswhat the politicians as well as saints do, through threats, through
promises, through rewards, through prayers. So, when you have
seen all this, not only in India, but throughout the world, the same
pattern repeated over and over and over again, then you are bound
to sweep away all this and find out whether there is not action
which is born out of fullness. But you cannot find that fullness if
you have not gone through all this, or seen all thisin aflash. You
don't have to go through al this, if the mind seesthis clearly - not
mesmerized, not hypnotized. When you see dl this, you put away
with afull sweep all your vanities, your ambitions, your urges,
your competitive anxieties. It isrealy avery ssimple thing.
Anything that is beautiful and true is always very simple.
February 26, 1961
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It seemsto methat it is rather an important thing to go into the
guestion of challenge and response and see how far we can go into
it, because perhaps that will open the door to many things. Now, in
discussing, it seemsto me, it is essential not merely to think of
function at verbal level - that is| say something and you either
listen, agree or disagree and brush it aside, which is of very little
value - but to be self-critically aware at what level, from what
depth we respond to all the challenges of life. Though we may be
specialized human beings, mechanics, professors, engineers,
politicians, or the so-called religious people, however much we
may be specialized, the challenge at whatever level, will be equally
sterile, limited or special. If | am a politician, then | respond to the
chalenge as apolitician; or if | am areligious person, | respond
according to that. | amin contact, | open my heart or mind to a
limited extent according to my conditioning, environmental,
circumstantial influences. And aslifeis aseries of continuous,
conscious or unconscious challenges and responses all the time,
thereis no time-limit to it. It is there all the time, when you sit
down, look, when you hear, taste, when you go out - everything is
a constant challenge and a constant response.

Isit not important for each one of usto find out actually at what
depth and from what level we respond? Do | respond according to
my belief, to my experience, to my limited knowledge, to my
prejudices - as a doctor, as a professor, as abeliever or non-
believer, asa Communist, Socialist, Nationalist, Parsee, Hindu,
Buddhist, Mussulman, Christian and so on? From what depth are



we actually reacting? Are we aware of it? Because, it seemsto me
that it isimportant to be conscious of thisfact. If we are merely
responding to a series of challenges according to the categoriesin
which our minds are being caught, then our lifeis obviously very
limited, very superficial; and at the end of our work, of our travail,
of our suffering, of our enquiry, we are burnt up entities, thereis
nothing left but ashes. | do not know if you have not noticed - not
only within oneself, but outwardly with people who have been
through all these things - that at the end they are left with nothing,
because they have responded according to the demands of the
immediate circumstances, according to the immediate possibilities
- to the immediate urgency only. If we observe, all outward
challenges are very limited, whether they are historical or actual or
theoretical; challenges of such kinds are superficial, they are on the
surface; you may react to them from a greater depth, but all
challenges are from the outside like al influences. So if you are
merely responding all the time to immediate necessities, to
immediate demands, to an immediate urgency, then we are slaves
to time. Our response is small, according to the limited sphere of
our capacities.

Look, Sirs, what is happening in the world? The world is broken
up into nations with nationalistic ideas, into political parties, into
groups - Islam, Hindu, Parsee, India - and we are all reacting to
that; there islittle poverty or great poverty and we are reacting to
that asimmediate, and some superficial reformations are going on -
we say it is marvellous and we are working for it. Or, we are afraid
of death, so we go to somebody who explainsit away, and we

believe in some theory. So we are always reacting on avery



superficial level, though the superficiality may have alittle depth.
That isafact.

Now, when you see the fact, when you see the truth of the fact,
you invariably go beyond - that is, the mind itself becomes the
challenger and also the entity that responds. Because, when the
mind itself has critically challenged itself, it is much more potent
than the superficial challenge. If | ask myself: what am | doing,
why do | think and in what manner do | think, what are the
limitations of my action, am | anationalist, do | believe, do | not
believe, why do | believe, what is the process of my thinking, do |
know what it isto love, do | know what it isto be generous out of a
pure heart without a motive, am | acitizen of a small dotted space
on the earth called India on the coloured map, and | fighting for
that India, feeling extremely, tremendously important for that little
spot, or that little colour, or for aparty, why do | belong, am |
afraid? - if | ask myself, then such a challenge is much more vital,
much more intense, much more potent than the superficial
challenges; that makes my mind intensely aware, makes my mind
sharp, enquiring, ceaselessly acting in the right sense - not in the
superficial sense like a monkey that grabs one thing after the other.
The mind cannot be a challenge and aresponse to itself unless we
have understood the outward challenge as much as possible; when
the outer challenge has lost its impetus, its strength, its vitality -
which means, actually when we are not reacting to the immediate
challenge - the mind becomes its own challenger, makesits own
response; then you will begin to understand the extraordinary
vitality of thought and the limitations of thought.

If we respond at the same level as the challenge, the problems



will not be solved. The political problems which create certain
challenges are being answered on that level, al through the world.
No challenge, no problem can be answered on its own level; and
yet that iswhat we are doing. The politicians who fill the pages of
the newspapers are doing that, and we are responding to all those
printed speeches, all the machinery of politics. When we have
really understood these influences - every kind of influence - then
we can go still further - which is not a mere continuation of the
outer challenge and a superficial response. A mind that is
chalenging itself all the time, is not a continuation of that process
at al; it is something entirely different. Then the mind is so aflame
that it islike apillar of fire, it has no challenge and no response.
Then only isthere right action, and that is the only action that will
not create misery, confusion and mess in the world. But one cannot
come to that without understanding all this. Y ou cannot jump to it,
or say, "How can | get that?' - it is a childish question.

Sirsand Ladies, don't you know at what depth you are reacting,
at what level you are reacting? Y ou are reacting only to the
security of the present job, livelihood, wife, child - just at that
level. | don't say it isan ugly level or marvellous level or the only
level. Are you aware that you are reacting as a Hindu, asa
nationalist, as a member of a party - Communist, Socialist,
Congress, or some other party? Do you know, Sir, at what level
you are acting, responding?

Question: Aslong asthereisduality, challenge and response
will remain.

Krishnamurti: |s that what we are discussing? Y ou see, Sirs, this

is one of those wild statements unrelated to what is being said. |



asked you: at what level are you acting, reacting, functioning,
thinking, feeling? And you answer something else, you are not
aware of it. Sirs, do you understand the purpose of our discussion?
| feel if we can really discuss very seriously and consistently, go
into it deeply, we will be transformed human beings - notin a
century or in acouple of years, but now. Something happens to you
if you can think clearly, purposefully, directly and face things as
they are.

Do you know at what level you and | are reacting, responding?
If you don't, shouldn't you find out? Because, that is the waking up
of the mind, isn't it? And then you can go into the next thing; why
should the mind at all feel challenged by the outside? Because, the
mind itself then becomes the force that questions, challenges, and
such a challenge is much more vital. Then you cannot deceive
yourself, you cannot dodge the issue; the mind cannot create
illusions and answer something, because it is faced with itself.

In the world at present there is the scientific spirit that is
rampant. The scientific spirit thinks precisely, observes clearly
under the microscope, it cannot deceive itself. Through the
microscope, through every form of research, it looks, observes
precisely, without any equivocation, without any prejudice. The
scientist may be prejudiced outside his laboratory - he may be a
Communist, he may be a Nationalist, he may be merely seeking
security for hisfamily, he may want to be famous, he may want to
be this and that. But the “scientific spirit' which we are talking
about, is not the human being who is the scientist. The scientific
spirit isthe spirit of precision, efficiency; and essentially, it isthe
spirit and the continuation of the spirit as knowledge. Thisis



obvious - they could not plan to go to the moon if they had no
knowledge behind it. Knowledge can invent but knowledgeis
never creative. The scientist is never cregtive, heisthe inventor
because his very profession is of invention, and hisinventionis
based on knowledge, on what he has learnt. | am not saying
anything extravagant, outrageous; it is not afancy; it isafact. For
me, knowledge is essentially the accumulated knowledge of many
many centuries.

Question: | think, Sir, you are doing an injustice to the scientist.
For instance, there is the adventure of performing an experiment to
challenge the statements of ages ago, which is something new.

Krishnamurti: It is perfectly true, Sir, | did not deny that. But |
am trying to put very succinctly the feeling of the scientific spirit.
Knowledge, whether it is of centuries or of thousands and
thousands of years, is the additive process; and occasionally there
is a burst through this knowledge to something new - it isthe
scientific spirit of adventure of entering afield which has not yet
been investigated. The scientific spirit of adventure requires a
precision of thought in which there are no personal idiosyncrasies
allowed, in which nationalism, provincialism, linguistic feeling
such as Gujarati and Maharashtrian, do not exist. | am talking of
that sense of research which demands knowledge and occasionally
bursts through the cloud of knowledge. Y ou follow what | mean,
Sir? After all, every experiment is the result of that. That iswhy |
say there is an occasional breakthrough. That scientific spiritis
rampant in the world. Every boy wantsto be ascientist, a
physician, an engineer, a mathematician, not only becauseitis
profitable but also for the fun of it. That iswhat is happening.



Then there isthe religious spirit. | mean by the religious spirit
not the sectarian spirit, not the secular spirit, not the spirit of the
Hindu as areligious person. The man who belongs to an organized
religion - | do not call him areligious man at al. Hindu, Christian,
Mussulman, Parsee - they are all conditioned by their society, by
their circumstances, by their education; either they believe or they
don't believe because they are being taught. That is not the
religious spirit at all, that is merely the acceptance of atradition
which enslaves the mind. That entity which performs rituals,
believes in dogmas, repeats certain words, quotes endlessly the
Gita or the Upanishads or the latest this and that, is not areligious
mind. The man who goesto the templeis not areligious man; heis
doing it according to his tradition or heis afraid, or he feels he will
lose his job; he does not know what to do, he will not be able to
marry off his daughter if he does not go to the church - that is not
religion. So one has to find out what is the right religious spirit as
well asthe right scientific spirit, because the marriage of thetwo is
the challenge.

Y ou have to enquire into what is the religious spirit, what is the
religious mind. Sir, you understand through negation; you find out
what is true through negative thinking - which is not the reaction to
the opposite, to the positive. A mind that goes to the church or to
the temple, that is merely functioning automatically like a machine
according to tradition, with fear that has superstition becauseit is
conditioned - such amind is not areligious mind. Why do | say so?
|s that my reaction? Isthat merely reaction? Is that a response
because | want to be free? | say, "How ugly all thisis" and
therefore | react. | say, "How stupid, crippled people are who are



going to the church, though they get alittle kick out of it, out of
repeating the Gita or quoting something! How silly all that is! They
are not religious', and | revolt; but my revolt is still within the field
of challenge and response. So, is there away of thinking whichis
not merely aresponse, areaction? And that can only be found out
if | understand what it isto think out negatively.

What do we mean by negative thinking? If negative thinking is
merely areaction to positive thinking - which merely leads to
conformity - then such negative thinking also leads to actions
which form another series of imitations and conformities. | mean
by negative thinking not reaction to the positive. Let us be clear on
that point, before we go further. We are enquiring into what is the
religious spirit. How do you begin to enquire? If you are enquiring,
If enquiry isthe process of reaction to a positive system of thought,
to a positive tradition as going to church and all the rest of it, then
such aresponse only creates further limitations, further cages for
the mind. Isthat clear? Sir, | leave Christianity and become a
Hindu. | join Hinduism, as Hinduism may be alittle more
expansive, alittle more decorative, philosophical and al the rest of
it; but it isareaction. Or, if | have been brought up in afamily
which believesin God - | wonder if thereis such athing - | react to
it, and from that reaction any action is further limitation. That is
fairly ssmple, Sir, isn't it?

