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BOMBAY 1ST PUBLIC TALK 12TH FEBRUARY,
1950

Isit not important to find out how to listen? It seems to me that
most of us do not listen at all. We listen through various screens of
prejudice, examining what is being said, either asaHindu, a
Muslim, a Christian, or with a mind already made up. We do not
listen freely, easily and silently. We listen with the intention to
agree or to disagree, or we listen in a spirit of argumentation, we
do not listen to find out; and it seems to me very important to know
how to listen, how to read, to see, to observe. Most of us are
incapable of listening truly, and it is only through right listening
and hearing that we understand. Understanding comes, not through
effort, not through any form of conformity or compulsion, but only
when the mind is very quiet. In trying to find out what the other
man is saying, thereis no strain, no effort, but an easy flow, a swift
delight; but we cannot find out what the other man is saying if we
listen with any kind of prejudice. Perhaps | may have something
new to say, and it will be most difficult for those who are
prejudiced, in favour or againgt, to really understand. Because most
of us are conditioned by social, economic, religious influences, and
SO On; we are copyists, we imitate, and therefore we disregard that
which is new, we call it revolutionary or absurd and put it aside.
But if we can examine, if we can look at it with freedom from all
prejudices, from all limitations, then perhapsit is possibleto
understand and to commune with each other. There is communion
only when thereis no barrier; and an idea, a prejudice, is a barrier.

When you love somebody, you commune, you have no idea about



the person whom you love. Similarly, if we can establish a
relationship of real communion between us so that you and |
understand the problem together, then there is a possibility of a
radical revolution in the world. After all, the world does need, not
mere reformation, not a superficial revolution, but afundamental,
radical revolution, arevolution which is not based on an idea.
Revolution that is the outcome of an ideais not a fundamental
transformation, but merely the continuance of amodified idea or
pattern. So, let us see if during these talks we can establish between
the speaker and the listener a communion that is beyond mere
words. Words are necessary for communication, but if we merely
remain on that level, surely there is no understanding.
Understanding comes when we go beyond the verbal level; but the
highly cultivated mind lives on words, it is capable of examining
only through the screen of words, and such examination is
obviously not understanding; on the contrary, it merely leadsto
further arguments and disputations.

S0, isit not possible for us to establish real communion, not
merely on the verbal level, but at a deeper, more worthwhile level?
Surely, that is possible; but to do it, you and | have to look at our
problems anew - our problems being those of living, of
relationship, of the strife between man and man, between groups of
people, - we have to approach and examine them afresh, for only
then isthere a possibility of bringing about a fundamental change
in our lives and therefore in the life of society. Our first basic
problem is one of relationship, isit not; and that relationship is
based on the morality of the past or of the future, that is, on
traditional precepts, or on an idea of what ought to be. Our



morality, upon which our action is based, is the outcome of the
past, of the traditional, or of the future which istheideal; and when
we base our action on the future or on the past, obviously thereis
no action at all. Aslong as we live by hope we cannot act, because
hope is obviously the response of afuture demand, and aslong as
we base our action on a hope, on an Utopia, on the ideal of
perfection or a scheme of what ought to be, we are not living in the
present. An ideais always of the future or of the past, and when
relationship is considered in term; of the future or the past,
naturally no action is possible - action being immediate, alwaysin
the present, in the now.

One of our enormous problemsis, isit not?, to bring about a
fundamental revolution in the present existing order. Seeing the
disproportion and maldistribution, the whole economic structure of
rich and poor, the conflict between those who have and those who
have not, and so on, we try to solve the economic and social
problems through a scheme, through an idea, through a pattern.
There isthe pattern, the system of the left and of the right, and
these systems are invariably based on anidea. That is, the left starts
out to resolve the problem by having a new system whichisin
conflict with the right; and as long as we are in conflict over ideas,
on which all systems are based, obviously there is no solution. To
put it differently, there are the problems of starvation, of
unemployment, of wars, and we approach them, having already in
mind a certain definite system for resolving each one of them. Can
any system, whether of the left or of the right, resolve any
problem? Both those who are committed to the left and those who
are committed to the right consider that they have the perfect, the



final, the absolute system, and so both approach the problem of
starvation, of unemployment and wars, with an idea, with a
prejudice. The result isthat the systems, the ideas, the beliefs, are
in conflict with each other, and the problems remain. If you and |
really want to start resolving a problem, surely we must examine
the problem directly with out the prejudice or screen of a system;
for it isonly when the mind is free from systems, whether of the
left or of the right, that it is possible for us to face the problem
itself.

Now, isit possible to have action without idea? - that isreally
the basic question. Theideais obviously a hope, it is based on the
future or on the past; and can we live without hope? Obvioudly, to
live without hope implies understanding the present directly, not in
terms of the past or of the future. If we look into our own minds
and examine the basis of our thought, we will see that we are
thinking in terms of the ideal, of the future, of the hope of
becoming something, of attaining a new state. Hope always leads
to death, in hope thereis no life; for lifeisin the present, not in the
future. Life is neither in the future nor in the past, but in the
process of living now. So, isit not possible to examine all our
problems anew whatever they be - economic, individual or
collective - , to look at them without the pattern, the hope of the
future, and without the prejudice, the conditioning of the past?
Surely, every challenge is new, otherwise it is not a challenge; and
to meet that challenge, our minds must be fresh, new, not burdened
with the past or with the hope of the future. And isit possible for
the mind to meet a problem without either the conditioning of the
past, or the escape, the hope of the future? Surely, it is possible



only when you and |, asindividuals, are capable of understanding
the problem, whatever it be, personal or collective, and responding
to the challenge adequately, fully and completely; and it isonly
when the mind is not burdened with knowledge, with experience,
that one can respond to the challenge adequately, naturally. That
actually means, does it not?, that the mind must be capable of
being very quiet; because it is only when we are not struggling,
when we do not put forward an idea, when the mind is very quiet,
that understanding comes. | do not know if you have noticed thisin
your own daily life. When you are agitated, worrying over a
problem, surely you do not understand it; but when the mind is
very quiet, free from the past and the future, then it is capable of
meeting the challenge adequately. It is the inadequacy of our
response to the challenge that creates the problem, and our
response to the challenge must be inadequate as long as our actions
are based on either the past or the future, on either tradition or
hope. Therefore, a man who would really understand the problem
of existence and so bring about aradical revolution, must be free
from the past and the future, from hope and from tradition, from
theideal and from what has been. Such a state of mind is creative,
and it is only the creative mind that can understand the present
problems, not the mind that is riddled with ideas, inventing
schemes and following ideals, not the mind that is merely copying,
imitating; because, the challenge is always new, and if we want to
understand, we must meet it anew.

So, redlity, or whatever name you like to give it, is a state of
being in which the mind is no longer swinging between the past

and the future, but is perceiving and understanding what is from



moment to moment. The past and the future are not what is. The
what is, isthe new, it is unrelated to the past and the future; and to
meet it, the mind itself must not be caught in the swing of the past
and the future, the mind must not be a passage, a movement of the
past to the future. The understanding of what is, isredlity, and
reality is not of time; and amind that is the product of time cannot
understand reality. So, the mind must be utterly still, not made still,
not compelled, disciplined or controlled; and it is still only when it
understands this whole process of becoming, this movement of
time from the past through the present to the future. Several
guestions have been sent in, and before | answer them, may |
suggest that you and | together try to find the right answers. It is
very easy to ask a question and wait for an answer, that ismerely a
schoolboy trick; but it requires a mature, an intelligent, exploring
mind, amind that is free from prgjudices, to take the journey of
discovery. So, in considering these questions, we are going to take
ajourney together and find the truth - not an answer to suit you or
me. Truth, surely, is not opinion, truth is not dependent on
knowledge; and where there is knowledge, truth is not. Truth is not
the result of experience; for experience is memory, and merely to
live in memory isto deny truth. To discover truth, the mind must
be free, swift and pliable. Therefore, there must be that art of
listening, of hearing, which reveals the truth without effort;
because, effort is obviously desire, and where there is desire there
is conflict, and conflict is never creative. So, in considering these
guestions, please do not wait for an answer because thereis no
answer. Life has no such answer asa yes or a no', it is much too

vast, immeasurable; and to fathom the immeasurabl e, the mind



must be free, silent. Our quest is not to find an opinion, a
conclusion with its admissions and denials, but to discover the
right answer, the truth of the question. If | may suggest, you and |
are going to see if we cannot discover the truth of the problem;
because it is truth alone that frees you from the problem, not your
or my opinion, however wise, however erudite. The man of
knowledge, the man of opinion, the man of experience, will never
find truth; for the mind must be very ssmple to find truth, and
simplicity is not achieved through learning.

Question: Our lives ore empty of any real impulse of kindness,
and we seek to fill this void with organized charity and compulsive
justice. Sex isour life. Can you throw any light on this weary
subject?

Krishnamurti: To translate the question, our problem s, isit
not?, that our lives are empty, and we know no love; we know
sensations, we know advertising, we know sexual demands, but
thereis no love. And how is this emptiness to be transformed, how
isoneto find that flame without smoke? Surely, that is the
guestion, isit not? So, let us find out the truth of the matter
together.

Why are our lives empty? Though we are very active, though
we write books and go to cinemas, though we play, love, and go to
the office, yet our lives are empty, boring, mere routine. Why are
our relationships so tawdry, empty, and without much
significance? We know our own lives sufficiently well to be aware
that our existence has very little meaning; we quote phrases and
ideas which we have learnt - what so and so has said, what the

mahatma, the latest saints or the ancient saints, have said. If itis



not areligious, it isapolitical or intellectual leader that we follow,
either Marx, or Adler, or Christ. We are just gramophone records
repeating, and we call this repetition "knowledge'. We learn, we
repeat, and our lives remain utterly tawdry, boring and ugly. Why?
Why isit like that? If you and | really put that question to
ourselves, won't we find the answer? Why isit that we have given
so much significance to the things of the mind? Why has the mind
become so important in our lives - mind being ideas, thought, the
capacity to rationalize, to weigh, to balance, to calculate? Why
have we given such extraordinary significance to the mind? -
which does not mean that we must become emotional, sentimental
and gushy. We know this emptiness, we know this extraordinary
sense of frustration; and why istherein our lives this vast
shallowness, this sense, of negation? Surely, we can understand it
only when we approach it through awareness in relationship.
What is actually taking place in our relationships? Are not our
relationships a self-isolation? |'s not every activity of the mind a
process of safeguarding, of seeking security, isolation? I's not that
very thinking which we say is collective, a process of isolation? Is
not every action of our life a self-enclosing process? Y ou yourself
can seeit inyour daily life, can't you? The family has become a
self-isolating process; and being isolated, it must exist in
opposition. So, all our actions are leading to self-isolation, which
creates this sense of emptiness; and being empty, we proceed to fill
the emptiness with radios, with noise, with chatter, with gossip,
with reading, with the acquisition of knowledge, with
respectability, money, socia position, and so on and on. But these
are al part of the isolating process, and therefore they merely give



strength to isolation. So, for most of us, lifeis a process of
isolation, of denial, resistance, conformity to a pattern; and
naturally in that process thereis no life, and therefore thereis a
sense of emptiness, a sense of frustration. Surely, to love someone
isto be in communion with that person, not on one particular level,
but completely, integrally, profusely; but we do not know such
love. We know love only as sensation - my children, my wife, my
property, my knowledge, my achievement; and that again is an
isolating process, isit not? Our lifein all directions leads to
exclusion, it is a self-enclosing momentum of thought and feeling
and occasionally we have communion with another. That iswhy
there is this enormous problem.