Sir, you are not agreeing with me; thisis not a matter of
agreement, but it is a matter of perception, seeing, because | want
to go into the next question: what is negative thinking? If | leave
Hinduism to become a Communist, it is areaction; and that

reaction does produce a certain activity which superficially is more



beneficial but essentially limited, essentially conditioned,
essentially destructive; if | leave Communism and become a
Socialist or aFascigt, itislikewise areaction; and if | leave all this
and go off to the Himalayas or to Manasarovar, it is still areaction.
Now, such areaction, though it looks negative, is aresponse to the
positive. And what | am talking about as "negative thinking" has
nothing to do with either of these two. The mind has to see the
falseness of the so-called positive action and of the reaction to the
positive - which it calls negative. The entirely negative action
comes into being only when you see the falseness in the positive
and the falseness in the negative, which is areaction to the
positive.

If | see something false in what has been said, in what has been
maintained, then the action is not areaction. The action of aman
who sees that all spiritual organizations are false, that they cannot
lead man anywhere except to slavery - such perception and the
consequent dissolution of the spiritual organization, is not a
reaction. It isafact. Question: Thinking is associated with word-
formation. When you use the words "negative thinking", does it
mean that word formation continues?

Krishnamurti: The questioner says: al thinking isthe
continuation of the word, all thinking isin the field of the symbol
and the word. The word, the symbol is memory; and the reaction to
the word, to the memory, may be negative, but it is still in the field
of word and memory; has negative thinking no verbal limitation,
no symbolic conditioning?

All thinking is the verbal continuity of aword. Have you ever

thought without aword? All thinking is based on memory; memory



is the symbol, the visual response of stored-up experience whichis
expressed by wordslike: "l have been hurt”, "'l have been
flattered", "I hate", "l am envious'. That is the process of thinking
with words and the continuation of the words. The questioner asks:
IS negative thinking free of the words?

All religious organizations, whether the little ones or the
colossal ones or the most efficient ones or the feeble ones,
organizations such as the Catholic church, the Hindu, the
Theosophical, al religious organizations, the pseudo-religious
organizations, or the pseudoscientific organizations - such
organizations will not free the mind to discover what is truth; they
are false, they are destructive. Now, when | say that, that is merely
to communicate what | feel, what | think. Now, how do | see, how
do | understand, how do I comprehend the fact that spiritual
organizations are destructive? It is very important; please listen to
the question. Do | seeit asareaction - because | cannot be the head
of the whole organization of al thereligions, | react? Because |
won't be the head of the biggest organization in the world, | say
that that organization is very bad - which will be areaction. All this
is still within the field of memory - wanting to be “something', the
feeling of power, position, prestige, having followers, and
worshippers and all the rest of it. Therefore all thisis still within
the field of the word as thought expressing itself through the desire
to be something.

Sir, you insult and | react - that is, | feel insulted. | react because
| did not like your insult, and that reaction is still the opposite of
your action; thereforeit is still within the field of thought. Now,

when | say, "What isthereligious spirit?' and enquire into it, | am



enquiring into it not as areaction, therefore not as the continuation
of the word. It would be a continuation of thought which says: this
iswrong and that is right. But only a mind that has no reaction
perceives. This question of negative thinking is very interesting -
perhaps, one should not use these two words together - "negative"
and "thinking".

Question: Could not that be real perception, instead of negative
thinking?

Krishnamurti: Sir, look! Y ou know what positive thinking is,
don't you? If you tell me something, | deny or agree with you. The
agreement with what you said is part of a positive process; or you
say something and | disagree with you, that is negative but it is still
within the field of agreement and disagreement, whichisa
reaction. Y ou follow, Sir? Now, when | say let us enquire into
religion negatively, | mean by that: let us see the fact of the so-
called religious spirit - see the fact, not verbally, not in thought -
see the fact, which demands a mind that is free from the word.

| see the fact that all spiritual organizations - from the most holy
to the most degrading, from the most powerful to the most weak -
are destructive to the human spirit. | seethat. It isafact. Now,
either that fact is areaction because | want to be the head of all
religious organizations, and | cannot - it isafrustrated perception,
and therefore | say: | am out of it-; or, | see the fact - not what the
results are, whether they are profitable, beneficial, superficialy
helpful, but | see the fact. Now you might ask "How do you see the
fact?' | see the fact because my mind isin a state of negation -
thereis no verbal continuity, no desire to be something and no

frustration. "This institution iswrong, and so | am out of it ; "this



institution isright and so | am joining it" - both these statements
are within the positive-negative-field, they are both reactions. But
when the mind sees the fact, then its perception is from a negative
state which is not the positive-negative reaction. | see that when a
man is seeking the truth or a guru or whatever you call it, when a
man is belonging to something, it has no meaning. | do not want to
convince: | see, and it has no meaning for me. The statement that it
has no meaning is not a reaction.

What isthe true religious spirit? | want to find out the real
thing, the real fact. Obviously the man who goes to the temple,
who believes, who goes to churches, believesin dogmas, who
belongs - that is not the religious spirit at all; nor isthe reaction to
that the religious spirit. So out that goes. Then | ask what isthe
religious spirit? When you deny, when you see the fact, the
falseness of belonging and the reaction of not-belonging, then the
mind isin a state of negation - which means,the mind is alone, it
has no authority, it has no goal, it is not the product of influence of
any society, Communist, Socialist, Democratic, or this and that. It
isalone, it is not dependent for its security, for its happiness, for its
well-being, for its experiences. It is completely aone - not isolated,
not lonely. Therefore it is not in a state of fear which is areaction.
So it meanswhat? A religious mind is free of the past, areligious
mind is free of time, because time belongs to the positive and
negative reactions. So areligious mind isamind that is capable of
thinking precisely, not in terms of negative and positive. Therefore,
such areligious mind has within it the scientific mind, but the
scientific mind has not the religious mind in it. The religious mind

contains the scientific mind; but the scientific mind cannot contain



the religious mind, because that is based on time, on knowledge, on
achievement, success, utilization.

The religious mind is amind that is capable of thinking
precisely, clearly, sharply, which isthe scientific mind; and it is the
religious mind that is creative, not the scientific mind. The
scientific mind can invent; invention, capacity, gift has nothing to
do with creative being; writing a poem, painting afew pictures,
composing music is not the creative thing of the religious mind. So
the religious mind is the only mind that can respond totally to the
present challenge and to all challenges at all times.

Now when you go home, fight with this and find out if you have
got the religious spirit - not the phoney religious spirit and the
reaction to it, but the real religious spirit - the mind that is alone,
not as the opposite of the community or the society, because it has
finished with the opposites, the positive and the negative. Itis
aone - inthe sense aflameisaone - and it is only that mind that
can answer these challenges, these compelling problems of the
present-day. And if you have the intention, as you go out of this
room, fight it out with yourselves, Sirs, whether you have got that
religious mind. Y ou must have areligious mind as you are human
beings with all these crushing, destructive, sorrowful problems. To
answer these problems totally, completely, with all your being, you
must have such amind.

Why have you not got such amind? Not "how to get such a
mind" - because the "how" is areaction of the positive. Y ou may
say, "I do not know; but if you tell me, | will doit", that is still a
reaction of the positive-negative reaction. But if you challenge
yourself ceaselessly - why you do puja, why you go to aguru,



follow rituals, do these terrible things that are destructive, why you
are a Nationalist, why you belong to anything at all, Parsee, Hindu,
Mussulman, and all the rest of it - it will tell you the whole story
why you belong; but if you react you won't find it. To find out, you
cannot react to it but look at it.

Then, is such amind possible at all? Can the mind be so
uninfluenced that it is not the product of time, the product of space,
the product of distance as the past and the future? Can the mind be
so solitary, solid in its aloneness, like fire? Until your mind is that,
whatever your answer may be, it is going to be a destructive
answer.
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The day before yesterday, we went into the question of the
religious spirit and the scientific spirit. What is the religious spirit,
the religious mind? And what is the scientific mind? | feel those
are the only two real minds that can resolve the problems of the
world. Thereally scientific mind is contained in the religious mind.
We know more or less what the scientific mind is. Thereisthe
logical mind, the mind that can think clearly, freely, without
prejudice, without fear, can investigate into the whole problem of
matter, life and speed and so on. Can that mind enter into the
religious mind, or are they two different things? The religious mind
is the mind that in no way follows tradition, that is utterly free from
al authority; it is not investigating from a centre as knowledge, as
the scientific spirit does. When the scientific mind breaks through
the limitations of knowledge, then perhaps it approaches the
religious mind.

Can we discover for ourselves what is the religious mind? The
scientist in his laboratory isreally ascientist; he is not persuaded
by his nationalism, by hisfears, by his vanities, ambitions and local
demands, there, heis merely investigating. But outside the
|aboratory, heis like anybody else, with his prejudices, with his
ambitions, with his nationality, with his vanities, with his
jealousies and all the rest of it. Such a mind cannot approach the
religious mind. The religious mind does not function from a centre
of authority, whether it is accumulated knowledge as tradition, or it
IS experience - which isreally the continuation of tradition, the

continuation of conditioning. The religious spirit does not think in



terms of time, the immediate results, the immediate reformation
within the pattern of society. | do not know if you have thought
about this matter since we last met here, and what your responses
are? We said that the religious mind is not aritualistic mind, it does
not belong to any church, to any group, to any pattern of thinking.
Thereligious mind is the mind that has entered into the unknown;
and you cannot come to the unknown except by jumping, you
cannot carefully calculate and enter the unknown. The religious
mind isthe real revolutionary mind, and the revolutionary mind is
not areaction to what has been. The religious mind isreally
explosive, creative - not in the accepted sense of the word
“creative, asin apoem, decoration or building, asin architecture,
music, poetry and all therest of it - , it isin a state of creation.

How does one discover the religious mind - not discover it -,
how can the radical transformation from the very roots of one's
being come about? Now, the question arises: How to recognize a
religious mind, how to recognize a saint? Are there any religious
people in the world now? | think we shall be able to answer this
perhaps irrelevant question if we could understand what we mean
by the word "recognize". What does that word mean? | recognize
you and you recognize me, because we have knowledge - you
know me from the past and | know you from the past. To recognize
ISto see again, not only physicaly, visually, but also
psychologically, inwardly. To recognize a saint, he must comply
with the rules, he must conform to the conditions which society has
laid down. Society says, "Y ou are a saint because you have aloin
cloth, you don't get angry, you have one meal, you are not married,

you are this and that". He is a saint according to the pattern which



we have; but if you explode the pattern - which you must, in order
to find the religious mind - then thereisno saint at all. | think it is
very important to understand this. The Catholic church recognizes
saints, canonizes them; it is very strict in this canonization - the
saints must conform to certain regular rules, they must be under
certain conditions and carefully watched over, they must do certain
things, they must lead a certain kind of life, they must serve the
church, they must conform to the pattern established by the church.
Here, in this country, the saint must conform to your ideas about
what a saint should be: he must have a saffron robe, lead the
monastic life, do good work, be areligious-socio-political entity;
he must please the government, he must please the public and he
must conform to the authority of abook, the Gita, the Upanishads,
or something else. And when you shatter the whole pattern of
existence, of recognition, then who is the saint? He may be around
the corner unrecognized.