Now, that isthe actual state of our lives - respectability,
possession, and emptiness - , and the question is, how are we to go
beyond it? How are we to go beyond this loneliness, this
emptiness. thisinsufficiency, thisinner poverty? | do not think
most of us want to. Most of us are satisfied aswe are; it istoo
tiresome to find out a new thing, so we prefer to remain as we are -
and that isthereal difficulty. We have so many securities, we have
built walls around ourselves with which we are satisfied; and
occasionally there is awhisper beyond the wall, occasionally there
is an earthquake, arevolution, a disturbance which we soon
smother. So, most of usreally do not want to go beyond the self-
enclosing process; all that we are seeking is a substitution, the
same thing in adifferent form. Our dissatisfaction is so superficial;
we want a new thing that will satisfy us, a new safety, a new way
of protecting ourselves - which is again the process of isolation.
We are actually seeking, not to go beyond isolation, but to



strengthen isolation so that it will be permanent and undisturbed. It
isonly the very few who want to break through and see what is
beyond this thing that we call emptiness, loneliness. Those who are
seeking a substitution for the old will be satisfied by discovering
something that offers a new security; but there are obviously some
who will want to go beyond that, so let us proceed with them.
Now, to go beyond loneliness, emptiness, one must understand
the whole process of the mind, must one not? What is this thing we
call loneliness, emptiness? How do we know it is empty, how do
we know it is lonely? By what measure do you say it is "this and
not "that'? Do you understand the problem? When you say it is
lonely, it is empty, what is the measure? How do you know itis
empty? Y ou can know it only according to the measurement of the
old. You say it isempty, you give it aname, and you think you
have understood it, Is not the very naming of the thing a hindrance
to the understanding of it? Look, Sirs, most of us know what this
loneliness is, don't we?, this loneliness from which we are trying to
escape. Most of us are aware of thisinner poverty, thisinner
insufficiency. It is not an abortive reaction, it isafact, and by
calling it some name, we cannot dissolveit - it is there. Now, how
do we know its content, how do we know the nature of it? Do you
know something by giving it aname? Do you know me by calling
me by aname? Y ou can know me only when you observe me,
when you have communion with me; but calling me by a name,
saying | am this or that, obvioudly puts an end to communion with
me. Similarly, to know the nature of that thing which we call
loneliness, there must be communion with it; and communion is

not possible if you name it. To understand something, the naming



must cease first. If you want to understand your child at all, which
| doubt, what do you do? Y ou look at him, watch him in his play,
observe him, study him, don't you? In other words, you love that
which you want to understand. When you love something,
naturally there is communion with it; but loveis not aword, a
name, athought. Y ou cannot love that which you call loneliness
because you are not fully aware of it, you approach it with fear -
not fear of it, but of something else. Y ou have not thought about
loneliness because you do not really know what it is. Sirs, don't
smile, thisis not a clever argument. Experience the thing while we
are talking, then you will see the significance of it.

So, that thing which we call the empty is a process of isolation,
which is the product of everyday relationship; because, in
relationship, we are consciously or unconsciously seeking
exclusion. Y ou want to be the exclusive owner of your property, of
your wife or husband, of your children, you want to name the thing
or the person as "'min€', which obviously means exclusive
acquisition. This process of exclusion must inevitably lead to a
sense of isolation, and as nothing can live in isolation, thereis
conflict; and from that conflict we are trying to escape. All forms
of escape of which we can possibly conceive - whether socia
activities, drink, the pursuit of God. Puja, the performance of
ceremonial's, dancing and other amusements - are on the same
level; and if we seein daily life thistotal process of escape from
conflict and want to go beyond it, we must understand relationship.
It is only when the mind is not escaping in any form that it is
possible to be in direct communion with that thing which we call

loneliness, the alone; and to have communion with that thing, there



must be affection, there must be love. In other words, you must
love the thing to understand it. Love is the only revolution; and
love is not atheory, not an idea, it does not follow any book or any
pattern of social behaviour. So, the solution of the problem is not to
be found in theories, which merely create further isolation; it isto
be found only when the mind, which is thought, is not seeking an
escape from loneliness. Escape is a process of isolation, and the
truth of the matter is that there can be communion only when there
islove; and it isonly then that the problem of lonelinessis
resolved.

Question: India has an ancient tradition of ssmple living and few
wants. At present, however, millions are held in the grip of
involuntary poverty and privation, while at the other end of the
scale thisland is dominated by the rich upper classes who are
aready living a European mode of life. How can one discover the
right relationship to possessions and comforts?

Krishnamurti: Sir, what do you mean by simplicity? Isit not
important to find out first what is simplicity of life? Having but
few clothes, a couple of loin cloths - isthat asimplelife? Isit a
simple life to have few needs and be satisfied with one meal aday?
The outward show of simplicity - isthat simple? Or must
simplicity begin at quite a different level, not at the periphery, but
at the centre? S0, let us find out what we mean by simplicity.

A mind that is complex, struggling to develop virtues, seeking
power by trying to follow an ideal, to be nonviolent, disciplining
itself, conforming to something, aiming at something, forcing itself
in order to become something - is such a mind simple? Obviously

not. But we want the outward show of simplicity, because that is



very profitable; that is the traditional, the ideal. A mind that
pursuestheideal isnot asimple mind - it isan escaping mind. A
mind in conflict, amind that is conforming to a pattern, whatever it
be, is not asimple mind; but where there is simplicity at the centre,
there will be smplicity also at the periphery.

Now, the questioner wants to know how to discover the right
relationship to possessions and comforts. If we use possessions for
psychological gratification, then obviously possessions lead to
complexity. We use things, possessions, not as mere necessities,
but to satisfy a psychological need, do we not? That is, property
becomes a means of self-aggrandizement. Most of us are seeking
titles, position, property, land, virtues, recognition; and all that
implies, doesit not?, a psychologica need, an inward demand to be
something. When our relationship to property is based on a
psychological need, obviously we cannot lead a simple life, and
therefore there must be conflict - which isso clear. That is, when |
use property, people, or ideas as a means towards my
psychological gratification, then | must possess - whatever it is, it
is ‘mine. Therefore, | must protect it, | must fight for it, and hence
the conflict begins.

So, it isimportant, isit not?, to understand our relationship to
property; but obviously, you cannot understand that relationship if
you approach it through any particular pattern. Understanding is
not according to any plain, whether communist or socialist,
whether of the right or of the left. Aslong as we use property asa
means of self-aggrandizement, there must be conflict, there must
be a society which is based on violence. It is not merely an

economic problem, but much more a psychological problem; and



the economists who are trying to solve it on the economic level
will always fail because the significance is much deeper. Aren't
you using property, comforts, power, as a means of self-
aggrandizement? To know that you have so much money in the
bank, that you have atitle, an estate - does it not give you
importance, a sense of power? If it is not property you are after,
then you want to be an official, a bureaucrat, acommissar, an
ambassador, and God knows what else; and from that you get a
sense of satisfaction, the feeling that you are somebody.

S0, we base our relationship on self-aggrandizement; and as
long as we use people, ideas and things for our self-
aggrandizement, there must be violence. The problem cannot be
solved through any pattern of economic or social action, but
requires the understanding of our whole psychological being;
therefore there must be an inward revolution, and not merely a
revolution on the outside. It is very difficult to be as nothing, not to
demand to be something, because most of us want to be successful,
we are all after successin some form or other, are we not? In the
business or social world, in politics, as awriter, as a poet, we want
recognition, we want success in some form; so the problem is
really much more inward and psychologi- cal than outward and
objective. Aslong as we base our relationship on property, there
must be this appalling division of those who have and those who
have not, the rich and the poor; and we are trying to abolish that
division through revolution based on an idea, which is a pattern of
outside action determining how individuals shall behave in society
without a fundamental, radical transformation at the centre, which

isthe psyche. That iswhy arevolution which merely substitutes



one pattern for another is no revolution at al. We think that by
having an outward revolution we can bring about a new world
based on what should be. On the contrary, revolution can only be at
the centre, in the psyche, and then it will produce real outward
revolution; but do what you will, mere outward revolution can
never bring about an internal revolution.

So, our problem is, not how to bring about a new pattern or a
new substitution, But how to awaken the radical revolution in
ourselves. That isthe real problem; because, what you are, the
world isYour problem isthe world's problem, you are not separate
from the world; you and the world are an integrated process, the
world is not without you. So, unless thereisarevolution at the
centre, revolution on the outside has very little meaning. Most of
us do not want to change, or "we want to change only superficially,
while maintaining certain things as they are in relation to our
psychological demands, but it isonly aradical inward revolution
that will transform the world. It must begin with you as an
individual, you cannot look to the mass; for it isonly individuals,
not the mass, that can bring about transformation. Therefore, you
and | must radically transform ourselves, and in that thereis
tremendous beauty, in that thereis creative thinking. A man who is
happy, who loves, does not want possessions, he is not carried
away by success, by power, position or authority. It is the unhappy,
the sorrowful, who seek power and success as an escape from their
own insufficiency. Superficial discontent only leads to gratification
and further discontent; and as most of us are only superficially
discontented, we do not want to be free from discontent. To be free

from discontent is to bring about a fundamental revolution.



Contentment, which is not the opposite of discontent, isthat state
in which there is the understanding of what is; and the
understanding of what is, is not a matter of time, itisnot in the
movement of the past to the future. The mind can be free only
when it issimple, clean, and such a mind alone can be content.
Only the mind that is free can establish right relationship to
property. Y ou will say, "That will take avery long time, because it
isonly afew who can do it. In the meantime, the world is going to
pieces, and therefore we must organize collectively'. That isavery
facile and specious argument. Actually, even though you organize
yourselves to bring about a collective revolution, that also will take
time; and how do you know that you have the key to the future?
What gives you the authority and the certainty that by your
particular revolution you are going to create a marvellous Utopia?
Surely, then, it isreally important that the problem be viewed,
not on a particular level, but profoundly, intimately, and with an
integrated approach, for in that alone is there a solution. Y ou
cannot be integrated if you approach the problem with any sense of
resistance, through any form of compulsion or conformity.
Therefore, the thing that brings about integration islove; but to
love the problem, you cannot impose on it any particular theory or
discipline. If you really want to solve this problem of right
relationship to property, you must be able to understand the whole
structure of your being. But you see, you want quick answers, you
want an immediate response, an easy solution to this problem; and
no one on earth can giveit to you. There is no immediate solution
to avery complex problem. The immediacy isin the response of

the individual, not in the solution of the problem. Y ou can change



immediately if you so desire - but you don't. It iswhen you have a
crisis that you have to change. A crisis means that you approach
the problem with extraordinary completeness, otherwiseit isnot a
crisis. But you do not want crisesin your lives; that iswhy you
have lawyers, that is why you have priests, that is why you have
official revolutionaries. Y ou avoid crisis; but when you are up
against it, then you will find the right answer.

Question: What is self-knowledge? The traditional approach to
self-knowledge is the knowledge of Atman as distinct from the
ego. Isthat what you mean by self-knowledge?

Krishnamurti: Look Sirsyou are all well-read, aren't you? Y ou
have read all the religious books, and that is how you know about
the Atman; otherwise you do not know anything about it. Y ou have
read it in the books and you like the idea, so you accept it; but you
don't really know whether it exists or does not exist. Y ou want
permanency, and the Atman guarantees it. Now, suppose you had
not read a single religious book about the Atman, the Super -
Atman, and all therest of it, what would you do? Y ou might
invent; but if you had no previous knowledge, what would be your
approach? And that is my approach - | have not read asingle
religious or psychological book, because | do not want them. Not
that | am conceited; but since the whole businessisinside you, you
can discover it for yourself - but not by looking outside. Otherwise,
how do you know that Sankaracharya, Buddha, or the very latest
authority, is not wrong?

S0, to discover truth, there must be freedom; freedom, not at the
end, but at the very beginning. Freedom is not at the end, liberation

is not an end product; it must be at the beginning, otherwise you



cannot discover. Therefore, there must be freedom, freedom from
the past - and that is what you and | are going to find out. Y ou
want to know what is self knowledge. It is not of the ego, not of the
Atman - you do not know what that means. All that you know is
that you are here, an entity in relationship with another, with your
wife and children, with the world - that is all you know. That isthe
actual fact. Whether the Atman exists or not is merely atheory, a
gpeculation, and speculation is awaste of time; it isfor the
sluggish, the thoughtless.

Now, what am |? That is all that matters: what am 1? | am going
to find out what | am; | am going to see how far | can go in that
direction and find out where it leads. Because, that is the fact - not
the Atman, not the ego, not the super-super-super. | do not think
about those things, even though Buddha and Christ and everybody
may have talked about them. What | can know is my relationship
with property, with people, with ideas. So, the beginning of self
knowledge lies in the understanding of relationship, and that
relationship plays on all levels, not on one particular level only. |
have to find out what my relationship is with my wife, with my
children, with property, with society, with ideas. Relationship is
the mirror in which | see myself as| am, and to see myself as| am
is the beginning of wisdom. Wisdom is not something that you can
buy in books or go to a guru to acquire; that is mere information,
and wisdom is not information. Wisdom is the beginning of self-
knowledge, and that wisdom comes when you understand
relationship.

Now, to understand relationship, to see very clearly in

relationship the fact of what you are, there must be no



condemnation or justification - you must look at the fact with
freedom. How can you understand something if you condemn it, or
wish it to be something other than it is? Through your
understanding of relationship there comes the discovery from
minute to minute of the ways of your thinking, the structure of
your mind; and as long as the mind does not understand its total
process, both the conscious and the unconscious, there can be no
freedom. S0, through the relationship of everyday contacts, of
everyday action, you come to a point when you see that the thinker
is not different from thought. When you say the Atman is different
from the ego, it is still within the field of thought; and without
understanding the process, the functioning of thought, it is utterly
futile to talk of reality and the Atman, because they have no
existence, they are merely the prejudices of thought. What we have
to do isto understand the thought process, and that can be
understood only in relationship. Self-knowledge begins with the
understanding of relationship - which we shall discuss later.