Why do we want to recognize? We want to recognize a saint
because we want to follow, we want to be led, we want to be told.
The pernicious desire to follow, to be told what to do, is essentialy
the urge which every one feels, the urge of insecurity. Obvioudly, if
one comprehends the word "recognize", it is an extraordinary
word. We not only recognize somebody as being something, but
also recognize in ourselves experience. When | recognize an
experience as being this or that, | have categorized that experience
- that is put it back in my memory, captured it by memory - and
thereforeit isnot aliving thing. It is very important to understand
this, Sirs. But one can find out for oneself - not who is a saint, that

IS snobbishness - how to approach the religious mind; and we said



it is possible only when the mind is no longer reacting to the
positive as a negative. The perception, the seeing of something as
the true or false is not areaction; and that perception is only
possible when the mind isin a state of negation which is not the
opposite of the positive.

We act: our action, asitisnow, isareaction, isn't it? A insults
B: B reacts, and that reaction is his action. If A flatters B, then also
B reacts, and his action isareaction. B is pleased with it; he
remembers that he is agood man, heisafriend and all the rest of
it; and from that there is a subsequent action - which is, A
influences B and B reacts to that influence, and from that reaction
Is further action. So, that is the process we know, a positive
influence, a response which may be the positive continued or the
opposite negative action - reaction and action. In that way we
function. And when we say, "l must be free from something", it is
still within the field of it; when | say, "I must be free from anger,
from vanity", the desire to be free is a reaction; because anger,
vanity might have brought you misery, discomfort, you say, "I
must not be that". So the "must not" is areaction to "what was" or
"what is", and from that negative there is a series of actions as
discipline, control - " | must not", "l must". From an influence,
from a conditioning, there is areaction, and that reaction creates
further action. Therefore, there is a positive and a negative
response, a positive push and a negative push; and from the
negative push there is aresponse, an answer, an action.

Now, in that state of mind which is reacting, can you observe
anything? If | react to the rituals which al religionsinsist upon,

and say "Oh, what nonsense it is!" and push it away from me, do |



understand the whole significance of rituals? | understand the
whole significance of rituals when | do not react but examine the
rituals - which is the scientific spirit.

So the examination of something is not possibleif itisa
reaction. A saysthat al spiritual organizations - whether they are
small or colossal, perfectly organized and controlled from Rome or
from Benaras or from somewhere else - are detrimental to man's
freedom and discovery of what istruth, and all the rest of it. Now
IS that statement areaction on the part of theindividual A? It is not
areaction when A haslooked at it, and out of comprehension, out
of seeing the truth of it, says, "Don't belong to any organization of
such akind". Organizations are necessary as educational
institutions, as post offices, as government, as this and that; but
even those, when the mind is not extraordinarily alert, capture the
mind and make the mind a slave - though not so much as the
religious organizations based on belief, on authority, and all the
rest of it. Am | making the thing clear? So a negative approach,
perception, reveals the truth or the falseness of action. Can the
mind look, observe, without reaction? Can | look at those flowers
without reaction? There is bound to be areaction if themind is
observing from a centre, the centre which is the positive and the
negative state. Sir, don't accept what | am saying. Observe
yourself. Observe your own mind. | say, "How immature it isto
call yourself aHindu or an Indian, or a Catholic or a Communist,
or what you will"! Y ou react to me; don't you? Y ou are bound to
react though you may pretend not to react. Y ou say, "that man says
so and so; let me be quiet and hold myself in". But you are bound

to react, because | have used very strong words - how silly, how



stupid, how unhealthy, how immature, infantile. Now when you
react, you don't find the truth or the falseness of that statement, you
are merely reacting. Now to find the falseness or the truth of that
statement, the mind cannot react; it must observe, it must
comprehend that statement.

Y ou can comprehend the truth or the falseness of a statement
only if you have no centre from which you are observing - which
means, if you are not being committed. If | am committed to
Communism, to a party, | push away anything that you say about
Communism, | do not want to listen to it, because | have seen what
Marx has said and that is all | accept; and from that centre of
commitment, acceptance, security, | react; and in that process, | do
not observe, | am incapable of observing, examining. So can the
mind look at something without the centre? Observation without
the centre is the negative process.

Question: The sense of recognition has always been there ever
since our childhood; we have been brought up in that manner by
means of our education, our background and all that; therefore,
whatever we see, whatever we observe, there is bound to be
reaction.

Krishnamurti: | understand, Sir. But isit possible for the mind
to break through the conditioning and observe?

Sirs, you presume you are believersin God, you have been
brought up in that idea, you are conditioned with that idea.
Whether there is God or there is no God, you don't know; but you
believe in God, you have been brought up from childhood in that
way, and so your mind is conditioned to that word; your tradition,
your literature, your songs, Puja, myths - all say that you must



believe. Y ou have been brought up in that way to believe just asa
Communist in Russia has been brought up not to believe; so there
is not much difference between that and this. Oneis brought up to
believe in something, the other is brought up not to believeinit.
Now, to find out if thereis God or if thereis no God, or if thereis
something more than mere thought, you must shatter the whole
background, mustn't you? Y ou must break through the
conditioning in which you have been brought up. When the mind
sees the truth that any form of conditioning is destructive to
perception, then the mind is capable of breaking through; then the
breaking through is not a reaction.

And that opens the whole field of self-knowing - to observe the
whole process of thought, the motives. The awareness, without
judgment, of the whole structure of one's own mind, the knowing
of one's own mind is self-knowing. But leave that for the moment -
we may probably discuss it another time.

The mind that observes from a centre is bound to react, and
such amind isincapable of discovering what istrue. If A'smind
functions from a centre, and A meets a saint - a man who puts on a
sanyasi's robe, has one meal aday or half a meal, meditates and
goesto sleep -, A reacts only from that centre, from the pattern of
his conditioning. But if there is no centre from which to recognise,
observe, then A seesthe truth or falseness of that entity - which has
much more vitality than merely accepting the conditioned human
being, which is the process of recognition.

S0, in finding out what is areligious mind, obviously one can
see certain things. The ritualistic mind is not obviously the

religious mind, it istoo immature. Y ou get alittle kick out of doing



puja, going to the temple, to the church; it islike going to a cinema
because you get a certain pleasure, a certain kick out of it.
Obvioudy the authority of the scriptures, the authority of the saint,
the authority of what is being said, the authority of aguru - al
authority is obviously destructive. And can the mind break through
authority, not as areaction, but seeing the falseness of authority?
The perception is not areaction. Therefore a mind which can look
without the centre is in a state of negation - not the negation of the
opposite.

Y ou can understand verbally what is being said, but that is not
relevant; are you applying it, isit athing that you are actually
going through? When you really put aside authority, God, the
books, the Gita, the Upanishads, the authority of the saint - not asa
reaction, but because there is perception through negation which is
not the reaction to the positive - , then through this negation the
mind is not working from a centre, from a conclusion, from an
idea; and therefore, the mind istimeless - because amind that is
using aword, symbol, is caught in time.

Sir, | do not know if you have ever thought out or gone into this
whole process of verbalizing, giving aname. If you have done so,
it isreally amost astonishing thing and avery stimulating and
interesting thing. When we give a name to anything we experience,
see or feel, the word becomes extraordinarily significant; and word
istime. Timeis space, and the word is the centre of it. All thinking
is verbalization, you think in words. And can the mind be free of
the word? Don't say, "How am | to be free?' That has no meaning.
But put that question to yourself and see how davish you are to

words like India, Gita, Communism, Christian, Russian, American,



English, the caste below you and the caste above you. The word
love, the word God, the word meditation - what extraordinary
significance we have given to these words and how slavish we are
to them. Think of it, Sirs - asannyasi going about interpreting the
Gita and thousands following him - , the word Gitais enough. So
the mind is a slave to words. Can the mind be free of words? Play
with it alittle, Sirs.

Question: The word disappears but comes again.

Krishnamurti: The word disappears but comes back. So you are
SO greedy, aren't you? Y ou want to capture the mind whichis
without the word, always, permanently, everlastingly. We are
talking of no time, and you are talking of time, which disappears
but which you want to maintain. Y ou follow? Do see the difficulty,
Sir. | am not saying it is not difficult, but see how slavish we are to
words. The word is the process of recognition, and with the
recognizing process we want to enter into something unknown, and
you can't. God is not something to be recognized - to be recognized
would be very cheap; your pictures, your statues, or this or that are
not God. So the word creates the mind and the mind creates time as
thought. Is there a thinking without the word? When the mind is
not cluttered up with words, then thinking is not thinking as we
know; but it is an activity without the word, without the symbol;
therefore it has no frontier - the word is the frontier.

The word creates the limitation, the boundary. And a mind that
is not functioning in words, has no limitation; it has no frontiers; it
is not bound. Look, Sirs! Take the word love and see what it
awakens in you, watch yourself; the moment | mention that word,

you are beginning to smile and you sit up, you feel. So the word



love awakens al kinds of ideas, all kinds of divisions such as
carnal, spiritual, profane, infinite, and all the rest of it. But find out
what loveis. Surely, Sir, to find out what love is the mind must be
free of that word and the significance of that word.

The scientific mind is functioning from knowledge to
knowledge. It is the additive mind. But a scientific mind may
explode, break through, go beyond knowledge; then it may enter
into the religious mind which can contain it. And the religious
mind is obviously a mind that has finished with the past - not the
factual past but the psychological past. The religious mind is never
in the process of accumulating memory as a psychological impetus,
as ameans to psychological action. A religious mind is not giving
root to the word, and so it is free from the authority of the word.

Question: Isthere not the undefined barrier of inchoate
propensity beyond the word?

Krishnamurti: | do not quite understand that, Sir. Now, what
does that mean? The questioner asks: is there not a clear, precise
state beyond the word which is inchoate, not formed? From where
are you looking? Are you looking from beyond the centre or
looking from the centre? Are you speculating, or are you actually
experiencing as we are going along? Y ou do not know what a
religious mind is, do you? From what you have said, you don't
know what it means; you may have just aflutter or aglimpse of it,
just as you see the clear, lovely blue sky when the cloud is broken
through; but the moment you have perceived the blue sky, you
have a memory of it, you want more of it and therefore you are lost
in it; the more you want the word for storing it as an experience,

the moreyou arelost init.



Question: From anon-verbal state in childhood we have come
to the verbal state. Now you tell usto eliminate all the past that we
have gathered. Isit possible to go now, instantaneously, to that
state of being non-verbal?

Krishnamurti: The questioner asks: is it possible instantaneously
to wipe away the verbal state? The verbal state has been carefully
built up through centuries, in relation between the individual and
society; so the word, the verbal state is asocial state aswell as an
individual state. To communicate as we are doing, | need memory,
| need words, | must know English, and you must know English; it
has been acquired through centuries upon centuries. Theword is
not only being developed in socia relationships, but also as a
reaction in that social relationship to the individual; the word is
necessary. The question is: it has taken so long, centuries upon
centuries, to build up the symbolical, the verbal state, and can that
be wiped away immediately? - which implies, "don't we need
time"? Can you use time to abolish time, or is some other factor
necessary to break time? If | say, "it must be done gradually", the
gradual may be aday or athousand days or amillion days, the
gradual means employment of time. Through time are we going to
get rid of the verbal imprisonment of the mind, which has been
built up for centuries? Or must it break immediately? Now, you
may say, "It must take time, | can't do it immediately". This means
that you must have many days, this means a continuity of what has
been, though it is modified in the process, till you reach a stage
where there is no further to go. Can you do that? Because we are
afraid, we are lazy, we are indolent, we say "Why bother about all

this? It istoo difficult; or "I do not know what to do" - so you



postpone, postpone, postpone. But you have to see the truth of the
continuation and the modification of the word. The perception of
the truth of anything isimmediate - not in time. Time implies
distance, space; in that space lots of varieties of experiences and
changes from your centre take place, and you are reacting to them;
therefore each prolongation of a second means a modification of
"what has been". Don't say that you can't understand what we are
talking about. Thisisvery ssimpleif you apply your mind. The
guestion involved is. can the mind break through instantly, on the
very gquestioning? Can the mind see the barrier of the word,
understand the significance of the word in aflash and be in that
state when the mind is no longer caught in time? Y ou must have
experienced this; only it isavery very rare thing for most of us.

Question: From the scientific evolutionary point of view, we
have developed from a non-word state to aword state. Can we
regject the word now?

Krishnamurti: | did not reject the word. | seeits effect, its
influence, itsimprisoning quality; | see the truth of it; it does not
mean that | react; it does not mean | defend it or accuseiit; it does
not mean that | am free from it; but it means that there is a state
when | recognize something as truth, and that state is a different
state.

Question: How would you then distinguish the pre-word state -
that is the primitive or the non-developed state - from the wordless
state of which you are speaking?

Krishnamurti: | do not understand, Sir. The questioner asks
what is the difference between the very primitive mind which has

no words but only makes sound, and the other mind which has



gone through centuries of cultivation of the word, the symbol, the
idea? What is the difference between the two?

Why should we go through all this verbal cultivation for
centuriesif we have to come to that state when the mind is no
longer a slave to the word, as is the primitive mind? Must | know
sobriety only through drunkenness? Must | go through sorrow, to
know what happinessis? We say "Y es; that is our tradition, that is
our everyday life. And everyone tells us, "Y ou go through thisin
order to get that". Thiswe accept asinevitable. But | do not accept
this asinevitable.

Let us consider suffering. Will suffering lead man to sorrow if
he understands suffering - not in time, not in space? We all know
suffering. Seeing somebody suffering, dying, seeing the wife blind,
seeing the son dying, seeing the poverty, seeing the stupidity of
one's mind and comparing - such as one has everything and the
other nothing - we suffer. Suffering is a reaction from the centre,
therefore it is destructive and does not lead to the purity of the
mind. Isit necessary to suffer?

The mind is being devel oped through centuriesin the
employment of the word, and the word is the result of social
communication and individual response. The questioner asks:
when we talk about freeing the mind from the word, is not that
state the same as that of the primitive? | do not think so, Sir. But
perhaps the man who is really primitive may be closer to the other
than the man who is waddling through al this. But unfortunately,
we are neither the primitive kind nor the other, we are in-between;
and the state of in-betweenness is mediocrity.

Question: When something happens unanticipated, it has a



terrific impact on us and at that moment there is a state which can
be called timeless; in that state thereisno word at all, and oneis
stunned. Would you call that experience as timeless experience?

Krishnamurti: No, Sir. When you see something beautiful, you
are stunned; you have a shock, an experience, and you are stunned;
when you have a brutal attack you are stunned; there is the state of
being paralysed - are all such states the same as the state without
the word? No, Sir, there isa difference. Y ou see a beautiful sunset,
alovely thing; and for the moment you are speechless. What has
happened? That is merely a paralysed state for afew seconds, as
when a clot of blood going to the brain paralyses half the body. In
that state of course, the mind does not react. But the mind which is
in that state is not the same thing as the religious mind.

When we have seen all this, there arises the problem of
aloneness and loneliness. Aloneness is the state when the mind is
alone, has no companion, has no shadow, but isreally alone -
which is not the product of influence, which is not put together.
But one cannot possibly envisage or capture or understand that
state of mind which isreally alone, unless one understands what it
isto belonely - the process of isolation which leads to that state
which we call loneliness. Now, sir, aren't you isolating yourself? Is
not Indiaisolating itself, calling itself India and thus cutting itself
from relationships, from contact with other countries? Aren't you
isolating yourself when you consider yourself as belonging to a
particular nation? Y ou may not accept that word "isolating”, but
that isafact. When a politician uses that word "nation" in order to
build up his country, isn't that an isolating process? Is not calling

yourself a Hindu, a Christian, a Buddhist, a Mussulman an



isolating process? When you have a gift, atalent, and you use that
talent to build up yourself, is there not an isolating process? Aren't
you isolating yourself, when you are identifying yourself with your
family - not that there is not the family, but when you say, "It ismy
family", and go quivering about it? When you go into this deeper,
whether you are walking or sitting quietly in the woods or in a bus,
suddenly you realize how extremely lonely you are, suddenly you
feel cut off from everything. Haven't you ever known that feeling
with its darkness, with itsisolation, with its fear, with its peculiar
sense of helplessness, the sense of complete despair without a
shadow of hope? Haven't you felt al this? Sir, any man who is at
all awake must have felt this, and the ultimate expression of thisis
frustration. The man who has felt it, runs away from it - turnson
the radio, goes to the temple, chatters, rushes to the husband or
wife - seeking escape from this feeling called loneliness. We
isolate ourselves socially, nationally, religiously, economically and
in every way, though we may talk of brotherhood, peace, nation.
Thisisolated mind says"| am going to find out" - it isjust
nonsense, it cannot find out. If one observes, one will find that in
the process of isolation there is a sense of loneliness. | wonder if
you have felt this. When you have felt loneliness, what have you
done Sir?

Question: Read a book.

Krishnamurti: Read a detective book, turn on the radio, pick up
the newspaper and read - which iswhat? All thisisto fly away
from loneliness.

When you fly away from something, it is the flight that creates
the fear; it is not facing the fact that creates the fear, but it isthe



flight away from the fact. If | say, "Yes, | am lonely" and see that
fact, then | am incapable of having fear. But the moment | wander
away, take aflight, escape, the very process of wandering away
from the fact is the process of creating fear; and then escaping from
the fact to something el se becomes al-important, absorbing; then |
will protect, defend, fight and wrangle about that something; |
escape from myself and | go to the guru; then | protect the guru.
The guru, the object of escape becomes all-important, because that
isyour refuge from the fact. The fact is not the illusion, but the
object to which you fly away from the fact isanillusion and it
creates fear - whether it is the nation, the guru, the idea, the
conclusion - you are battling with this al through life. Sir, that isa
fact; see the fact, don't say "What can | do?' Don't do anything,
just see the fact.

When you say, "l am lonely", and are facing that feeling, what
does that mean? It means that you are through with the process of
isolation, you have come to the ultimate thing. Now, how do you
observe this feeling? Observation is not something colossal,
intellectual, marvellous; it isjust the logical observation of the fact,
and that in itself is sufficient. Now, how do you observe the
feeling? |s the mind observing the feeling without the word? Or, is
the mind observing the feeling with the word - that is using the
word to observe the feeling? If you look at it through the word, do
you look at it at all? When you look at that feeling with the word,
then you are a dlave to the word, and the word prevents you from
looking; therefore you are not capable of looking at it.

How to be free of the word? The "how" has no meaning, thereis

no method. Y ou have to see the fact that you cannot ook at



something if you are caught by the word; you have just to see the
fact. If you are interested in seeing, in observing, the feeling, then
the word becomes irrelevant. Look, Sir, | want to understand a
child - it may be my son or somebody else. To understand the
child, | watch it playing, crying, doing everything, all day long. But
if 1 watch him as "my' son, with the word from a centre, | am
incapable of watching; | watch, but it has no significance.
Similarly, to watch, to observe something clearly, the word must
be irrelevant. Now, can you observe what you have called
“loneliness’ without any escape, can you face it without the word?
The word "God' may create the feeling, but we know no God at al;
but to find out God, the word must go oui.

S0, can the mind look at itself without the word? That requires
an extraordinary precision of thought, precision of observation into
oneself without any deviation. When the word is gone with its
feeling, what remains? Find out, Sirs. | am not telling you what
you should do - telling you has no meaning; to a hungry man,
describing what food is has no value. But you have to come to the
door of perception, which you must yourself open and look. If you
are not capable of al that, that isyour affair; but since you are here
that iswhat we are doing.

S0, the mind has to understand the whole significance of
isolation. Everyone has tasted at some moments this extraordinary
sense of loneliness which isthere like a dark shadow. The mind
will have to go through it to understand the meaning and
significance of the word, whether the word is creating the feeling;
and having seen the fact of the word, the mind will go beyond that

- which means, it will really be free of all influence. And if you



have gone through this, thereis ajump - which means being
completely alone, like a column of fire. When the mind isin that
state, it isareligious mind; from that, thereis action which is
completely different from the action of a self-frustrated, isolated
mind with itsloneliness. Don't cover up the action of the self-
frustrated mind with the sanyasi's robe, with the words of the Gita,
and all the nonsense of sainthood.

March 3, 1961
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| think it would be a great mistake if we treat these talksas a
theoretical affair, approximating our livesto ideas or ideals. That
surely is not what we are doing. We are moving very carefully and
advisedly from fact to fact which is after all the approach of a
scientist. The scientist may have various theories, but he pushes
those aside when he is confronted with facts; he is concerned with
the observation of outward things, the things that are about matter,
whether it is near or far; to him thereis only matter and the
observation of that matter - the outward movement. The religious
mind is concerned with the fact and moving from the fact; and its
outward movement is a unitary process with its inward movement -
the two movements are not separate. The religious man moves
from the outward to the inward like atide; and thereisthis
constant movement from the outer to the inner and from the inner
to the outer, so that there is a perfect balance and a sense of
integration, not with the outer and the inner as two separate
movements but as a unitary movement.

If one observes very carefully, one sees what an extraordinary
thing anonymity is. The anonymous approach after all is required
to understand afact. To seethereality of what isfalse or to find
out what is truth, there must be the approach of the anonymous, not
the approach of tradition, of hope, of despair, of an idea - which are
al identified with something or other, and therefore can never be
anonymous. A monk who withdraws into a monastery and takes a
name, is not anonymous, nor the sannyasi, because they are still

identified with their conditioning. One has really to be aware of



this extraordinary movement of the outer and the inner as a unitary
process, and the understanding of this whole thing must be
anonymous. Thereforeit is very important to understand all
conditioning and to be aware of that conditioning, and to shatter
through that.

| hope you are aware of the significance of "listening”. You are
not merely listening to me, to the speaker; but you are also at the
same time listening to your own mind - the mind is listening to
itself - because what is being said is merely an indication. But what
IS more important is that through this indication one begins to
listen - the mind beginsto listen to itself, and is aware of itself,
aware of every movement of thought. Then | think these talks
would be of significance and worthwhile. But if you merely treat
them as a theory, something to be thought over, and after thinking
over, to come to a conclusion and then approximating your daily
life with that conclusion, these talks would seem to be utterly
futile. When there is a condemnatory process or justification, there
Is an identification with thought. One has to see the significance of
all thisaswe go along. We have been talking about the religious
mind and the scientific mind. Every other mind is a mischievous
mind, whether it is of alearned person or of avery erudite person
or of the sannyas who has given up this and that; the political
mind is, of course, the most destructive mind. The real scientific
mind observes, analyses, dissects, goes into the outward movement
of life without any compromise; the scientist may compromise
outside the laboratory where heis still a conditioned human being;
but inside the laboratory there is that spirit of enquiry and research

as aruthless pursuit of fact; that is the only spirit in the scientific



field and our minds must be that, to understand. The mind must
also have this comprehension of the outer as well as the inner; and
as these are the only two actual facts, one begins to understand
these two as a unitary process; and it is only the religious mind that
can comprehend the unitary process. Then whatever action springs
from the religious mind - that is the action that will not bring about
misery, confusion.