Then there is the question of the thinker and the thought, the
experiencer and the experienced, with which we are familiar. Is
there athinker as an entity separate from thought? Surely thereis
no separate entity; thereis only thought, and it is thought that has
created this separate entity called the thinker. Thought isthe
response of memory, both the conscious as well asthe
unconscious, the hidden and the open; memory is experience, and
experience is response to a challenge, which becomes the
experienced - that is the total process of our consciousness, isit
not? There is memory, then experience, which is the response to

challenge, then the naming process, which further cultivates



memory. Memory responds as thought in relationship, and this
whole process of thought, this cycle of memory, challenge,
response, experience and naming, which becomes further memory,
iswhat we call consciousness. That isall | am, that isall | know.
S0, | see that my mind functions within the field of time, within the
field of the known; and can it function beyond that field? | see now
the whole process of my thinking, which leads me to the question,
can the mind go beyond thought, which is the result of the known?
Obvioudly not; be cause, when thought seeks to go beyond, it is
pursuing its own projection. Thought cannot experience the
unknown, it can only experience that which it has projected, which
is the known. Thought is the mind, which is the result of time, the
result of the past; and | want to know if the mind can go beyond
itself. Obvioudly it cannot, because the "beyond' is the unknown, it
is not of time. So, the mind must come to an end - which means,
the mind must be still, meditative. Meditation is not the becoming
of something, but the understanding of the total process of
relationship, which is self-knowledge. It is only when the mind is
still, not compelled to be still, that there is a possibility of
experiencing the un known.

So, then, can the mind, which isthe result of experience, which
IS memory - can such a mind experience the unknown? Do you
under stand the problem? Can the mind, which is memory, the
product of time, experience the timeless?lt is the function of the
mind to remember; and is truth a matter of experience and
remembrance? We will discuss al this further as we go along; but
just listen to what is being said, go with it, play with it, do not

resist it. The point is: the mind is the result of time, time being me-



mory, and memory says, | have experienced or have not
experienced'. Is truth, the unknown, the immeasurable, a matter of
experience, which means something to be remembered? If you
remember some thing, it is already the known, isit not? So, isit
not possible to experience something which is not in terms of time
- which means experiencing in the sense of seeing the truth from
moment to moment? If | remember truth, it is no longer truth;
because memory is a matter of time, of continuity, and truth is not
of time, truth is not a continuity. The truth of the Buddhais not the
truth which you discover today. Truth is never the same, it has no
continuity; it isonly from moment to moment, it cannot be
remembered. Thereis truth only when mind is completely silent.
Truth is not something to be sought after, experienced, held and
worshipped. There can be the experiencing of the timeless only
when the mind is free from all conditioning. So, self-knowledge is
the understanding of conditioning.

What isimportant is to under stand the total process of the
mind. We will discussit later; but we will have to see that truth is
not some thing to be remembered. That which is remembered is of
time, it isathing of the past, and truth can never be of the past or
of the future; truth can only bein the present, in that state where
thereis no time. Time is the process of the mind, themind is
thought, and thought is the response of memory. Memory isthe
experience of challenge and response, and because the response is
inadequate it creates the problem in relationship. So, the
understanding of the total process of the self liesin the
understanding of relationship in daily life; and that understanding

frees the mind from time, and there fore it is capable of



experiencing reality from moment to moment, which is not a

process of remembering - it can no longer be termed “experience,

it isquite adifferent state altogether. That state of being isbliss, it

is not something that you learn in books and repeat like

gramophone records. Such a man is happy, he does not repeat, for

him life has no problem. It is only the mind that creates problems.
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When there is so much confusion and contradiction, not only in our
own lives, but also among the specialists and the learned, action
becomes extremely difficult, and to know what to do, to find a
right mode of conduct, aright way of living, is hazardous and
uncertain. This confusion is on the increase at the present time, not
only in ourselves, but also about us; and we have to find, have we
not?, away of action that will not bring more conflict, more
misery, more strife and destruction. We see that whatever the
experts, the political leaders and religious authorities assert, only
leads to further misery, further chaos, further confusion. So, the
problem of action - not only individual, but also collective action -
is very important; and to find out how to live is much more
significant than merely to follow a certain pattern of action.

Now, to act, obviously there must be true individuality; but,
though we have separate bodies, we are actually not individuals at
al, psychologically we are not separate. We are not individualsin
the true sense of the word, but are made up of many layers of
memory, of tradition, conflict, and patterns, both conscious and
otherwise; and that is the whole structure of our being. So, if we
examine the individual closely, we will see that in actuality thereis
no individuality at al, there is no uniqueness. After al, by
individuality we mean the quality of uniqueness, the quality of
creativeness, the quality of aloneness that is creative. Sirs, the
action which does not contribute to further misery, to further chaos,

to further destruction, is possible only when there is true



individuality, and individuality is possible only when we
understand this whole process of conformity and imitation. For
most of us, living is merely the pursuit of a pattern, the pattern that
has been, or the pattern that will be. If we examine our daily
conduct, our daily way of thinking, we will see that the process of
our action is acontinual imitation, a mere copying. All that we
know and all that we have acquired is based on imitation. It is
because we are imitative, copying, that we are not individuals at
al. We quote what so and so has said, what Sankaracharya,
Buddha or Christ has said, because it has become the pattern of our
existence never to discover, never to find out the truth for
ourselves, but to repeat what someone else has discovered, what
someone el se has experienced. When we use the experience of
another, however true, as the pattern for our action, our action then
isreally founded on imitation, and that actionisalie. Please sit
down, Sir - these meetings are not meant for those who are not
serious. Thisisnot a political meeting or a show, where you can
show off your faces or get your photographs taken. (Laughter) Y ou
would not do thisin areligious temple, would you? We are dealing
with life, not with the mere outward show of things; and to
understand life, we have to understand this complete process of
living which is ourselves. To understand ourselves we must
understand the whole content of the conscious and of the
unconscious mind; and if you merely pay scant attention to what is
being said, | am afraid you will not gather the full significance of
it.

S0, action which is based on imitation, on copying, on

conformity, on the pursuit of a pattern, must inevitably lead to



confusion - which is actually what is happening in the world at the
present time. Why isit that we conform, why isit that we imitate,
copy, quote authorities, cling to the sanction of what has been or
what will be? Why isit that we cannot discover how to live
directly for ourselves, instead of copying somebody? Isit not
because most of us are afraid to be without security? Most of us
want a certain state which we call “peace, but which isreally a
state in which one does not want to be disturbed. Most of us are not
adventurous, and that is why we merely live by copying and are
satisfied with imitation. It is only when we break through, when we
understand the process of imitation, that there is a possibility of
individual action, which is creation.

Especially in these times, when there is so much confusion in
the world, when there are so many authorities, so many gurus, so
many leaders, each asserting and denying, each giving a new
pattern of action, isit not important to find out what is action
independent of the pattern, independent of the copy? And you can
find that out only when you understand the process and the
significance of imitation - not only the imitation of an external
example, but the imitation and the conformity brought about by the
authority of your own experience. Authority comes into being,
does it not?, when you want to be secure; and the more you desire
security, the less you will have it - which is being shown by these
endless wars. Each group consisting of so-called individuals wants
to be secure, so each creates a system, a pattern for security based
on its own authority in conflict with the authority of others. So, as
long as you seek security in any form, psychological or

physiological, there must be conflict, there must be destruction.



The desire for security implies conformity; and it is only when the
mind isreally in secure, completely uncertain, when it has no
authority, either external or inward, when it is not imitating an
example, an ideal, or clinging to the authority of what has been - it
is only then that the mind is without any conformity and therefore
free to discover; and only then is there creation.

So, our problem is not how to act, but how to bring about that
state of creation which istrue individuality. That state is obviously
not based on an idea, because creation can never be an ideation.
| deation must cease for the creative to be. There cannot be creative
action aslong asthereis a pattern, an idea; and as our lifeis based
on idea, on conformity to the ideal, we are not creative - and that is
the real problem, and not how to act. Anybody will tell you how to
act, any politician, any clever system, will tell you what to do; but
in doing it, you will create more mischief, more misery, more
confusion, more strife, because your action is not the outcome of
creation. That iswhy it isimportant to be free from conformity and
to be atrueindividual. To do that, you must know what you are at
every moment; and in the understanding of what you are, thereisa
possibility of bringing about a society which is not based on
conflict, destruction and misery. Such an individual is a happy
individual, and happiness does not demand the imitation of virtue;
on the contrary, happiness creates virtue. A happy manisa
virtuous man - it is the unhappy man who is not virtuous; and
however much he may try to become virtuous, aslong heis
unhappy, for him there is no virtue. He may become respectable,
that respectability only covers up unhappiness. So, what is

important is to discover for ourselves the pattern of conformity and



to see the truth about that conformity; for only when we see that
the pattern is created by fear of insecurity can there be a state of
creation.

| have as usual been given many questions, and while
considering them together may | suggest that you do not resist
what is being said, but rather hear it just as you would listen to
music. Just listen to me without disputation. To dispute and deny is
the usual and easy way, but the disputatious mind can never bein a
state of tranquillity, in which alone understanding comes. Also, if |
may suggest, do not merely wait for explanations, do not ook to
me for a conclusion or an answer - which | shall not give. Thereis
no categorical answer for the real problems of life, thereisonly
understanding; and understanding is catching the full significance
of the problem, seeing the whole content of it. So, please be good
enough to listen to me with friendliness, and with the intention to
find out the significance of the problem itself rather than merely
wait for an answer.

Question: Y ou assert that you have not read a single book, but
do you really mean it? Don't you know that such |oose statements
cause resentment? Y ou appear to know the latest jargon of politics,
economics, psychology, and the sciences; and are you trying to
suggest that you get all this information by some superhuman
powers?

Krishnamurti: Sir, whether you like it or not, it isafact that |
have not read a single religious book, nor any books on psychology
or science; and it is also afact that when | was young | was not put
through a rigorous course of learning in philosophy or psychology.
Somehow or other | have been reluctant to read them - they bore



me, that is afact. Obviously | meet large numbers of people of
every type - scientists, philosophers, analysts, religious people, and
so on - who come to discuss; and occasionally | read some weekly
magazines on politics and world affairs. That isall | havein the
way of general information. Now, why do you resent it? Isit not
because you have read so much, and your own ignorance is shown
up by someone who has not read? Sir, do you read in order to
become wise? Is knowledge wisdom? I's wisdom not something
entirely different from knowledge? But there are two problemsin
this: oneiswhy thereisresentment in you, and the other is how |
gather all that | am talking about. So, let usfirst enquire into why
you resent.

Isit not important to find out why you feel resentment? Y ou
read newspapers, magazines, sacred books, al the commentaries
on philosophy, psychology and science, and you keep on reading.
Why do you read, why do you keep your mind so constantly
occupied? And why do you resent it when somebody who has not
read points out something? Is it because you are frustrated and you
dislike, you hate anyone who shows a different attitude towards
life? What is the process of your own resentment? Surely it is
important to find out whether wisdom, understanding, comes
through books; and why isit that you read, why do you fill your
minds with information, with what so and so has said? Does it not
indicate a very sluggish mind, an un-enquiring mind? Does it not
also indicate amind that is not capable of really investigating,
directly experiencing? Such amind is living on other people's
experience, and so it is satisfied, it is put to sleep, it is made dull;
and can amind that isfilled with chatter, with information, ever be



receptive to wisdom?

The second problem is this: though | may talk, | have not read
any book; and you ask, "Are you trying to suggest that you get all
this information by some superhuman powers?' Now, if you do not
read, you have to know how to listen, you have to see and
understand more clearly, observe more delicately and acutely, do
you not? Y ou have to be much more subtly aware of everything
about you, not only of the people you meet, the people who come
to see you, but also of the people in the tram car, in the taxi, on the
road. Y ou have to watch everything, haven't you?, more acutely,
more clearly; and you are prevented from doing it, if you are
cluttered up with information. When you are living fully, with
undivided attention, there is direct experience, you do not have
authorities and sanctions; and besides, why do you want to ook to
others when you have the whole treasure in yourself? After all, you
are the total result of al humanity, are you not?, both the collective
and the so-called individual. Y ou are the sum total of all the fathers
and all the mothers; and if you know how to look into yourself, you
do not have to read a single book on religion, on philosophy or
psychology, because the book is yourself. Y ou may have to read
for scientific information, to learn mathematics, and so on; but all
that can be kept in libraries. Why do you want to fill your mind
with facts when you have atreasure in yourself which requires a
great deal of attention, agreat deal of watchfulness? Y ou see, that
Isthe whole gist of the matter. Though we come across peopl e of
every type, of every degree of learning, it is the understanding of
onesalf that brings infinite knowledge, infinite wisdom.

Sirs, | am sure that in the olden days, before books were



published, before there were followers, teachers and gurus, there
were original discoverer's who had never read any book. Because
there was no Bhagavad Gita, no Bible, no book of any kind, they
had to find out for themselves, had they not? How did they go
about it? Obviously they neither had sanctions, nor did they
stupidly quote the authority of some individual. They searched out
the truth for themselves, they found it in the sacred places of their
own minds and hearts. Surely we also can discover the truth for
ourselvesin the sacred places of our minds and hearts. But to
discover, to see what is without condemnation or justification, is
extraordinarily difficult. The mind is merely a process of the past
using the present as a passage to the future; and how can such a
mind see what is? To see what is, the mind must be free from all
acquisition, from all accumulation - but that is a different problem.
We are now trying to understand the problem of why we read, and
why we have resentment against those who do not read; and is it
possible for one who has read, who has accumulated so much
information, to be free to see, to listen and to hear?

Now, it is no good being resentful, that is stupid, that isonly a
waste of time; but we are al indulging in action which has no
meaning, and surely, Sirsand Ladies, if you want to find out what
wisdom is, you have in yourselves the key and also the door which
must be opened. Self-knowledge is the beginning of wisdom; but
self-knowledge begins very near, it is not at some supreme Atmic
level - which is merely another invention of a clever mind seeking
security. Self-knowledge isreflected in your relationship with your
wife, with your children, with your neighbour, with your boss, with

your property, with the trees, and with the world. To go very far,



you must begin very near. But most of us dislike to begin near
because we are so ugly and so frightened of ourselves; so we
imagine something marvellous in the distance and make that our
goal, our motto, the pattern which we have to follow. Because we
are not willing to see and understand what we are from moment to
moment, we make of our life a contradiction, a misery, an utter
mess. Sir, truth is here, not far; happinessisin the discovery of
what is, and that is virtue.

Question: |s beauty to be cultivated or acquired? What does
beauty mean to you?

Krishnamurti: Beauty, surely, is something which is not of the
mind, therefore beauty is not sensation. Most of us seek sensation,
which we call beauty. The fashion, the style which can be changed,
adjusted or dropped; the expensive furniture which you buy or
have copied for your particular home, if you have money; the
beautiful woman, the beautiful child, the beautiful picture, the
beautiful house - surely, all that isreally the response of sensation,
which is the response of the mind, isit not? And is beauty
sensation, is beauty merely of external form and shape? Putting on
asari in the right way, having one's lips carefully curved by
lipstick, walking in a particular manner - is that beauty? And is
beauty the denia of the ugly? Is virtue the denial of evil? Isthere
beauty in any denial? Surely, there is denia, the pleasing and the
not pleasing, only when there is sensation. Just listen to it, do not
contradict, do not oppose; just listen and you will discover what we
mean by beauty.

While the outward form must obviously be given certain respect

and needs certain care, cleanliness, and all the rest of it, both as



part of necessity and for esthetics reasons, surely that is not beauty,
isit? Beauty which isasensation is of the mind, and the mind can
make anything beautiful or ugly; therefore beauty that depends on
the mind is not beauty, isit? So, what is beauty? The mind is
sensation, and if the mind judges beauty and givesit aname as
goodness or truth, isthat beauty? If beauty is perceived through the
mind, it is sensation, and sensation comes to an end; and can that
ever be beautiful? Do you understand what | mean? Is it beauty
that comes to an end as sensation? | see atreein the evening lights,
the sun dancing and sparkling on the palm leaves, and it is very
beautiful. The mind, becoming attached to it, says, "How beautiful
itis, and holdsto it, resuscitating and reviving that image. At the
moment of perception it has great pleasure, a deep sense of
satisfaction, which it calls the beautiful, but a second later it is
over, it isonly amemory; so the mind gives continuity to the
sensation of what it calls beauty.

The mind, then, is continually picturing, imagining the
beautiful, which is always of the past. But is beauty of time?If itis
not of time, then beauty is something illimitable, isit not; it is not
within the frame of the word "beauty'. The mind can invent the
beautiful, but the experience of the illimitable cannot be known by
amind that is pursuing the sensation of beauty. You and | can see
beauty externally; but the mere appreciation of that expressionis
not beauty, isit? So, beauty is something beyond the mind, beyond
sensation, beyond time-limits, beyond the time-binding quality of
thought; and that measureless sense, in which all things are, is
beauty - which isto be really infinitely sensitive. The man who

denies evil, who denies the ugly, can never know what beauty is,



because the very denidl is the cultivation of the ugly. The
illimitable is not to be found in adictionary, in any religious or
philosophical book.

S0, beauty is not something of the mind; but unfortunately,
modern civilization is making beauty athing of the mind. All the
picture magazines, all the cinemas, are doing it; most of our efforts
go to making wonderful paintings, marvellous furniture, building
beautiful houses, buying the most fashionable dresses, the latest
lipstick, or whatever is displayed in the advertisements. We are
caught in the things of the mind, and that iswhy our lives are so
ugly, so empty, that iswhy we decorate ourselves - which does not
mean that we should not decorate ourselves. But there is an inner
beauty, and when you see it, then it gives significance to the outer;
but merely decorating the outer while ignoring the inner isjust like
beating adrum - it is still empty. Beauty is athing beyond the
mind: and to find that which is beautiful - call it truth, God, or what
you will -, there must be freedom from the thought process. But
that is another problem which we can discuss some other time.

Question: Through such movements as the United Nations
Organization and the World Pacifist Conferences recently held in
India, men all over the world are making an individual and
collective effort to prevent the third world war. How does your
attempt differ from theirs, and do you hope to have any appreciable
results? Can the impending war be prevented?

Krishnamurti: Let usfirst dispose of the obvious facts, and then
go more deeply into the matter. The first fact is the impending war;
and can we prevent it? Sir, what do you think? Men are bent on

slaughtering each other; you are bent on slaughtering your



neighbour - not with swords, perhaps, but you are exploiting them,
aren't you?, politically, religioudly, and economically. There are
social, communal, lingual divisions, and are you not making a
great ado about all this? Y ou do not want to prevent the impending
war because some of you are going to make money. (Laughter.)
The cunning are going to make money, and the stupid also will
want to make more. For God's sake, see the ugliness, the
ruthlessness of it. Sir, when you have a set purpose of gain at all
costs, theresult isinevitable, isit not? The third world war is
arising from the second world war, the second world war arose
from the first, and the first was the result of previouswars. Until
you put an end to the cause, mere tinkering with the symptoms has
no significance. One of the causes of war is nationalism, sovereign
governments and all the ugliness that goes with them - power
prestige, position and authority. Most of us do not want to put an
end to war because our lives are incomplete; our whole existenceis
a battlefield, a ceaseless conflict, not only with one's wife, one's
husband, one's neighbour, but with ourselves - the constant
struggle to become something. That is our life, of which war and
the hydrogen bomb are merely the violent and spectacular
projections; and as long as we do not understand the whole
significance of our existence and bring about aradical
transformation, there can be no peace in the world.

Now, the second problem is much more difficult, much more
demanding of your attention - which does not mean that the first
oneis not important. It is that most of us pay scant attention to the
transformation of ourselves because we do not want to be

transformed. We are contented and do not want to be disturbed.



We are satisfied to go along as we are, and that iswhy we are
sending our children to war, why we must have military training.
Y ou all want to save your bank accounts, hold on to your property
- adl in the name of non-violence, in the name of God and peace,
which isalot of sanctimonious nonsense. What do we mean by
peace? Y ou say the U.N.O. istrying to establish peace by
organizing its member nations, which meansit is balancing power.
|s that a pursuit of peace?

Then there is the gathering of individuals around a certain idea
of what they consider to be peace. That is, the individual resists
war either according to his moral persuasion, or his economic
ideas. We place peace either on arational basis, or on a moral
basis. We say we must have peace because war is not profitable,
which is the economic reason; or we say we must have peace
because it isimmoral to kill, itisirreligious, manis Godly in his
nature and must not be destroyed, and so on. So, there are all these
various explanations of why we should not have war; the religious,
moral, humanitarian, or ethical reasons for peace on the one hand,
and the rational, economic, or social reasons on the other.

Now, is peace athing of the mind? If you have areason, a
motive for peace, will that bring about peace? Do you understand
what | mean? If | refrain from killing you because | think it is
immoral, is that peaceful ? If for economic reasons | do not destroy,
if | do not join the army because | think it is unprofitable, is that
peaceful ? If | base my peace on a motive, on areason, can that
bring about peace? If | love you because you are beautiful, because
you please me bodily, isthat love? Sirs, please pay alittle attention

to it, because it is very important. Most of us have so cultivated our



minds, we are so intellectual, that we want to find reasons for not
killing, the reasons being the appalling destructiveness of the
atomic bomb, the mora and economic arguments for peace, and so
on; and we think that the more reasons we have for not killing, the
more there will be peace. But can you have peace through a reason,
can peace be made into a cause? Is not the very cause part of the
conflict? Is non-violence, is peace an ideal to be pursued and
attained eventually through a gradual process of evolution? These
are al reasons, rationalizations, are they not? So, if we are at all
thoughtful, our question really is, isit not? whether peaceisa
result, the outcome of a cause, or whether peace is a state of being,
not in the future or in the past, but now. If peace, if non-violenceis
anideal, surely it indicates that actually you are violent, you are
not peaceful. Y ou wish to be peaceful, and you give reasons why
you should be peaceful; and being satisfied with the reasons, you
remain violent. Actually, a man who wants peace, who sees the
necessity of being peaceful, has no ideal about peace. He does not
make an effort to become peaceful, but sees the necessity, the truth
of being peaceful. It is only the man who does not see the
importance, the necessity, the truth of being peaceful, who makes
non-violence an ideal - which isreally only a postponement of
peace. And that is what you are doing: you are al worshipping the
ideal of peace, and in the meantime enjoying violence. (Laughter.)
Sirs, you laugh; you are easily amused, aren't you? It is another
entertainment; and when you leave this meeting, you will go on
exactly as before. Do you expect to have peace by your facile
arguments, your casual talk? Y ou will not have peace because you

do not want peace, you are not interested in it, you do not see the



importance, the necessity of having peace now, not tomorrow. Itis
only when you have no reason for being peaceful that you will
have peace.

Sirs, aslong as you have areason to live, you are not living, are
you? Y ou live only when there is no reason, no cause - you just
live. Similarly, aslong as you have areason for peace, you will
have no peace. A mind that invents areason for being peaceful is
in conflict, and such a mind will produce chaos and conflict in the
world. Just think it out and you will see. How can the mind that
invents reasons for peace, be peaceful ? Y ou can have very clever
arguments and counter-arguments; but is not the very structure of
the mind based on violence? The mind is the outcome of time, of
yesterday, and it is alwaysin conflict with the present; but the man
who really wants to be peaceful now, has no reason for it. For the
peaceful man, there is no motive for peace. Sir, has generosity a
motive? When you are generous with amotive, is that generosity?
When a man renounces the world in order to achieve God, in order
to find something greater, isthat renunciation? If | give up thisin
order to find that, have | really given up anything? If | am peaceful
for various reasons, have | found peace?

So, then, is not peace athing far beyond the mind and the
inventions of the mind? Most of us, most religious people with
their organizations, come to peace through reason, through
discipline, through conformity, because thereis no direct
perception of the necessity, the truth of being peaceful.
Peacefulness, that state of peace, is not stagnation; on the contrary,
it isamost active state. But the mind can only know the activity of

its own creation, which is thought; and thought can never be



peaceful, thought is sorrow, thought is conflict. As we know only
sorrow and misery, we try to find ways and means to go beyond it;
and whatever the mind invents only further increases its own
misery, its own conflict, its own strife. Y ou will say that very few
will understand this, that very few will ever be peaceful in the right
sense of the word. Why do you say that? Isit not becauseitisa
convenient escape for you? Y ou say that peace can never be
achieved in the way | am talking about, it isimpossible; therefore
you must have reasons for peace, you must have organizations for
peace, you must have clever propagandafor peace. But all those
methods are obviously mere postponement of peace. Only when
you are directly in touch with the problem, when you see that
without peace today you cannot have peace tomorrow, when you
have no reason for peace but actually see the truth that without
peace life is not possible, creation is not possible, that without
peace there can be no sense of happiness - only when you see the
truth of that, will you have peace. Then you will have peace
without any organizations for peace. Sir, for that you must be so
vulnerable, you must demand peace with all your heart, you must
find the truth of it for yourself, not through organizations, through
propaganda, through clever arguments for peace and against war.
Peace is not the denial of war. Peace is a state of being in which all
conflicts and all problems have ceased; it is not atheory, not an
ideal to be achieved after ten incarnations, ten years or ten days. As
long as the mind has not understood its own activity, it will create
more misery; and the understanding of the mind is the beginning of
peace.