Also we have been discussing to some extent the question of
fear, and perhaps it might be worthwhile this morning to consider
suffering and compassion. | have been told by physicists that when
they focus strong light on an atom, that light awakens the
movement in the atom; and in that movement - with the mind that
islooking at the movement - there is an indeterminism: that is what
the scientists say. Now, thereis, | feel, the light of silence with
which to approach all the problems - the light of silence which can
be turned on, if one may use that phrase. And that light of silence
brings into being precision, clarity, preciseness to the actual
movement of every thought. It isonly in that light of silence there
is comprehension. | think we have discussed enough of that to see
the implications involved in it. Then with that understanding let us
consider what is suffering. We have thought of fear, we have gone
into it somewhat. Now let us go into the question of suffering,
because | feel that fear and suffering are very close to the
comprehension of what is compassion. The scientific mind is not a
compassionate mind; it can't, it does not, know what compassion
means. But it is the religious mind that knows, lives, hasits being
in compassion. And to comprehend that thing, one must understand
what is suffering.



Please, | hope you are not merely listening to my words because
you can really get into a hypnotic state, mesmerized by words, by
learning phrases. | can quite imagine how you will repeat "the light
of silence”, and the mind will keep on repeating it. Y ou have not
understood what it means; but that is a new phrase, it sounds nice -
that would be mesmerizing yourself. But perhapsif we could really
approach this question of suffering actually, not theoretically, then
out of this struggle with words, with thought, with the mind, the
flame of compassion might come into being.

What is suffering? We are al suffering, every human being isin
some kind of suffering. The death of someone whom one likes,
breeds sorrow; poverty, the outward and inward sense of poverty,
also breeds an extraordinary sense of fruitlessness. And the
inwardly poor human being, when he is aware of it, is caught in the
world of sorrow; it is aterrible thing to realize that you have
absolutely nothing inside. Y ou may have degrees, titles,
ministerships, good clothes, places and all the rest of that; strip
them off and you will find inside an empty shadow and ashes. Strip
the man of his knowledge, of words, of the things he has
accumul ated, and there too there isimmense sorrow for him. We
suffer in so many things - the sorrow of frustration, the anxiety of
ambition, the solitary existence, the woman who has no child
everlastingly crying, the man who has no capacity and sees
capacity and cleverness, the man who has a gift and the onewho is
stupid wants to have that gift and many other gifts. Incapacity and
capacity both lead to suffering. Thereis the suffering of aman who
knows that he is not loved, that there is another whom he loves but

who does not return the love. So there are so many varieties and



complications and degrees of suffering. We al know that. Y ou
know it very well and we carry this burden right through life,
practically from the moment we are born till the moment we
collapse into the grave. Watch yourself, Sir, not my words. Is
suffering essential ? Isit a part of existence to suffer? Isit
inevitable? Isit the human law?

Man has suffered for thousands upon thousands of years and
still goes on - from the poorest beggar to the richest man, from the
most powerful to the least. If we say that it isinevitable then there
IS no answer; if you accept it, then you have stopped enquiring into
it. You have closed the door to further enquiry; if you escape from
it you have aso closed the door. Y ou may escape into man or
woman, into drink, amusement, into various forms of power,
position, prestige and the eternal chatter of nothingness. Then your
escapes become all-important, the objects to which you fly assume
colossal importance. So you have shut the door on sorrow also, and
that iswhat most of us do. Can we talk alittle bit to each other
openly? | suffer as my son dies; there is an empty void, utter
misery, confusion, the sense of loss, degradation. Y ou know all
this. | run away from it into the belief in reincarnation; then
resurrection and all the rest of it follow - which means, | have
escaped from the fact. And when | have escaped, obviously | can't
understand what is suffering. Now, can we stop escape of every
kind and come back to suffering? Y ou understand, Sirs? That
means not seeking a solution for suffering. Thereis physical
suffering - atoothache, stomach-ache, an operation, accidents,
various forms of physical sufferings which have their own answer.

Thereisaso the fear of future pain, which would cause suffering.



Suffering is closely related to fear and, without comprehension of
these two major factorsin life, we shall never comprehend what it
IS to be compassionate, to love. So amind that is concerned with
the comprehension of what is compassion, love and all the rest of
it, must surely understand what is fear and what is sorrow.

Take the physical fact first. | may have adisease or a certain
form of disease which is apparently inevitable. Or the doctors may
find a new antibiotic or a new drug which will perhaps prolong life
- instead of living a hundred years you may live ahundred and
twenty years. Once a person has been ill heis always afraid of the
future, afraid of the recurring disease, recurring pain, recurring
anxiety - the fact of "what has been' projects itself into the future: |
may becomeill and thus it begins; sorrow, the wheel of sorrow
goes on, which is, the projection of the thought of “what has been'
into the future "which may be'. We are aware of it; and it requires a
very sharp mind not to project thought, not to project itself into the
future - because once it has pain, it may have pain again, and
through that death; so fear setsin, the wheel of sorrow goeson. So
the comprehension of sorrow as physical fear projected by the
mind has to be understood. Y ou cannot brush that aside and say
that we are only concerned with sorrow which is inward,
psychological. Not that there is no inward and psychological
suffering, but one has, to understand this physical fact first. Most
of us have dental trouble or various forms of pain; we have got to
know them. The mind has remembered the past pains and says,
“look’, gets, frightened, anxious; and so it is afraid of afuture pain.
And thought has, been the seed that has caused this future pain and

anxiety. Just listen to it to see this process. | wonder if you have



understood it when | say, "Just listen to it - the psychological fact
that a person who has had pain is afraid of pain recurring in the
future". Thought has created that fear; in the future, you may not
have the pain, but the mind is aready preparing for it; that is the
actual psychological fact. Merely observe the fact - you can't do
anything about the fact - , see that is how the mind operates. The
nervous system, the whole defensive organism gets going; it is
very anxiousto do the right thing, always with the background of
fear, of pain, of sorrow.

Then what is sorrow? We have understood the physical process
that engenders fear and suffering. Then what are the other kinds of
sorrow - not other kinds - , what is sorrow otherwise? Take the fact
that most of us have experienced, the death of some one whom we
loved. Thereisaterrific sense of loss, there is a sense of anguish, a
sense of complete loneliness, of being left alone, stranded. We
know that; most of us have had that experience in various degrees
of intensity. Why is there suffering? What do you say, Sir?

Question: The thought of fear isthere.

Krishnamurti: Yes, Sir, there is the thought of fear. Go into it.

Question: A feeling of utter hel plessness.

Krishnamurti: The feeling of utter helplessness - but why should
that cause sorrow? Why should death cause sorrow, why should
living cause sorrow? Why should this thing called death be such an
extraordinary factor which produces untold fear and sorrow, as
living also apparently causes untold suffering and sorrow? So life
and death are synonyms, when there is sorrow. Do understand this,
Sirs. It isnot that you are afraid only of death which causes sorrow,

but you will also see you are afraid of living which causes sorrow -



living, being good, being respectable, having ajob or no job, being
loved or not loved, ambition with its frustrations, the incapable or
the capable mind which has its own tortures, the feeling of being
frustrated. Y ou know the life you lead - going every day to the
office, the routine, the boredom, the insults, the anxiety. Not
approximating, not reaching, not arriving - that isaso our living, is
that not so? The eternal competition with somebody and with some
idea - that is what we call living. Such living also produces an
astonishing kind of this thing called sorrow, as death does.

Why are we so frightened of death - not what happens after?
We are not talking about the after-effects, whether thereis
continuity or not, whether thereisasoul or not, and al that. We
are discussing the fact that we are all acquainted with thisterrible
thing called death which causes pain, suffering, anxiety, a sense of
utter hel plessness, the loneliness, the isolation, the feeling that you
are stranded. Don't you know this feeling, Sirs?

Question: We are in sorrow because when he was living, the
person we loved was filling some space in us and helping usto
live.

Krishnamurti: That is so, and that is why we loved the person. |
love my son because he is going to immortalize me, | am going to
carry my name through him, | am going to perpetuate myself;
because he is going to support me when | am old, he will be better
than me, he will go to college, be clever and get better degrees,
have a better job, become an important man, and so he will be
recognized as an important man and in that importance | also glory,
and so on and on. And therefore | say, "I love my son", and the

mother says, "l love my son". This extraordinary process goes on



everlastingly from the known existence of man thousands and
thousands of years ago, till now. Thereligions, the great teachers
have talked about it; and we are caught in it.

Question: We instinctively avoid pain and sorrow.

Krishnamurti: The gentleman says that we instinctively avoid
pain and sorrow. When you say you avoid pain and sorrow, then
why do you suffer? Such a question has no meaning. If you say |
instinctively avoid a snake, then that has an answer; that is afact.
But when you say you instinctively want to avoid pain and
suffering, you are living in suffering, you can't avoid it. You are
following all this, Sirs? Why do you suffer? Go into it, Sirs. That is
your challenge. What is your response to that challenge, Sirs? Why
do you suffer?

Question: Because we are not full, because our mind is not full.
There isthe utter emptiness of life.

Krishnamurti: Y ou have given explanations, and at the end of it
you suffer - which means that you accept suffering asinevitable. A
healthy mind does not accept suffering, Sir. Now after explaining,
do you want to go into it? How do you go into it so that when you
leave this room you are finished with suffering once and for all,
you do not go back to the eternal wheel of sorrow?

Question: Accept the fact that there is suffering. Attachment is
the cause of sorrow.

Krishnamurti: Y ou say that attachment is the cause of sorrow.
Therefore, you cultivate detachment and in the meantime you are
agonizing. You are in a state of agony, and you accept the fact that
you are suffering? Why do you accept it? Y ou don't accept

sunshine, do you? Suffering is there, you don't have to accept it.



Pain with its burning intensity is agonizing you, and you don't say,
"I must accept it". It isthere. Y ou can explain, you can gradually
push it away - that iswhat you are doing. Y ou might say, "l accept
it, | will bear with it; but you can't bear with an intense pain more
than afew hours or so.

And the mind says sorrow is created by attachment - which
means, you will be free from sorrow if you are detached. So you
begin to cultivate detachment which all the books talk about. Why
are you attached first of all? Y ou say that you are inwardly empty
and therefore you are attached to the wife, to the child, to an idea,
to power, position, to fill that emptiness. Y ou don't tackle the
emptiness, but you run away from the emptiness. So how do you
face this fact of suffering?

Question: What are the implications of suffering?

Krishnamurti: How do you enquire into suffering? That is my
point - not “what are the causes? Y ou know the causes. But you are
not facing the fact. Y ou are suffering, how do you tackle it, Sirs?

Question: Stop thinking of it.