Question: Y ou repeat again and again that the mind must cease



for reality to come into existence. Why then do you attack prayer,
worship and ceremonial's, which are really meant to still the mind?
Krishnamurti: By atrick the mind can be made quiet; you can
take adrug or adrink, you can do ceremonial, worship, pray. There
are many means by which you can make the mind still. But isthe
mind still when it is made still? Some of you pray, don't you? Y ou
repeat the Gayatri, you chant to still the mind, or you clasp your
hands and mesmerize yourself into a state which you call peace.
Self-hypnosis by the repetition of wordsis very ssmple. When you
keep on repeating certain words, your mind becomes very still,
quiet; by taking certain postures, breathing a certain way, forcing
the mind, you can obviously reduce the activity of the mind. That
IS, through various tricks of discipline, compulsion, conformity, the
mind is made still; but when the mind is made still, isit really still?
itisdead, isit not? It isin a state of hypnosis. When you pray you
repeat certain phrases, and that quietens the mind; and in that
guietness there are certain responses, you hear voices which you of
course attribute to the Highest. That "Highest' always replies to
your most urgent demand, and the reply gives you gratification.
Thisisall awell-known psychological process. But when the mind
is made still through prayer, through ceremonial’s, through
repetition, through chanting, through songs, is the mind really still,
or merely dull? The mind has hypnotized itself into quietness, has
it not? And most of you enjoy that hypnotized state, because in that
state you have no problems, you are completely enclosed, isolated
and insensitive. In that state you are obviously unconscious, the
response of the conscious being blocked. When the mind is
artificially made quiet, the upper layer of the mind is able to



receive intimations, not only from its own unconscious, but from
the collective unconscious; and the intimations are translated
according to the conditioned mind. Therefore aHitler can say heis
guided by God in what he does, and somebody else in India that
God is all for something quite different. It isavery ssimple
psychological process which you can discover for yourself if you
watch your own mind in action and see how it can hypnotize itself
into tranquillity. Therefore, when the mind is forced into stiliness
through concentration, through conformity, through any kind of
discipline or self-hypnosis, it is obviously incapable of discovering
reality. It can project itself and hear its own ugly voice, which we
call the voice of God, but surely that is entirely different from the
state of amind that isreally still. Now, the mind is active, it is
constantly thinking of the things that have been and the things that
will be; and how can such amind be still - not be made still, which
any fool can do? How isthe mind to bereally still? Surely, the
mind is still only when it understands its own activity. Asthe
waters of a pond be come very quiet, very peaceful, when the
breezes stop, so the mind is still when it isno longer creating
problems. So, our question is, not how to make the mind still, but
how to understand the creator of problems; because, the moment
you understand the creator of problems, the mind is still. Do not
close your eyes and go off because that word “still' is mentioned.
The understanding of the creator of problems brings tranquillity to
the mind. So, you have to understand thought, because thought is
the maker of problems. Thought creates the thinker, thought is
aways seeking a permanent state seeing its own state of transition,

of flux, of impermanence, thought creates an entity which it calls



the thinker, the Atman, the Paramatman, the soul - a higher and
higher security. That is, thought creates an entity which it calls the
observer, the experiencer, the permanent thinker as distinct from
the impermanent thought; and the wide distance between the two
creates the conflict of time.

Now, the understanding of this whole process of thought
creating the thinker, and the incarnation of thought as the thinker,
brings about tranquillity of mind. This means that one hasto
understand what is thought. What is this thing which you call
thinking? Until we understand that, whatever thought does only
creates more confusion; until we know the whole significance and
depth of thought, the conscious as well as the unconscious, the
individual as well as the collective merely to indulge in further
thinking, further speculation, only creates more misery. So, amind
which is ceaselessly active, chattering, always using the present as
a passage from the past to the future, how can such a mind be still?
Such amind can never be still. A stupid mind is always stupid, it
can never become intelligent; you may become what intelligent;
you may become what you call clever, but that is only further
stupidity. A mind that is wandering cannot be still, cannot be
tranquil. It is only when the mind understands its own process,
when it beginsto be aware of itself, that you will see the end of
thought. After all, what is our thinking, of which we are so proud?
Our thinking, surely, is merely the response of memory, the
response of experience, which we call knowledge; our thinking is
merely the response of yesterday, isit not? And how can such
thinking, which is of time, understand something which is beyond

time?



Sir, isit not important for the mind to be aware of its own action
- not as an entity apart from action, but aware of itself as action?
And it can be aware only in relation to property, to people, to ideas.
It isin understanding relationship that we understand thought; for
there is no thinker apart from thought, of the thinker who thinks
thoughts: there is only thought. When we see the truth of that, then
the thinker is not; and when there is no thinker, the mind becomes
very quiet. When there is no entity attempting to make the mind
still, then the mind, which is only the result of time, of the past,
becomes still of itself; and then only isit possible to understand
truth, or for truth to come into being. Truth is not a thing of
memory, truth is not of knowledge, of information. Truth is neither
of the mind nor of emotion, it has nothing to do with sensations, it
Is not the projection of the self as the image, the voice of the
Almighty. Truth is not of memory, therefore truth is not of time.
Astruth is not of the mind, it can come into being only when the
mind is still, when thought is silent. Truth must be seen from
moment to moment, and it is only truth that can resolve our
problems, not the mind or the inventions of the mind.
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| would again like to lay emphasis on the importance of listening
rightly. Most of us listen without understanding, we listen merely
to words; but the word is not the thing, the word can never be the
real. The word becomes real only when it has deep significance,
but to catch the deep significance of the word one must know how
to listen. This evening | want to talk about the question of virtue,
and perhaps it may be something which is not along the old
traditional lines, it may be something new; so | hope you will
kindly listen to it without any resistance, without denial Listen to it
with the intention of really grasping its significance. and then
perhaps we shall be able to understand the extraordinary
importance of virtue. The difficulty in grasping the significance of
whatever is said will be, | am quite sure, to cross the barriers of our
own prejudices and personal experiences.

Now, virtueis essential, and to understand it we have to go
beyond the struggle to be virtuous, beyond the conventional
meaning or definition of that word. Because we have made virtue
into something very tiresome and tedious, something very ugly,
thereisnojoy in being virtuous. It is a constant effort, it isastrain,
atravail. Virtueis afact, and to understand the fact one must be
freetolook at it asafact. It is only the unhappy man who struggles
to be virtuous, and the very struggle to be virtuous is the denial of
virtue; but the man who is free from un happiness, from strife,
from struggle, such a person is virtuous without effort. The

understanding of afact is extraordinarily difficult, because the fact



Is one thing, and the desire to change the fact is another. To
understand the fact is to be virtuous. Anger isafact, and to
understand it without condemning it, without trying to defend it or
find excuses for it, liberates one from the fact; and liberation from
the fact is virtue. So, virtue is in the understanding of the fact,
whatever it be, not in becoming something away from the fact.

With most of us, virtueistheideal, which is a means of escape
from the fact; and therefore we are never virtuous at any time. We
are always becoming virtuous and therefore we are not virtuous.
Surely, one must see the fact of what one is, whatever it be,
without denial, acceptance or identification; because, when one
identifies oneself with afact, accepts or deniesit, one does not
understand the fact. Mere denial or acceptance is obviously not
understanding. So, virtue is not an end to be pursued. The
understanding of the fact is virtue, and without virtue there can be
no freedom. It is the unvirtuous who are not free, and it isonly in
freedom that truth can be discovered. Freedom is virtue, and virtue
is understanding the fact of what you are, which is not an ultimate
process. Y ou can see the fact immediately, so virtue isimmediate,
not in the future. If you will think about this, you will see the
significance of it. Naturally we have not the time to go into all the
details; but if you can see the fact of what you are as you would see
any other fact, then you will discover there is a freedom from that
fact; and it isonly in that freedom that truth can be realized.

So, virtue is not a process, not an ultimate thing to be gained or
to be practised. What is practised merely becomes habit, and habit
can never be virtue. Habit is merely an automatic response. A fact
Is something that is constantly fresh, free; but avirtuethat is



practised only leads to respectability, and a respectable man can
never be happy. Happiness is not something that is gained by
position, prestige, it is not arrived at through any means. We say
we are happy because we have money, a position, or some means
of sensation; but surely, that is not happiness. Happinessis a state
of being in which there is no dependence; for where thereis
dependence there is fear, and a man who is fearful can never be
happy, however much he may cover up hisfear. There is happiness
only in freedom, and there must be virtue for freedom. An
unvirtuous man can never be free because his mind is confused.
S0, the under standing of the fact is freedom from that fact, and
freedom from the fact is virtue. It isonly when there is freedom
that there is discovery, and freedom is not at the end, but at the
beginning. Truth is not something distant: it must be discovered in
the immediate, in the very first step. To discover the truth in the
immediate there must be freedom, which means the understanding
of the fact, which isvirtue.

Now | shall answer some questions. It is aways difficult to
answer questions, and to be precise, because life is not a matter of
yes and "nao'. It is much too vast to be encompassed by afew
words, it istoo vital to be put in aframe. But if we can see the
significance of the problem, then the answer isin the problem
itself. It is open to anyone to discover the significance, the beauty,
the truth of the problem, and that is possible only when you can see
the fact and do not wander away from the fact.

Question: One watches the people near you for any visible sign
of transformation. Now do you explain that, while you walk in

light, your nearest followers remain dull and ugly in their life and



their behaviour?

Krishnamurti: First of all, the follower destroysthe leader. To
follow anyone is not to find truth. If one would understand what
truth is, there can be neither the follower nor the teacher. Thereis
no guru who will lead you to truth, and to follow anyone is to deny
that freedom which virtue brings. Thisis not a mere rhetorical
response. Just see the truth of it, that to follow of any kind isto
deny intelligence. We follow because we ourselves are in
confusion, and out of that confusion we choose the leader;
therefore the leader also can only be confused. (Laughter.) Sir,
please do not laugh it off. Y ou choose the guru to have your
appetite for security satisfied, and what you follow is your own
projection, your own gratification, not the truth. When you follow
somebody you are destroying that somebody, which isto destroy
your self. | have no followers, nor am | ateacher to anybody; if |
were, you would destroy me and | would destroy you. Then there
would be no love between us, there would be mere following; for
those who follow and those who lead have no love in their hearts.

Now, the questioner is very concerned with those who are about
me. Why? Why is he concerned with whether others are beautiful
or ugly? Surely, what isimportant is one's own condition , not that
of an other. If my mind is petty, narrow, limited, then | will see the
same in others. Thisdesire to criticize othersisreally quite
extraordinary. How can | know what another iswhen | do not
know what | myself am? How can | judge another when my own
measurement is at fault? What is the instrument, the balance by
which | weigh another when | do not know the whole process of
my- self? And when | do away with the ‘myself' inits totallity,



there is no time to judge another, nor do | feel the inclination to
judge another. It is the sluggish, agitated, worrying mind that
judges, it isthe restless mind that is forever criticizing others; and
how can arestless mind that does not know itself ever look clearly
at anything? It is only when you are capable of looking at things
directly and clearly that you are free of those things.

The third point in this question is, isit not?, how do you know
that | "walk in light"? Y ou assume that | do, but how can you know
anything about it? This extraordinary desire to accept and to take
things for granted is one of the indications of a dull mind. On the
contrary, you should be sceptical. Scepticism is not cynicism or
denial; it isthe state of a mind that does not agree quickly, that
does not accept or take things for granted. A mind that acceptsis
seeking, not enlightenment or wisdom, but refuge. The important
thing is, surely, not whether | walk in light. but whether you do. It
isyour life, not mine; it is your happiness, your strife, your misery.
What isthe good of thinking someone else walksin light? He may
or may not; and of what valueisit to. you when you are yourself in
misery? If you merely believe in the light of another, you become a
follower, a copyist, an imitator, which means you are a
gramophone record playing some tune over and over again without
asong in your own heart.

In this question there is also an other point: instead of
criticizing, tackling me, you go for the so-called followers. It islike
whipping aboy instead of the king; the king can do no wrong, so
you go for the boy. Similarly, you go for those whom you regard as
my followers. Fortunately there are no followers asfar as| am

concerned. As| said, to follow anyone is destruction, and that is



what is the matter with the world at the present time. We are mere
copyists, imitators; we follow eagerly, both politically and
religioudly, ;nd so we are led to destruction. This does not mean
that we must become rampant individualists, which is the other
extreme; but to be able to live happily, to see the truth for onesalf,
does not demand following another. A happy man does not follow.
It isthe miserable, the confused man who eagerly pursues an other,
hoping for refuge; and he will find arefuge, but that refuge is his
darkness, it is his undoing. It is only the man who tries to find out
the fact of what heisin himself that will know freedom and
therefore happiness.

Question: The more one listens to you, the more one feels that
you are preaching withdrawal from life. | am aclerk in the
Secretariat, | have four children, and | get only Rs. 125 a month.
Will you please explain how | can fight the gloomy struggle for
existence in the new way you are proposing? Do you really think
that your message can mean anything significant to the starving
and the stunted wage-earner? Have you lived among such people?

Krishnamurti: First of all, let us dispose of the question asto
whether | have lived among such people. It implies, doesit not?,
that in order to understand life, you must go through every phase of
life, every experience, you must live among the poor and the rich,
you must starve and pass through every condition of existence.
Now, to put the problem very briefly, must you go through
drunkenness to know sobriety? Does not one experience fully,
completely understood, reveal the whole process of life? Must you
go through all the phases of life to understand life? Please see that

thisis not an avoidance of the question - on the contrary. We think



that to know wisdom we must go through every phase of life and
ex- perience, from the rich man to the poor man, from the beggar
to the king. Now, isthat so? I's wisdom the accumulation of many
experiences? Or is wisdom to be found in the complete
understanding of one experience? Because we never completely
and fully under stand one experience, we wander from experience
to experience, hoping for some salvation, for some refuge, for
some happiness. So, we have made our life a process of continuous
accumulation of experiences, and thereforeit is an endless
struggle, a ceaseless battle to attain, to acquire. Surely, that isa
tedious, an utterly stupid approach to life, isit not?

Isit not possible to gather the full significance of an experience
and so understand the whole width and depth of life? | say itis
possible, and that it is the only way to understand life. Whatever
the experience, whatever the challenge and responseto life, if one
can understand it fully, then the pursuit of every experience has no
meaning, it becomes merely awaste of time. Because we are in
capable of doing that, we have invented the illusory ideathat by
accumul ating experiences we shall ultimately arrive, God knows
where.

Now, the questioner wants to know if | am preaching
withdrawal from life. What do we mean by life? | am thinking out
this problem aloud, so let us follow it together. What do we mean
by life? Living is possible only in relationship, isit not? If thereis
no relationship, thereisno life. To be, isto be related; lifeisa
process of relationship, of being in communion with another, with
two or ten, with society. Lifeisnot a process of isolation, of

withdrawal. But for most of us, living is a process of isolation, isit



not? We are struggling to isolate ourselvesin action, in
relationship. All our activities are self-enclosing, narrowing down,
isolating, and in that very process there is friction, sorrow, pain.
Living isrelationship, and nothing can exist in isolation; therefore
there can be no withdrawal from life. On the contrary, there must
be the understanding of relationship - your relationship with your
wife, your children, with society, with nature, with the beauty of
this day, the sunlight on the waters, the flight of a bird, with the
things that you possess and the ideals that control you. To
understand all that, you do not withdraw from it. Truth is not found
in withdrawal and isolation; on the contrary, in isolation, whether it
IS conscious or unconscious, there is only darkness and death.

S0, | am not proposing awithdrawal from life, a suppression of
life; on the contrary, we can understand life only in relationship. It
IS because we do not understand life that we are all the time
making an effort to withdraw, to isolate; and having created a
society based on violence, on corruption, God becomes the
ultimate isolation.

Then the questioner wants to know how, earning so little, heis
to live what we are talking about. Now, first of al, the earning of a
livelihood is not only the problem of the man who earns little, but
it isalso yoursand mine, isit not? You may have alittle more
money, you may be well off, have a better job, a better position, a
bigger bank account; but it is also your problem and mine, because
this society iswhat all of us have created. Until we three - you, |
and another - really understand relationship, we cannot bring about
revolution in society. The man who has no food in his stomach
obviously cannot find reality, he must first be fed; but the man



whose stomach isfull, surely it is hisimmediate responsibility to
see that there is afundamental revolution in society, that things do
not go on asthey are. To think, to feel out all these problemsis
much more the responsibility of those who have time, who have
leisure, than it is of the man who earns little and has such a
struggle to make both ends meet, who has no time and is worn out
by this rotten, exploiting society. So, it isyou and |, those of us
who have alittle more time and leisure, who must go into these
problems completely - which does not mean that we have to
become professional talkers, offering one system as a substitute for
another. It isfor you and | who have time, who have leisure for
thought, to seek out the way of a new society, a new culture.

Now, what happens to the poor man who is earning Rs. 125/-,
or whatever it is? He has to carry the family with him, he hasto
accept the superstitions of his grandmother, his aunts, nephews,
and so on; he hasto marry according to a certain pattern, he hasto
do Puja, ceremonies, and fit in with all that superstitious nonsense.
Heiscaught init; and if he rebels, you, the respectable people,
throttle him.

S0, the question of right livelihood is your problem and mine, is
it not? But most of us are not concerned with right livelihood at all,
we are glad and thankful ssmply to have ajob; and so we maintain
asociety, aculture, that rendersright livelihood impossible. Sirs,
do not treat it theoretically. If you find yourself in awrong
vocation and actually do something about it, do you not see what a
revolution it will bring in your life and in the life of those around
you? But if you listen casually and carry on as before because you

have a good job and for you there is no problem, obviously you



will continue to cause misery in the world. For the man with too
little money there is a problem; but he, like the rest of us, isonly
concerned with having more, and when he gets more the problem
continues, because he wants still more.

Now, what is aright means of livelihood? Obvioudly, there are
certain occupations that are detrimental to society. Thearmy is
detrimental to society, because it plans and encourages murder in
the name of the country. Because you are a nationalist, holding to
sovereign governments, you must have armed forces to protect
your property; and property is much more important to you than
life, the life of your son. That is why you have conscription, that is
why your schools are being encouraged to have military training.
So, in the name of your country you are destroying your children.
Y our country isyourself identified, your own projection, and when
you worship your country you are sacrificing your children to the
worship of yourself. That iswhy the army, which is the instrument
of a separate and sovereign government, is awrong means of
livelihood. But it is made easy to enter the army, and it becomes a
sure means of earning alittle money. Just see this extraordinary
fact in modern civilization. Surely, the army isawrong way to earn
one's livelihood, because it is based on planned and cal cul ated
destruction; and until you and | see the truth of this we are not
going to bring about any different kind of society.

Similarly, you can see that ajob in apolice forceisawrong
means of livelihood. Do not smile and pass it off. The police
becomes a means of investigating private lives. We are not talking
of the police as a means of helping, guiding, but as an instrument
of the state, the secret police, and all therest of it. Then the



individual becomes merely an instrument of society, the individual
has no privacy, no freedom, no rights of hisown; heis
investigated, controlled, shaped by the government, whichis
society. Obvioudly, that is awrong means of livelihood.

Then there isthe profession of law. Is that not a wrong means of
livelihood? | see some of you are smiling. Probably you are
lawyers, and you know better than | do what that system is based
on. Fundamentally, not superficially, it is based on maintaining
things as they are, on dis- agreements, disputation, confusion,
guarrels, encouraging disruption and disorder in the name of order.

Thereis aso the wrong profession of the man who wants to
become rich, the big business man, the man who is gathering,
accumulating, storing up money through exploitation, through
ruthlessness - though he may do it in the name of philanthropy or
in the name of education.

Obvioudly, then, these are all wrong means of livelihood; and a
complete change in the social structure, arevolution of the right
kind, is possible only when it begins with you. Revolution cannot
be based on an ideal or a system; but when you see dll thisasa
fact, you are liberated from it, and therefore you are free to act.
But, Sirs, you do not want to act; you are afraid of being disturbed,
and you say, Thereisalready sufficient confusion, please do not
make any more'. If you do not make more confusion, others are
there making it for you - and utilizing that confusion as a means of
gaining political power. Surely, it isyour responsibility asan
individual to see the confusion within and without, and to do
something about it - not merely accept it and wait for amiracle, a
marvellous Utopia created by others into which you can step



without effort.

Sirs, this problem is your problem as well as the poor man's
problem. The poor man depends on you and you depend on him;
heisyour clerk while you ridein abig car and get afat salary,
accumulating money at his expense. S0, it isyour problem as well
as his, and until you and he alter radically in your relationship,
there will be no real revolution; though there may be violence and
bloodshed, you will maintain things essentially as they are.
Therefore, our problem is the transformation of relationship; and
that transformation is not on the intellectual or verbal level, but it
can take place only when you understand the fact of what you are.
Y ou cannot understand it if you theorize, verbalize, deny or justify,
and that iswhy it isimportant to understand the whole process of
the mind. A revolution which is merely the outcome of the mind, is
no revolution at all; but revolution which is not of the mind, which
is not of the word, of the system - that is the only revolution, the
only solution to the problem. But unfortunately, we have cultivated
our brains, our so-called intellects, to such an extent that we have
lost all capacities except the merely intellectual and verbal
capacity. It isonly when we see life asawhole, in its entirety, inits
totality, that there is a possibility of arevolution which will give
both the poor man and the rich man his due.

Question: The conscious mind isignorant and afraid of the
unconscious mind. Y ou are addressing mainly the conscious mind,
and is that enough? Will your method bring about release of the
unconscious? Please explain in detail how one can tackle the
unconscious mind fully.

Krishnamurti: Thisis quite acomplex and difficult problem, it



requires agreat deal of penetration, and | hope you will pay
attention, not merely verbally, but by really listening and by seeing
the truth of it.

Now, we are aware that there is the conscious and the
unconscious mind, but most of us function only on the conscious
level, in the upper layer of the mind, and our whole lifeis
practically limited to that. We live in the so-called conscious mind
and we never pay attention to the deeper unconscious mind, from
which thereis occasionally an intimation, a hint; but that hint is
disregarded, perverted, or translated according to our particular
conscious demands at the moment. Now, the questioner asks, "Y ou
are addressing mainly the conscious mind, and is that enough?"' Let
us see what we mean by the conscious mind. Is the conscious mind
different from the unconscious mind? We have divided the
conscious from the unconscious; and isthisjustified? Is this true?
|s there such a division between the conscious and the
unconscious? | s there a definite barrier, aline where the conscious
ends and the unconscious begins? We are aware that the upper
layer, the conscious mind, is active; but is that the only instrument
that is active throughout the day? So, if | were addressing merely
the upper layer of the mind, then surely what | am saying would be
valueless, it would have no meaning. And yet most of us cling to
what the conscious mind has accepted, because the conscious mind
finds it convenient to adjust to certain obvious facts; but the
unconscious may rebel, and often does, and so there is conflict
between the so-called conscious and the unconscious.

S0, our problem isthis, isit not? thereisin fact only one state,

not two states such as the conscious and the unconscious; thereis



only a state of being, which is consciousness, though you may
divide it as the conscious and the unconscious. But that
consciousness is always of the past, never of the present; you are
conscious only of things that are over. Y ou are conscious of
hearing the second it is over, are you made; you understand it a
moment of truth. Y ou are never conscious or aware of the now.
Watch your own hearts and minds and you will see that
consciousness is functioning between the past and the future, and
that the present is merely a passage the past to the future. So,
consciousness is a movement of the past to the future. Please
follow this. It isalittle too abstract to give examples, similes; and
to think in similesis not to think at all, because similes are limited.
Y ou must think abstractly or negatively, which is the highest form
of thinking.

If you watch your own mind at work, you will see that the
movement to the past and to the future is a process in which the
present is not. Either the past is a means of escape from the
present, which may be unpleasant, or the future is a hope away
from the present. So, the mind is occupied with the past or with the
future and sloughs off the present. That is, the mind is conditioned
by the past, conditioned as an Indian, a Brahmin or a non-Brahmin,
a Christian, a Buddhist, and so on, and that conditioned mind
projects itself into the future; therefore it is never capable of
looking directly and impartially at any fact. It either condemns and
rejects the fact, or accepts and identifies itself with the fact. Such a
mind is obviously not capable of seeing any fact asafact. That is
our state of consciousness, which is conditioned by the past, and

our thought is the conditioned response to the challenge of a fact;



and the more you respond according to the conditioning of belief,
of the past, the more there is the strengthening of the past. That
strengthening of the past is obviously the continuity of itself, which
it calls the future. So, that is the state of our mind, of our
consciousness - a pendulum swinging backwards and forwards
between the past and the future. That is our consciousness, which
IS made up not only of the upper layers of the mind, but of the
deeper layers as well. Such consciousness obviously cannot
function at adifferent level, because it only knows those two
movements of backwards and forwards.

Now, if you watch very carefully you will seethat itisnot a
constant movement, but that there is an interval between two
thoughts; though it may be but an infinitesimal fraction of a
second, thereis an interval that has significance in the swinging
backwards and forwards of the pendulum. So, we see the fact that
our thinking is conditioned by the past, which is projected into the
future; and the moment you admit the past, you must also admit the
future; because, there are not two states as the past and the future,
but one state which includes both the conscious and the
unconscious, both the collective past and the individual past. The
collective and the individual past, in response to the present, give
out certain responses which create the individual consciousness,
therefore, consciousness is of the past, and that is the whole
background of our existence. And the moment you have the past,
you inevitably have the future, because the future is merely the
continuity of the modified past; but it is still the past. So, our
problem is how to bring about a transformation in this process of
the past without creating another conditioning, another past. | hope



you are following all this. If it is not clear, perhaps we will discuss
it on Tuesday or Thursday.