Krishnamurti: Take adrug, go to a cinema, take atranquillizer?
Will that help me? Y ou are advising me how to kill suffering, you
are advising me with alot of words, aren't you? Y ou give me
explanations, and at the end of it all | am still empty-handed.

| want to know, when | suffer, how to be free of it. Not with
words, not with explanations. When | have atoothache actualy, |
go to the nearest dentist; | don't sit down, explain, explain. If that is
the mind that asks and that responds to the challenge, that wants to
be out, then what will you do? It can only then look at the fact, and
stop escaping altogether. | want to know why | suffer; therefore |



cannot escape away from this thing, through explanations, through
drink, through women, through the radio, through something else. |
want to understand the thing, | want to break through it, crash
through it, put it away everlastingly, so that it will never touch my
mind again. That means, | want to be with it; | want to know all
about it - not give wordsto it, not give explanationsto it. As|
would go to the nearest doctor and see that thereis no pain, in the
same way | end suffering.

| am not going to escape from it, because | see that through
escape - however subtle, however cunning, however reasonable -
there is no solution. Then what happens to the mind that has
stopped escaping, that has no longer the Gita, the Upanishads, the
guru, reincarnation, tradition? It has stopped everything. What is
the state of mind that is no longer escaping, that wants to grapple
with this thing and come out of it clean-washed, bright, spotless?
The mind has realized that to look at something there must be no
escape of any kind and it hasto be scientifically ruthless with
itself, and so it has no self-pity.

Then for the first time you have no words; you have stopped the
use of all words. Before, you had indulged in words, explanations,
guotations; now, you have no words, words have stopped. So the
mind that knows suffering, that has suffered, that has gone through
the travail of existence, isfaced with the stark fact, and it observes.

Now, let uslook into the word “observation' - not into the thing
that you are looking at, but the state of observation. How do you
observe? How do you look at your wife, husband, child or atree or
aflower? What happens generally is: all kinds of pictures, ideas,

desires surge forward. If you could understand how you observe,



then you will come to something which will help you to understand
SOrrow.

When you see amost lovely thing, a beautiful mountain, a
beautiful sunset, aravishing smile, aravishing face, that fact stuns
you and you are silent; hasn't it ever happened to you? Then you
hug the world in your arms. But that is something from outside
which comes to your mind; but | am talking of the mind whichis
not stunned but which wants to ook, to observe. Now, can you
observe without all this up-surging of conditioning? To aperson in
sorrow, | explain in words; sorrow isinevitable, sorrow isthe
result of fulfilment. When all explanations have completely
stopped, then only can you look - which means, you are not
looking from the centre. When you look from a centre, your
faculties of observation are limited. If | hold to a pose and want to
be there, thereisastrain, thereis pain. When | look from the centre
into suffering, there is suffering. It is the incapacity to observe that
creates pain. | cannot observeif | think, function, see from a centre
- aswhen | say, "I must have no pain, | must find out why | suffer,
| must escape”. When | observe from a centre, whether that centre
isaconclusion, an idea, hope, despair or anything else, that
observation is very restricted, very narrow, very small, and that
engenders sorrow.

So, when | want to understand suffering, because of the
intensity of wanting to understand, | do not look at it from a centre.
| want to be free from sorrow - free, so that it will never touch the
mind again. The mind says, "It isan ugly thing, it is abrutal thing,
it distorts perception, it distorts living, death and everything".

There must be atotal comprehension and therefore atotal wiping



away of it from the whole of the mind. That is the challenge. When
the mind responds according to its conditioning, according to its
background, from its centre, the observation of thefact is
prevented. When | ook at the world as a nationalist, | can't look at
another human being who comes from abroad, | have no
relationship with him, though | may talk of brotherhood, peace and
al such things. When | am looking, observing from a centre which
| call "nationalist’, | am functioning within the boundaries of a petty
small island. So | can only look at the full, whole world and be
with the world totally, wholly, when | have no centre as a
nationalist, as a Hindu and all the rest of it.

So what isimportant isto look at, observe without the centre,
and then there is no suffering ever more. There will be physical
suffering, the kidneys may go wrong, you may have cancer,
blindness, death may occur; but you are then able to ook at
physical suffering, every torturous psychological suffering, without
the centre. Therefore you will never have psychological suffering.

And it isonly the mind that does not suffer that has no fear. It is
only such amind that isin a state of compassion. Sirs, do go out of
this room with that intensity; when the challenge is so great, you
have to respond greatly, not from alittle corner of the universe as
the "me.

March 5, 1961
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The last time we met here, we were talking about fear, sorrow and
compassion. One could see very clearly that when the mind is
crippled with fear, there cannot be compassion, nor sympathy, nor
pity; amind that is tortured by suffering, to whatever degree, to
whatever depth, cannot feel the extraordinary power of
compassion. The scientific mind being precise, clear in its
investigation, cannot feel this compassion which can only be when
the mind has understood itself. The outward investigation of things
does not necessarily lead to the inward comprehension of things;
but the inward comprehension of things does bring about an
understanding of the outer. The inner comprehension is of the
religious mind. The totality of the mind includes all its feelings,
ambitions, fears, anxieties, capabilities, the power of observation,
the power of position, the power of prestige, cruelty, the venomous
hatred and all the rest of it.

Today, let us go into and understand time and timelessness. To
understand this whole process of time, with all the complexities
involved in it, one has to understand what is influence. Let us
investigate this a little; through the understanding of influence, we
shall understand what is time and timelessness. If we could, instead
of merely discussing it at the verbal level, or intellectually spitting
it all up, understand the mind that is conditioned by time, whichis
essentially the word and the influence, perhaps we shall come to
understand what it isto betimeless. So let us investigate what is
influence.

We are, each one of us, influenced by environment; we are the



result of all kinds of influences - good and bad, beautiful and ugly,
the influence of the past, the racial inheritance, the family tradition;
we are influenced by the food we eat, the dress we wear; every
thought, every movement is the result of influence. We are
influenced by newspapers, by the magazines, by the cinema, the
books we read; we are influenced by each other, consciously or
unconsciously. Thereisthis process of response to a challenge,
which is from past influence. Please, Sirs, when | am saying thisdo
not accept it.or deny it, but just observe it - how you live, how you
are influenced by the Gita, the Upanishads, the guru, the politician,
the newspapers. We are the result of propaganda, the subliminal
propaganda or the obvious propaganda - the subliminal propaganda
being very very subtle, suggestive. The immediate yesterday is not
so important, but the memories of ten years ago have hypnotic
vitality. If we observe, religiously, economically, socially we are
the result of the traditions that this country has inherited, you and |
have inherited, from the past. When you say you believe in God,
you are influenced, you have been told; and also there is your own
desire to find some safety, some security, some permanency; so
you are brought up to believe. There are others, those in the
communist world, who are brought up not to believe - again
influenced. So you are no more religious than those who are
brought up not to believe, because you are the result of
propaganda, you are the result of your circumstances, you are the
product of your environment; obviously, whether you accept it or
not, that is a psychological fact. Calling yourself a Hindu, a Pars,
is obviously the result of your conditioning. So also is calling
yourself aRussian and all the rest of it.



So the mind is the result of conditioning, of innumerable
influences, conscious and unconscious. The unconscious is much
more powerful, much more potent than the conscious mind; the
unconscious mind is the residue, the storehouse of innumerable
memories, traditions, motives, impulses, compulsions. Please,
watch your own mind, watch yourself when | am talking, you are
not just listening to a vague description to which you are
approximating.

Question: Sir, how did the first mind come into being?

Krishnamurti: We can observe theoretically how the first mind
came into being. Obvioudly it came into being through sensation,
through hunger, through taste, smell, touch. We have devel oped
the arm to stretch, to catch. That is not the problem, Sir. How we
began we can enquire into, we can suppose, we can investigate; but
the fact is, here we are. To investigate the origin of all thingsisto
approach it scientifically, as the scientists, the biologists are
investigating the origin of life. Y ou have to investigate what you
are actually now. When you investigate, the problem arises
whether there is a beginning or an ending - not what was the
beginning.

We started with the question of time and timelessness. If we
investigate the problem of time, we must investigate the problem
of existence which isliving, which isinfluence, which is the result,
what we are. And to discover what we are, we have to take
ourselves "aswe are', and be ruthless in our investigation of what
we are - not suppose that we were something in the beginning of
al things. If we can understand what isin the present, then we will
see the beginning and the ending of the thing. Thereisno



beginning and no ending, and you cannot comprehend that
extraordinary sense of timelessness unless you understand the mind
that isin the present. | am not avoiding the question about what
was in the beginning. How will you find it out? Y ou are not
biologists, investigators; you are not specialists who can
investigate the whole problem of what was, how all life came into
being. The specialists have experimented, they have created lifein
atest-tube. What does it matter if we are not going to find out the
origin of al things?

L et us see the mind, our minds, yours and mine. The human
mind, asit is now, is the result of the environment. Y ou can see
that very clearly if you observe yourselvesin your relationship
with society, with your neighbours, with the country. We object to
being told we are the result of our environment, because we think
we are something extraordinarily spiritual, as though the
environment is also part of the whole existence of man. Soitis
very important to understand if it is possible to extricate the mind -
for the mind to extricate itself - from all influences. Is that
possible? Because it is only when the mind has extricated itself
from al influences that it can find what isthe timeless. To
understand what istime - not put it aside, not create a theory, not
involve your mind in suppositions and wishes and all that - you
actually have to investigate your own mind; and you cannot
investigate if you are not aware of the extraordinary impacts of
influences.

Obviously, when you listen to me you are being influenced,
aren't you? When you listen to that bell in the street which that

garbage-collecting lorry makes, that very sound is influencing;



everything is influencing. Can the mind be aware of these
influences, watch every influence that is shaping the mind and
extricate itself; or be aware of it and walk through it? So that isa
problem, which means really the understanding of the whole, of the
many yesterdays. Thereis now, as| am talking to you, the impact
of influence in the present, and your response to what is being said
IS, surely, the memory of athousand yesterdays. The thousand
yesterdays are the result of athousand previous yesterdays with
their influences and with their challenges and responses, with their
conditioning - which is memory, which istime. Isn't it? Sir, have
you noticed in yourself that yesterday is not so very important, the
memories of yesterday fall away very quickly, but the memories of
the past ten years have an extraordinary hypnotic vitality? | do not
know if you have noticed it. What you did ten years ago, how you
felt ten years ago, or what you felt when you were a young boy
running about, suddenly capturing the light on the trees, the
memory of swimming, that freedom, no responsibility, the fullness
of living where there was no conflict, where there was a complete
sense of joy - you remember al that, all that has extraordinary
vitality, much more than the memories of yesterday. That is
influencing us, that is shaping our thinking.

So we understand time as the influence of athousand
yesterdays. So we begin to investigate time as memory, as
yesterday, time as today, and time as tomorrow - time as yesterday
going through the passage of today, coming out shaped,
conditioned, moulded into tomorrow. So there is not only the time
by the watch, the chronological time; but also thereisthe time as

memory, stretching backwards and forwards, this memory as the



unconscious, hidden deep down in the vast recesses of one's mind.

S0, there istime by the watch, by the chronometer as yesterday,
today, tomorrow; there is time from place to place, from here to
there, before and after; and there is the time of "becoming: | am
this and '| shall be that; | am today brutal, violent, ugly, stupid;
and tomorrow or perhaps after ten tomorrows, | will be “that'. So
there is time from here to there. All aspiration isthat - one day |
shall. achieve, one day | shall become the Manager, one day | shall
become the chief boss of the whole show. So thereisin thistime
the urge to fulfil; and with the urge of fulfilment thereis the
inevitable frustration and sorrow, which is still a part of time. We
know this, we accept this as inevitable, as a part of our natural
existence and hope that one day through time, gradually, life after
life, or after a series of many tomorrows, we shall arrive there. We
say a seed becomes the tree, and there must be time for the seed to
becomethetree. | planted it yesterday; | watch it today; and in ten
yearstime, it will be alovely thing, full of leaves, shadows
innumerable. So | pretend that | shall also be one day reaching that
place where there is permanency. So we begin to introduce
permanency and the transient, and say that eventually we shall
arrive at the permanent.

|'s there anything permanent? Permanency in relationship,
permanency of house, of government, permanency of something or
other, permanency of truth, God - this means a continuity which
means time. We accept all this like children who are told what to
do, and for the rest of our life we are slavesto what is being said.
So unless we understand this whole process of time, we shall not

enter into that state which may exist or may not exist.