To put it differently, the problem isthis: Most of us regect one
particular form of conditioning and find another form, awider,
more significant or more pleasant conditioning. Y ou give up one
religion and take on another, reject one form of belief and accept
another. Such substitution is obviously not understanding life, life
being relationship. So, our problem is how to be free from all
conditioning. Either you say it isimpossible, that no human mind
can ever be free from conditioning; or you begin to experiment, to
enquire, to discover. If you assert that it isimpossible, obviously
you are out of the running. Y our assertion may be based on limited
or wide experience, or on the mere acceptance of a belief; but such
assertion isthe denia of search, of research, of enquiry, of
discovery. To find out if it is possible for the mind to be
completely free from all conditioning, you must be free to enquire
and to discover,

Now, | say it isdefinitely possible for the mind to be free from
al conditioning - not that you should accept my authority. If you
accept it on authority, you will never discover it will be another
substitution, and that will have no significance. When | say itis
possible, | say it because for meitisafact, and | will show it to
you verbally; but if you are to find the truth of it for yourself, you
must experiment with it and follow it swiftly.

The understanding of the whole process of conditioning does
not come to you through analysis or introspection; because, the
moment you have the analyzer, that very analyzer himself is part of

the background, and therefore his analysisis of no significance.



That isafact, and you must put it aside. The analyzer who
examines, who analyzes the thing which heislooking at, is himself
part of the conditioned state, and therefore whatever his
interpretation, his understanding, his analysis may be, it is still part
of the background. So that way there is no escape; and to break the
background is essential, because to meet the challenge of the new,
the mind must be new; to discover God, truth, or what you will, the
mind must be fresh, uncontaminated by the past. To analyze the
past, to arrive at conclusions through a series of experimentations,
to make assertions and denials, and all therest of it, impliesin its
very essence, the continuance of the background in different forms
and when you see the truth of the fact, then you will discover that
the analyzer has come to an end. The background is still there, but
the analyzer has come to an end. Then there is no entity apart from
the background: there is only thought as the background, thought
being the response of memory, both conscious and unconscious,
individual and collective.

S0, the mind is the result of the past, which is the process of
conditioning; and how isit possible for the mind to be free? To be
free, the mind must not only see and understand its pendulum-like
swing between the past and the future, but also be aware of the
interval between thoughts. That interval is spontaneous, it is not
brought about through any causation, through any wish, through
any compulsion. Just experiment with me this evening and see
your own mind in operation as | go slowly into the matter. Don't
worry, | am not mesmerizing you. (Laughter.) | am not interested
in mesmerizing or influencing you, because to be mesmerized, to

be influenced, consciously or unconsciously, isto become a



follower; and to become afollower is to destroy yourself and him
whom you follow, and therefore there is no love between us. When
thereislove, there is no mesmerism, there is neither the follower
nor the teacher, neither the man nor the woman, thereis only that
flame of love; and it is that love which brings communion between
us.

Now, although it is difficult with alarge audience, this evening
| am going to try to show how the mind actually works; and you
can experiment and see it for yourself. We know thinking isa
response of the background. Y ou think as aHindu, as a Parsee, asa
Buddhist, or as God knows what else, not only in your conscious
thinking, but also in your unconscious thinking. Y ou are the
background, you are not separate, there is no thinker apart from the
background; and the response of that background is what you call
thinking. That background, whether it is cultured or uncultured,
learned or ignorant, is constantly responding to any challenge, to
any stimulant, and that response creates not only the so-called
present, but also the future; and that is our process of thinking.

Now, if you watch very carefully, you will see that though the
response, the movement of thought, seems so swift, there are gaps,
there are intervals between thoughts. Between two thoughts there is
aperiod of silence which is not related to the thought process. If
you observe you will seethat, that period of silence, that interval,
isnot of time; and the discovery of that interval, the full
experiencing of that interval, liberates you from conditioning - or
rather, it does not liberate "you', but thereis liberation from
conditioning. So, the understanding of the process of thinking is

meditation - which we will discuss another time. We are now not



only discussing the structure and the process of thought, which is
the background of memory, of experience of knowledge, but we
are also trying to find out if the mind can liberate itself from the
background. It is only when the mind is not giving continuity to
thought, when it is still with astillness that is not induced, that is
without any causation - it is only then that there can be freedom
from the background. | hope | have explained this question
sufficiently.

Question: Why does the human mind cling so persistently to the
idea of God in many different ways? Can you deny that belief in
God has brought consolation and meaning to lonely and desolate
people al over the world? Why are you depriving man of this
consolation by preaching anew type of nihilism?

Krishnamurti: Sirs, thisis as important a question as the
previous one, because all vital human questions are important. So
please do not resist, but try to understand what | am talking about,
and you will see.

Now, belief isadenial of truth, belief hinderstruth; to believe
in God is not to find God. Neither the believer nor the non-believer
will find God; because, redlity isthe unknown, and your belief or
non-belief in the unknown is merely a self-projection and therefore
not real. SO, if | may suggest, do not resist, but let us go into it
together. | know you believe, and | know it has very little meaning
in your life. There are many people who believe, millions believe
in God and take consolation. First of all, why do you believe? Y ou
believe because it gives you satisfaction, consolation, hope, and
you say it gives significanceto life. But actually your belief has

very little significance, because you believe and exploit, you



believe and kill, you believe in auniversal God and murder each
other. The rich man also believesin God; he exploits ruthlessly,
accumul ates money, and then builds atemple or becomes a
philanthropist. Isthat belief in God? And the man who drops an
atomic bomb says that God is his copilot on the airplane.
(Laughter.) Do not laugh, Sirs. Y our turn is coming also. The man
who plans murder on a vast scale calls on the Almighty; the man
who is crudl to hiswife, to his children, to his neighbour, he also
sings, sits down, kneels, clasps his hands and calls on the name of
God.

S0, you all believe in different ways, but your belief has no
reality whatsoever. Redlity iswhat you are, what you do, what you
think, and your belief in God is merely an escape from your
monotonous, stupid and cruel life. Furthermore, belief invariably
divides people: there is the Parsee, the Hindu, the Buddhist, the
Christian, the communist, the socialist, the capitalist, and so on.
Belief, idea, divides; it never brings people together. Y ou may
bring afew people together in a group, but that group is opposed to
another group. So ideas and beliefs are never unifying; on the
contrary, they are separative, disintegrating and destructive.
Therefore your belief in God isreally spreading misery in the
world; though it may have brought you momentary consolation, in
actuality it has brought you more misery and destruction in the
form of wars, famines, class divisions, and the ruthless action of
separate individuals. So, your belief has no validity at all. If you
really believed in God, if it were areal experience to you, then
your face would have a smile, then you would not be destroying

human beings. | am not being rhetorical; but please look at the



factsfirst.

Y ou do not really believe in God, because if you did you would
not be rich, you would have no temples, you would have no poor
people, you would not be a philanthropist with a big title after
exploiting people. So, your belief in God isworthless; and though
it may give you temporary consolation, compensate for and hide
you from your own misery, give you a respectable escape which
mankind recognizes as making you areligious person, it is all
without validity, it has no significance whatsoever. What is
significant isyour life, the way you live, the way you treat your
servant, the way you look at another human being.

So, what | am preaching is not negation. | am saying that you
spread misery by clinging to illusions which help you to avoid
looking at things asthey are. To face afact is freedom from the
fact, and belief is a hindrance to the perception of what is. After all,
your belief isthe result of your conditioning. Y ou can be
conditioned to believe in God, and another can be conditioned not
to believe, to deny that there is God. Obvioudly, then, belief
impedes the realization of what is; and to see the truth of thisfact is
to be free from belief. Then only can the mind enquire and find out
if thereisthat thing which is called God.

Now, what is redlity, what is God? God is not the word, the
word is not the thing. To know that which isimmeasurable, which
is not of time, the mind must be free of time, which means the
mind be free from all thought, from all ideas about God. Because,
what do you know about God or truth? Y ou do not really know
anything about that reality. All that you know are words, the

experiences of others, or some moments of rather vague experience



of your own. Surely, that is not God, that is not reality, that is not
beyond the field of time. So, to know that which is beyond time,
the process of time must be understood, time being thought, the
process of becoming, the accumulation of knowledge. That isthe
whole background of the mind; the mind itself is the background,
both the conscious and the unconscious, the collective and the
individual. So, the mind must be free of the known, which means
the mind must be completely silent, not made silent. The mind that
achieves silence as aresult, as the outcome of determined action,
of practice, of discipline, isnot asilent mind. The mind that is
forced, controlled, shaped, put into aframe and kept quiet, isnot a
still mind. Y ou may succeed for a period of timein forcing the
mind to be superficially silent, but such amind is not a still mind.
Stillness comes only when you understand the whole process of
thought; because, to understand the process is to end the process,
and the ending of the process of thought is the beginning of
silence. Only when the mind is completely silent, not only on the
upper level, but fundamentally, right through, on both the
superficial and the deeper levels of consciousness - only then can
the unknown come into being. The unknown is not something to be
experienced by the mind; silence alone can be experienced, nothing
but silence. If the mind experiences anything but silence, itis
merely projecting its own desires, and such amind is not silent;
and as long as the mind is not silent, as long as thought in any
form, conscious or unconscious, isin movement, there can be no
silence. Silence is freedom from the past, from knowledge, from
both conscious and unconscious memory; and when the mind is

completely silent, not in use, when there is the silence which is not



a product of effort, then only does the timeless, the eternal come
into being. That state is not a state of remembering - thereisno
entity that remembers, that experiences. So, God or truth, or what
you will, isathing that comes into being from moment to moment,
and it happens only in a state of freedom and spontaneity, not when
the mind is disciplined according to a pattern. God is not a thing of
the mind, it does not come through self-projection, it comes only
when thereisvirtue, which is freedom. Virtue is facing the fact of
what is, and the facing of the fact is a state of bliss. Only when the
mind is blissful, quiet, without any movement of its own, without
the projection of thought, conscious or unconscious - only then
does the eternal come into being.
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Unless we understand the whole problem of effort, the question of
action will not be completely understood. Most of uslive by a
series of efforts, striving to achieve aresult, striving either for the
general welfare, for genera upliftment, or to achieve personal
advancement. Effort is ultimately, isit not?, a process of ambition,
whether collective or individual; and it is ambition that seemsto
drive most of usinto political activity or into work for social and
religious advancement.For most of us, ambition seems to be the
goal, the way of living; and when the pursuits of that ambition are
thwarted, there is frustration, there is sorrow, leading to a series of
escapes. Surely, effort ultimately implies, not only the ambition for
personal advancement, but also the ambition for social and political
advancement; and if we do not suc- ceed in worldly matters, we
turn our ambition to so-called spiritual matters. If | do not become
somebody in thisworld, | want to become somebody in the next
world, and that is considered to be spiritual, more worthy, more
significant; but ambition in any direction, by whatever name we
may call it, is still ambition. The acquiring of capacity, of
technique and efficiency, the desire for the power to do good, for
the power to speak, to write, to think clearly, the desire for power
in any form, implies ambition, does it not? And does the search for
power bring about creation or creativeness? Does creativeness
come into being through effort, through advancement, personal or
collective? Does creativeness come into being through the
cultivation of capacity and efficiency, which is ultimately power?

Until we understand the state of being which is creation, until there



isthat ingrained sense of creativeness, conflict isinevitable. If we
can understand that question of creation, then perhaps we shall be
able to act without multiplying the problems through action; and to
understand the state of creativeness, surely we must understand the
process of effort.

Now, where there is effort to achieve something, obviously
there cannot be understanding. Understanding comes only when
there is the cessation of the whole process, the whole mechanism
of striving to be or not to be, to advance or not to advance. It is
really only the imitator who makes an effort to become something
and the man who has disciplined his mind according to a certain
pattern is obvioudly an imitator, a copyist. He must make an effort
to conform to the pattern, and conformity to the pattern he calls
living. However subtle, however hidden and widely extended, any
effort in which there isimitation, copy, is obviously not creation.
Because most of us are caught in imitation, we have lost the feeling
for creation, and having lost it, we get entangled in technique, in
making effort more and more perfect, more and more efficient, that
is, we develop more and more technical capacity without having
the flame; and the search for efficiency in action without the flame
is the curse of the present age. Most of us who are concerned with
action which we hope will bring about arevolution are caught in
action based on an idea, which is merely copy, and thereforeitis
invalid. Surely, our problem - sociological, religious, individual,
collective, or what you will - can be solved only when we
understand the whole process, the mechanism of effort; and the
understanding of effort is meditation.

S0, until we understand and are utterly free from the whole



process of ambition, which isthe search for power, for efficiency,
for domination, there cannot be creative action; and it is only the
creative man who can solve these problems, not the man who is
merely copying a pattern, however efficient, however worthy. The
search for a pattern is not the search for creation, the search for a
pattern is not the search for true revolution. Aslong as we do not
understand the process of effort, in which isimplied power,
imitation, ambition, there cannot be creation. It is only the creative
man who is happy, and only the happy man is virtuous; and the
happy, virtuous man isareally creative socia entity who will bring
about revolution.