Should | accept the state of timelessness? All that we know is
time. Because we are slaves to it, it tortures us; thereisa
continuous battle from "what is' to "what shall be'. So we have to
understand that; let us be clear.

There is atime according to the watch, there is atime when the
train leaves, there is atime when the aeroplane |eaves the earth,
there is atime when you just go to your office, thereis atime when
you must sow, there is atime when you must reap - that is one kind
of time. Then thereisthetime - inward time - which is memory;
that is extraordinarily complex, extraordinarily subtle; and without
grappling with it, without understanding it, without going into it
ruthlessly like a scientist who investigates something, you cannot
find out if thereisor if thereis not a state when timeis not. As
long as there is cause and effect, there must be time; aslong as
there is action based on an idea, there must be time - the time
being: bridging the act or approximating the act according to an
idea. Y ou see the difficulty? When | am dull and | am trying to
become clever - that is aso part of time. When | realize | am
violent and | am trying to practise, to discipline, to control, to
become non-violent, the gradation, the gradual processto "become’
demandstime. We are al brought up that way. When in the schoal,
you are told that you must be the best boy - at once, thereistime.
All competition istime - competition of the clerk to become the
Manager, and the Manager competing to become the
Supermanager, the Director and, eventually something bigger.
Thereis not only chronological time, but also psychological time,
the time of "becoming'.

Question: Mind, Time and Experience seem to be one thing; but



memory cannot be time because memory is of the past. It is part of
the conception of time.

Krishnamurti: Are we discussing this theoretically or factually?
Look at your own minds, Sirs. Y our mind is the result of
experience, which is the result of time, isn't it,? And the mind
varies with the experiences, but it is still within the field of time.

Y ou may have different experiences and | may have different
experiences; but that experience, which has created memory from
which springs thought, is still within the field of time. Now, we are
discussing time, unfolding it; we are not even discussing, we are
just exposing it. It is not a question of my agreeing or your
denying. We are just looking at the map.

Question: When | listen to you, | am being influenced by your
thought; then | say: | will investigate what you are talking about.
Don't you think the question, "I will investigate", also involves
time?

Krishnamurti: Of course, Sir. The whole process of thinking
involves time.

Question: How do you ask usto be aware of facts without being
influenced?

Krishnamurti: | never said that, Sir, you are assuming it. | said:
first let us be aware of the facts - neither accepting nor denying
them. Where is the difficulty Sir? Before | enter into timelessness,
if thereis such astate, | must know first what timeis - not
according to Einstein, according to the Gita, or according to the
latest professor, or the interpreter of the Gita. | want to know what
my mind is like, which is the result of time, and | want to
understand time.



If you want to understand something you must approach it
simply, mustn't you? If you want to understand a very complicated
machinery, you must begin to unscrew little by little taking one
thing after another, bit by bit; you can't jump into it - you can, if
you have the mind. But most of us have not got that sharp, clear,
scientific mind, which is not prejudiced, which is not conceiving,
formulating. So you have to look at time. There is the time of
going to the office, the train time, time by the watch; and that is
onetime. Then thereisthisvast field of time which is experience,
memory, thought, mind, aspirations, the becoming, the denying,
the fulfilling, the mind which says. | must be something - all that is
time, which we are discussing. We are looking at it, observing it;
we are not denying it, we are not accepting it; but we are seeing
something asit is.

So your mind isthat - not what it was at the beginning and not
what it will be at the end. | do not know what it was at the
beginning, and what it will be at the end. But | take adlice off in
thisvast time, agap, and look at it, which is “'myself'. If you don't
want to look at yourself, that is quite adifferent matter. | do not see
how you can investigate - investigate in the sense: that you directly
experience, directly observe, directly feel your way taking the
thing as you are, not assuming what you were - which may be
merely tradition and acting according to that tradition, not having
any hope of what you will be, which too is within the field of time.

Question: Has time any relationship with God?

Krishnamurti: Do you believe in God, Sir? Belief in God, what
does that mean, believing in something which you don't know?

Y ou hope and you believe there is God and that you will eventually



reach God. We have to understand this process of time; and that is
real meditation. Meditation is not sitting in a corner and doing all
kinds of self-hypnotic processes. But to investigate the mind
whether it is caught in time or whether the mind can be free of time
- that isreal meditation.

| want to find out if there is atimeless state, because aslong as
the mind isadlaveto time thereis no freedom. It isadlave to
cause-and effect. | love you because you give me something; | go
from here to there, because | want to get something; | see that to be
non-violence is very profitable, economically and inwardly it gives
me a sense of success - so thereis cause-and effect. The mind
which investigates, wantsto find out if there is a state where there
IS no cause-and effect, which is pure energy - energy which hasa
cause-and effect islimited energy. If | say, "Be good", you may be
good; thisinvolves a pressure, an influence - is that goodness? If
you are good with amotive, is that goodness? Or is goodness
something which has no motive at al? Has love amotive? If | love
my wife because she gives me her body, because she bears me
children, she cooks for me, she looks after my laundry and the
house when | earn alivelihood, is that love? Has love, compassion,
acause? You follow all this, Sirs? | want to find out, my mind is
curious to find out; | cannot be curious if | accept various stupid,
vague theories, however pleasant they may be; | must investigate,
find out, be ruthless with myself.

So, let us begin. The mind is of time, is of experience; and that
experience is based on memory; that memory isthe record held
within the mind - memory not only of my own personal experience

but also the memory of man held within the unconscious, which is



conditioning my thinking all the time, which is shaping my
thoughts all the time, consciously and unconsciously. Can the mind
which istheresult of all that be free? Y ou follow the problem?
Y ou understand the problem, Sirs? Then only can | find out if there
Is atimeless state; otherwise, | cannot possibly understand it.
Theoretically it may be that afew saints - not saints that recognise
themselves as saints; the public, the Church may call them saints;
they never experience the timeless - , afew people out somewhere
have experienced this. But let us not go into that now. Here | am,
here you are; we are the products of influence which shapes our
experiences, and those experiences being conditioned, our future
experiences are aso conditioned. | am asking myself, are we
conscious of thisfact? Y ou understand? Thisisavery ssimple
thing. Am | conscious when | say | am aHindu or a Buddhist, or a
Parsi? Do | know, am | conscious that | am believing, that my
mind is operating in a conditioned state which is within the field of
time? Do | know that mind - not that it is right or wrong? Do |
know that much? Then, if | know that, then | say to myself, "Isit
possible, being in that state, to see, to observe?"

| cannot see anything, | cannot observe clearly, precisely, when
| call myself aHindu, a Christian, a Buddhist - which is the whole
tradition, the weight of tradition, the weight of knowledge, the
weight of conditioning. With that mind | can only look at life, at
something, as a Christian, as a Buddhist, asaHindu, asa
nationalist, as a communist, as something or other; and that state
prevents me from observing. That issimple.

When the mind watches itself as a conditioned entity, that is one

state. But when the mind says, "l am conditioned”, that is another



state. When the mind says, "l am conditioned", in that state of the
mind, thereisthe | asthe observer, watching the conditioned state.
When | say, "l seethe flower", there is the observer and the
observed, the observer is different from the thing observed;
therefore there is distance, there is atime-lag, there is duality, there
are the opposites; and then there is the overcoming of the
opposites, the cementing of the dual - that is one state. Then there
is the other state when the mind observes itself as being
conditioned in which there is no observer and the thing observed.

Y ou see the difference?

Y ou observe that your mind is conditioned: there is the observer
who says, "l am conditioned; therefore the observer is different
from the conditioned state. When you say, "My mind is
conditioned, | am the result of time, | am the experiencer, and |
have the experience”, you are talking of the state when thereis
duality. When you say, "l am angry, and | must not be angry",
when you say, "I know | am conditioned", and "how am | to be free
from conditioning?', thereisthe "you" as the observer, asthe
thinker, saying, "I must be free". So there is the dual process going
on; that isafact. It isnot that | am trying to establish it; that isa
fact, that is how you think. You say, "l am violent, and | must
become non-violent" - this country is ridden with that idea; in other
countriesit is something else. Here non-violence is a most
extraordinary, lovely state, and you hug this and you say, "l must
become that". | say that isthe fact, that is what you think. Thereis
the observer, the thinker, and the observed and the thought. So
there isthe duality which istime, the observer saying, "l must

become non-violent; thisinvolvestime. It is agradual process, and



how to cement the two becomes the problem. Y ou want to bring
the two together, to bridge over. Then you say, "l must discipline,
practise”, and you go through various forms of discipline, contral,
subjugation, this and that, in order to bring these two together -
which implies all the time an outside factor, the entity who is
disciplining - the mind which is controlling, the mind which
chooses, the mind which denies, the mind which accepts, as though
it is sgparate from this thing itself. Thisiswhat you are doing. | am
not describing, | am not telling you, you don't have to approximate
to what is being said; thisiswhat you are doing, and | say that all
that involvestime. Do you see that you are doing this? Do you
observe that you are doing this?

| am ambitious; | want to be something for various reasons.
power, prestige, this gives me power, there is patronage involved
inthis, | like that, | am ambitious. Ambitious and to be something -
that involvestime: | must work, | must be cunning, | must be
ruthless, | must see the right people, pull strings, go and cow down,
lick somebody"s boots, pay false respect, bend down, almost touch
their feet, crawl on my knees. Thisiswhat is happening in the
world. "I want to be something' that involves time; thereisthe
observer, the thinker who says, "I am going to be that". Now, with
that mind, you are asking, "Is there timelessness?' Y ou are caught
in time, the mind is held within that framework, held in that mould,
and in that mould you are asking; "Isthere timelessness?' | say it is
avain question. When you shatter the mould, you will find out.
Then you will say, "please tell me how to shatter thisin order to
enjoy that lovely state" - which means, achieving an end; that

becomes your ambition; then there is practice, discipline, change,



again al in time.

When you observe, you are aware without the division as
“observer' and the "observed'. The mind is aware of itself being
conditioned - not the mind and the thought being separate. Y ou see
the difference, Sirs? Thisis very difficult, very complicated. The
mind observes itself asthe “observer', thisis not a hypnotic thing.
Waitch yourself. When the mind isa slave to this '| want to be this
or that', it isin the state in which there is the observer and the
observed, the division, the duality, and all the rest of it. For that
mind to realize that the observer is the observed, that thereisno
separation - it is an extraordinary experience. It isnot arare thing
which you do experience. When you are angry, when you arein a
tremendous experience, when you are passionate, when you are
joyous, when you are carried away by something, in that state of
experience, there is not the observer nor the observed. Haven't you
noticed it, Sirs? When you are tremendously angry, in that
moment, in that split-second, there is neither the observer nor the
observed, you are in that state of experience. Later on you say,
"How am | not to be angry? | must not be angry” and all that. Then
time begins. These are facts, Sir, | am not saying something outside
facts. Thisis not atheory. So, when the mind separates itself asthe
observer, thinker, as thought and the observer, you are perpetuating
time; and then the problem arises: how to bridge the two, the idea
and the action, approximating the action to the idea. Thisis what
you are doing.

Theidealist, the utopian; the idea and the action; the ideaas a
cause and the act also as a cause - all thisinvolvestime. So the

mind is caught in a cause-and effect chain. Now, when the mind



observesitself as being conditioned, thereis only action, thereis
no idea; at the moment of anger there is action, at the moment of
passion thereis action, there is no idea; the idea comes later. When
you feel tremendously about something, strongly about something,
thereisno idea, you are in that state which is action without the
idea; there is no approximating action to an idea - which isacurse
of modern civilization, the curse of the idealist. Now we have gone
through all that. Do you follow this? Thisis meditation, thisisreal
work.

Can your mind be aware that it is conditioned - not as observer
watching itself being conditioned - , experiencing now - not
tomorrow, not the next minute - the state in which thereisno
observer, the same as the state you experience when you are angry?
This demands tremendous attention, not concentration; when you
concentrate, there is duality. When you concentrate upon
something, the mind is concentrated, watching the thing
concentrated upon; therefore there is duality. In attention, thereis
no duality, because in that state there is only the state of
experiencing.

When you say, "l must be free from all conditioning, | must
experience", thereis still the "I', who is the centre from which you
are observing; therefore, in that there is no escape at all because
there is always the centre, the conclusion, the memory, a thing that
iswatching, saying "l must, | must not". When you are looking,
when you are experiencing, there is the state of the non-observer, a
state in which there is no centre from which you look. At the
moment of actual pain, thereisno "I'. At the moment of

tremendous joy, there is no observer; the heavens arefilled, you



are part of it, the whole thing is bliss. This state of mind takes place
when the mind sees the fal seness of the state of mind which
attempts to become, to achieve, and which talks about

timelessness. Thereis a state of timelessness only when thereis no
observer.

Question: The mind that has observed its own conditions, can it
transcend thought and duality?

Krishnamurti: Y ou see how you refuse to observe something
very ssimple? Sir, when you get angry, isthere an ideain that stage,
is there athought, is there an observer? When you are passionate,
is there any other fact except that? When you are consumed with
hatred, is there the observer, theidea and all the rest of it? It comes
later on, a split-second later; but in that state there is nothing of
this.

Question: There is the object towards which love is directed. Is
there duality in love?

Krishnamurti: Sir, Loveis not directed to something. The
sunshine is not directed to you and me; it is there.

The observer and the observed, the idea and the action, the
"what is' and "what should be' - in this, there is duality, the
opposites of duality, the urge to correlate the two; the conflict of
thetwo isin that field. That isthe whole field of time. With that
mind, you cannot approach or discover if thereistimeor if thereis
not. How isit possible to wipe that away? Not how, not the system,
not the method, because the moment you apply a method you are
again inthefield of time. Then the problem is: Isit possible to
jump away from that? Y ou cannot do it by gradation, because that

again involvestime. Isit possible for the mind to wipe away the



conditioning, not through time but by direct perception. This
means the mind has to see the false and to see what is truth. When
the mind says, "I must find out what istimeless’, such a question
for amind involved in time has no answer. But can the mind which
is the product of time wipe itself away - not through effort, not
through discipline? Can the mind wipe the thing away without any
cause? If it has a cause then you are back again in time.

S0 you begin to enquire into what is love, negatively, as|
explained before. Obvioudy, love which has amotive, is not love.
When | give agarland to a big man because | want a job, because |
want something from him, is that respect, or isit really disrespect?
The man who has no disrespect is naturally respectful. It isamind
which isin a state of negation - which is not the opposite of the
positive, but the negation of seeing what isfalse, and putting away
the false as afalse thing - that can enquire.

When the mind has completely seen the fact that through time,
do what you will, it can never find the other, then there is the other.
It is something much vaster, limitless, immeasurable; it is energy
without a beginning and without an end. Y ou cannot come to that,
no mind can come to that, it has only "to be'. We must be only
concerned with the wiping away, if it is possible to wipeit clean,
not gradually; that is innocency. It isonly an innocent mind that
can see this thing, this extraordinary thing which islike ariver.

Y ou know what ariver is? Have you watched up and downin a
boat, swam across the river? What alovely thing it is! It may have
a beginning and it may have an end. The beginning is not the river
and the end is not theriver. The river isthe thing in-between; it

passes through villages; everything is drawn into it; it passes



through towns, all polluted with bad chemicals; filth and sewage is
thrown into it; and afew miles further, it has purified itself; it isthe
river in which everything lives - the fish below and on top the man
that drinks its water. That isthe river; but behind that, there is that
tremendous pressure of water, and it is this self-purificatory
process that isthe river.

The innocent mind is like that energy. It has no beginning and
no end. It is God - not the temple-god. There is no beginning and
no end, therefore thereis no Time and Timeless. And the mind
cannot come to it. The mind which measures in time, must wipe
itself away and enter into that without knowing that; because you
cannot know it, you cannot taste it; it has no colour, no space, no
shape. That isfor the speaker, not for you, because you have not
|eft the other. Don't say there isthat state - it is afalse state, when
that statement is made by a person who is being influenced. All
that you can do isto jump out of it, and then you will know - then
you won't even know - you are part of this extraordinary state.

March 8, 1961



BOMBAY 9TH PUBLIC TALK 10TH MARCH 1961

During these talks, we should not merely listen to what is being
said but also listen to our own minds, because mere description or
explanation is not sufficient initself - it islike describing food to a
hungry man and such description has no value at al; what he needs
isfood. Mere theorizing or speculating "what should be' and "what
should not be' seems to me so utterly futile and immature. So, the
listening has to be such that there is observation of the immediate
facts, and that apparent observation is only possible when we are
aware of our own minds and the operations of our own minds. The
scientist in his laboratory puts aside theories and observes facts; he
does not approximate the fact to the theory. When the fact denies
an old theory, he may have a new theory, a new hypothesis; but he
is always going from fact to fact. But we unfortunately have a
theory which becomes extraordinarily vital, strong, potent, and we
try to approximate or adjust the fact to that theory - that is our
existence. We have a permanent idea, alasting idea that society
should be this and relationship should be in this way and so on and
on; these are our permanent conditions, demands and traditions and
according to them we live, ignoring facts.

Now, why does the mind demand permanency? Is there
anything permanent? Theoretically we say there is no permanency
because we see lifeisin aflux - constantly changing, an endless
movement; there is never amoment when you can say, "Thisis
permanent”. Y ou may lose your job; your wife, your husband may
leave; you may die; everything isin a movement that is without
end, in a state of flux, constantly changing - these are obvious



facts. But yet we want something very permanent. And to us that
permanency is safety, comfort; from that we try to establish all
action, don't we? We want permanency in our relationships, in
occupation, in character and in a continued experience; we want
the permanency of pleasure and the avoidance of pain permanently.
We want to be in a state of peace which will be constant, enduring,
long-lasting. We want to make permanent every good form, every
good feeling, the feeling which explodes as affection, as sympathy,
aslove. We seek ways and means to make al this permanent. Then
realizing that all thisis not permanent, we try to establish within
ourselves a spiritual state which is constant, enduring, timeless,
eternal and all therest of it. That is our constant demand and state.

How upset we are if the wife, the husband leaves, how
tremendously shaken when death comes! We want everything
solidified, made permanent; we want to capture and put into the
frame alovely experience that goes by in afleeting second. The
incessant demand for permanency is one of our constant urges. Is
there such athing as permanency? Is any thing permanent? And
why does the mind refuse to see the fact that there is nothing
permanent in the world, inside or outside?

The man who has a good job wants it to last for ever, heis
afraid to retire; and when he retires, he begins to enquire for some
other permanency. And this demand, the difference between the
fact and the urge for something contrary to the fact, creates
conflict. | want a permanent, lasting, enduring relationship with my
wife, my children. My wifeislike me, a human being, living,
moving, thinking, changing; she may look at another or run away;

then the trouble begins, the conflict begins - jealousy, envy, fear,



hope, despair, frustration. And to overcome that conflict we try to
discover various ways and means, not to face the conflict but to
find something that will introduce a new factor which will give us
another state, another experience of permanency. | do not know if
you have not noticed all this within yourself? | am not talking
something extraneous, absurd or theoretical.

So, thereis conflict. To me conflict is death. A mind in conflict
isamost destructive mind; it does not face facts. It is very difficult
to face facts, to look at facts, to be capable of observing facts, to
see things actually as they are outwardly and inwardly, without
bringing in our prejudices, our conditionings, responses and
desires, hopes, fears and all the rest of it. And this demand for
permanency does blind the mind, does make the mind dull, and
therefore there is no sensitivity. Sensitivity impliesamind that is
constantly not only adjusting but also going beyond the mere actual
adjustment, flowing, moving with the fact. The fact is never still; it
is like the river always moving, always flowing; the moment there
are little pools, little diversions where the water remains, thereis
stagnation. A moving, living mind is never still, thereis never a
sense of permanency; and it is such amind that is sensitive not
only to the ugly, but also to the beautiful, to everything; it is
sengitive. So it is the sensitive mind that is capable of appreciating
or being in that state which is called beauty or ugliness. | do not
know if you have thought at all of what is beauty and what is
ugliness.

Unfortunately in this country desire has been suppressed as a
religious act. The sannyasis, the saints and the so-called holy
people have urged and constantly maintained that desire should be



rooted out. When you destroy anything within or without,
obviously there isthe state of insensitivity; and when the mind is
insensitive it isincapable of seeing what is beautiful.

| do not know if you have noticed as you ride in the busto go to
the office, as you talk to the people, as you sit at table, how crude,
how thoughtless the people are in their speech and manners, and
their complete disregard of another. | am not moralizing, | am
merely describing, stating the fact. Beauty is not really the opposite
of ugliness; beauty contains the ugly but the ugly does not contain
beauty. Without this sense of what is beautiful - not merely
physical adornment but the beauty of gesture, courtesy,
consideration, the sense of yielding in which thereis a great
gentleness, tenderness - , without that sense of beauty surely manis
incapable of living in that movement, that moving quality which
has no permanency. It is only the mind that demands permanency
that is aware of death.

How isit possible - how, not in the sense of a method - for the
mind to be aware of this conflict between the fact and what the
mind wants, and so live in a constant movement which has no
resting place, no anchorage, which deeply, inwardly does not
demand anything permanent? | do not know if you have noticed or
asked yourself whether there is anything permanent in life? That is
one of our greatest difficulties, isn't it? We love somebody, the
wife, the husband, the child, perhaps the community, perhaps the
world and perhaps the universe; but through it al runs the sense of
endurance, constancy, athing that will know no change. | wonder
if you ever asked yourself why the mind is on the quest for

permanency, why it demands permanency. We do not find



permanency here because all relationships change, all things move,
there is death, there is a mutation. And so we say there is God,
there is something which is changeless, which is what we are not;
and we are seeking God.

|s the mind capable of putting away all this - not only this urge
for permanency but also the memory which has become
permanent, the knowledge which prevents the movement of life, its
living quality? Isit possible to enter into that movement and yet at
the same time have the capacity of recollection which will not
interfere with the quality of living, with the quality of something
that is dynamic, moving.

Most of usthink that knowledge, information is necessary, and
that gives a certain sense of security, permanency, which colours
al our lives. From that question there arises another question:
What islearning?

Is learning merely addition, an accumu