There are severa questions. To most of us, the problems of life
are not very serious, and we want ready made answers. We do not
want to delve into the problem, we do not want to think it out
completely, fully, and understand the whole significance of it; we
want to be told the answer, and the more gratifying the answer, the
guicker we accept it. When we are made to think about a problem,
when we have to go into it, our minds rebel, because we are not
used to enquiring into problems. In considering these questions, if
you merely wait for aready made answer from me, | am afraid you
will be disappointed; but if we can go into the question together,
think it out anew, not according to old patterns, then perhaps we
shall be able to solve the many problems which confront us, and
which we are usually so unwilling to look at. We have to look at
them, that is, there must be the capacity to face the fact; and we
cannot face the fact, whatever it be, aslong as we have
explanations, as long as words fill our minds. It iswords,

explanations, memories, that cloud the understanding of the fact.



The fact is always new, because the fact is a challenge; but the fact
ceases to be achallenge, it is not new, when we consider it merely
asthe old and discard it. So, in considering these questions, | hope
you and | will think out the problem together. | am not laying down
the answer, but we are going to think out each problem together
and discover the truth of it.

Question: Y ou seem to be preaching something very akin to the
teachings of the “Upanishads, why then are you upset if someone
guotes from sacred books? Do you mean to suggest that you are
expounding something no one has ever said before? Does
guotation from another person interfere with the peculiar technique
of hypnotism which you are employing?

Krishnamurti: Why do you quote and why do you compare?
Either you quote because you say, By quoting | can compare and
understand', or you quote because in your mind you are nothing
else but quotation. (Laughter.) Do not laugh, Sirs, just see the truth
of the matter. A gramophone record repeats what someone else has
said. Has that any validity in the search of truth? Do you
understand by quoting the Upanishads or any other book? No book
is sacred, | assure you; like the newspaper, it is only words printed
on paper, and there is nothing sacred in either. Now, you quote
because you think that by quoting and comparing you will
understand what | am talking about. Do we understand anything
through comparison, or does understanding come only when you
deal directly with whatever is said? When you say that the
Upanishads have said it, or someone else has said it, what is
actually taking place in your psychological process? By saying that

someone else has said it, you do not have to think any more about



it, do you? Y ou think you have understood the Upanishads; and
when you compare what the Upanishads say with what | am
saying, you say it is alike, and you give no further thought to the
problem. That is, by comparing you are really seeking a state in
which you will not be disturbed. After all, when you have read the
Upanishads or the Bhagavad Gita and think you have understood
it, you can settle back and keep on repeating it, and it will have no
effect on your daily life; you can keep on reading and quoting and
be undisturbed, perfectly safe. Then you are very respectable, and
you can carry on with your daily life, which is monstrously ugly
and stupid; and when someone el se comes along and points out
something, you immediately compare it with what you have read
and you think you have understood. Actually, you are avoiding
disturbance; that is why you compare, and that is what | object to.

| do not know whether what | am saying is new or old, | am not
Interested in whether someone else has said it or not; but what | am
really interested inisto find out the truth of every problem - not
according to the Upanishads, the Bhagavad Gita, the Bible, or
Sankara. When you are seeking the truth of a problem, it is stupid
to quote what others have said. Sir, thisis not a political meeting,
and the question fundamentally is, do you understand anything by
comparison? Do you understand life by having your mind full of
the sayings of others, by following the experience, the knowledge
of others? Or does understanding come only when the mind is il
- not made still, which is dullness? Through enquiry, through
search, through exploration, inevitably the mind becomes quiet,
and then the problem givesits full significance; and it isonly when

the mind is quiet that there is understanding of the significance of



the problem, not when you are constantly comparing, quoting,
judging, weighing. Surely, Sir, the man of knowledge, the scholar,
can never know truth; on the contrary, knowledge and erudition
must come to an end. The mind must be simple to understand truth,
not filled with the knowledge of others or with its own restlessness.
L ook, if you had no books of any kind, no so-called religious or
sacred books, what would you do to find truth? If you were
interested in it at all, you would have to search your own heart, you
would have to seek out the sacred places of your mind, would you
not? Y ou would have to look to yourself, you would have to
understand the way your mind is working; because, the mind isthe
only instrument you have, and if you do not understand that
instrument, how can you go beyond the mind? Surely, Sir, those
who first wrote the sacred books could not have been copyists,
could they? They didn't quote somebody else. But we are quoting
because our hearts are empty, we are dry, we have nothing in us.
We make alot of noise, and that we call wisdom; and with that
knowledge we want to transform the world, and thereby we make
more noise. That iswhy it isimportant for the mind which really
wants to bring about a fundamental revolution to be free from
copy, from imitation, from patterns.

Now, the questioner asks, "Does quotation from another person
interfere with the peculiar technique of hypnotism which you are
employing?' Am | hypnotizing you? Don't answer me - because
the hypnotized man does not know he is being hypnotized. The
problem is not whether | am hypnotizing you, but why you are
listening to me. If you are listening merely to find a substitute,

another leader, another picture to worship and put flowers before,



then what | am saying will be utterly useless. Y our walls are
aready filled with pictures, you have innumerable images, and if
you are listening to find further gratification, you will be
hypnotized no matter what is said. Aslong as you are seeking
gratification you will find the means that will gratify you, and
therefore you will be hypnotized - as most of you are. Those who
believe in nationalism are hypnotized; those who believe in certain
dogmas about God, about reincarnation, or what you will, are
hypnotized by words, by ideas. And you like to be hypnotized,
mesmerized, either by another or by yourselves, because in that
state you can remain undisturbed; and aslong as you are seeking a
state in which you will have no disturbance, which you call peace
of mind, you will always find the means, the guru - anyone or
anything that will give you what you want. That state is hypnosis.
Surely, that is not what is taking place here, isit? Actually, | am
not giving you anything. On the contrary, | say: wake up from your
hypnosis; whether you are hypnotized by your Upanishads, or by
the latest guru - be free of them. Look at your own problems; see
the truth of the nearest problems, not the farthest, and understand
your relationship with society. Surely, that is not to hypnotize you;
on the contrary, it isto bring you down to facts, to make you see
the facts. The avoid- ance of the fact, the escape from the fact, is
the process of hypnosis, and that is helped along by the
newspapers, the cinema, the sacred books, the gurus, the temples,
the repetition of words and chants. The fact is not something very
extraordinary, the fact isthat you are exploiting that you are
responsible for the mess in the world; it is you who are responsible,

not some economic maladjustment. That is the fact, which you are



unwilling to look at; and as long as you do not want to look at the
fact, you will be hypnotized, not by me, but by your own desire,
which seeks away of not being disturbed, of walking along the
usual path and becoming respectable. Sir, the respectable man, the
so-called religious man, is the hypnotized man, because his
ultimate escape is his belief; and that belief isinvariably gratifying,
it is never disturbing otherwise he would not believein it.

o, either the desire for comfort, for security, for gratification,
for a state of non-disturbance, creates the outside entity who
hypnotizes you, or you are inwardly hypnotized by your own
desire for security; but to understand truth, the mind must be free.
Freedom is not something to be achieved ultimately, it must be at
the beginning; but we do not want to be free at the beginning,
because to be free at the beginning means inward revolution, a
drastic perception of the facts all the time, which demands constant
awareness, alertness of mind. Because we do not want to be awake
to the facts, we find the usual ways of escape, either in social
activities or personal ambition, and the mind which is caught in
socia activity and ambition is much more hypnotized than the
mind which is merely self-enclosed in its personal misery; but both
are hypnotized by their own want, by their own desires. Y ou can be
free from your own self-hypnosis only when you understand the
whole, total process of yourself; therefore, self-knowledge is the
beginning of freedom, and without self-knowledge you are
perpetually in a state of hypnosis.

Question: Y ou are preaching a kind of philosophical anarchism,
which is the favourite escape of the highbrow intellectuals. Will

not a community always need some form of regulation and



authority? What social order could express the values you are
upholding?

Krishnamurti: Sir, when lifeis very difficult, when problems are
increasing, we escape either through the intellect or through
mysticism. We know the escape through the intellect;
rationalization, more and more cunning devices, more and more
technique, more and more economic responsesto life, al very
subtle and intellectual. And there is the escape through mysticism,
through the sacred books, through worshipping an established idea
- idea being an image, a symbol, a superior entity, or what you will
-, thinking that it is not of the mind; but both the intellectual and
the mystic are products of the mind. One we call the intellectual
highbrow, and the other we despise, because it is the fashion now
to despise the mystic, to kick him out; but both function through
the mind. The intellectual may be able to talk, to express himself
more clearly, but he too withdraws himself into his own ideas and
lives there quietly disregarding society and pursuing hisillusions,
which are born of the mind; so | do not think thereis any
difference between the two. They are both pursuing illusions of the
mind, and neither the highbrow nor the lowbrow, neither the
mystic, the yogi who escapes, withdraws from the world, nor the
commissar, has the answer. It isyou and |, ordinary common
people, who have to solve this problem without being highbrow or
mystical, without escaping either through rationalization, or
through vague terms and getting hypnotized by words, by methods
of our own self-projection. What you are the world is, and unless
you understand yourself, what you create will always increase

confusion and misery; but the understanding of yourself isnot a



process through which you have to go in order to act. It is not that
you must first understand yourself and then act; on the contrary the
understanding of yourself isin the very action of relationship.
Action isrelationship in which you understand yourself, in which
you see yourself clearly; but if you wait to become perfect or to
understand yourself, that waiting is dying. Most of us have been
active, and that activity has left us empty, dry; and once we have
been bitten, we wait and do not act further, because we say, "I
won't act until | understand'. Waiting to understand is a process of
death; but if you understand the whole problem of action, of living
from moment to moment, which does not demand waiting, then
understanding isin what you are doing, it isin action itself, it is not
separate from living. Living isaction, living is relationship, and
because we do not understand relationship, because we avoid
relationship, we are caught in words; and words have mesmerized
us into action that leads to further chaos and misery.

"Will not acommunity always need some form of regulation
and authority?' Obvioudly there must be authority aslong as a
community is based on violence. Is not our present social structure
based on violence, on intolerance? The community isyou and
another in relationship; and is not your relationship based on
violence? Are you not ultimately out for yourself, either asa
commissar or asayogi? The yogi wants his salvation first, and so
does the commissar, only you call it by different names. |s not our
present relationship based on violence - violence being the process
of self-enclosure, isolation? I's not our daily action a process of
isolation? And since each one isisolating himself, there must be
authority to bring about cohesion, either the authority of the state,



or the authority of organized religion. To the extent that we have
been held together at all, we have been held so far through fear of
religion or through fear of government; but a man who understands
relationship, whose life is not based on violence, has no need for
authority. The man who needs authority is the stupid man, the
violent man, the unhappy man - which is yourself. Y ou seek
authority because you think that without it you are lost; that is why
you have all these religions, illusions, and beliefs, that is why you
have innumerable leaders, political aswell asreligious. In
moments of confusion you produce the leader, and that |eader you
follow; and since he is the outcome of your own confusion,
obviously the leader himself must be confused. So, authority is
necessary as long as you are producing conflict, misery and
violence in your relationships.

"What social order could express the values you are
upholding?' Sir, do you understand what values | am upholding?
Am | upholding any thing - at least, for those few who have
listened with serious intention? | am not giving you a new set of
values for an old set of values, | am not giving you a substitution;
but | say, look at the very things that you hold, examine them,
search out their truth, and the values that you then establish will
create the new society. It is not for somebody else to draw up a
blueprint which you can follow blindly without knowing what it is
all about, but it isfor you to find out for yourself the value, the
truth of each problem. What | am saying is very clear and simple if
you will follow it. Society is your own product, it isyour
projection. The world's problem is your problem, and to understand

that problem you have to understand yourself; and you can



understand yourself only in relationship, not in escapes. Because
you escape through them, your religion, your knowledge, have no
validity, no significance. Y ou are unwilling to alter fundamentally
your relationship with another because that means trouble, that
means disturbance, revolution; so you talk about the highbrow
intellectual, the mystic, and all the rest of that nonsense. Sir, a new
society, anew order, cannot be established by another; it must be
established by you. A revolution based on anideaisnot a
revolution at all. Real revolution comes from within, and that
revolution is not brought about through escape, but comes only
when you understand your relationships, your daily activities, the
way you are acting, the way you are thinking, the way you are
talking, your attitude to your neighbour, to your wife, to your
husband, to your children. Without understanding yourself,
whatever you do, however far you may escape, will only produce
more misery, more wars, more destruction.

Question: Prayer isthe only expression of every human heart, it
isthe cry of the heart for unity. All schools of Bhaktimarga are
based on the instinctive bent for devotion, Why do you brush it
aside as a thing of the mind?

Krishnamurti: Most people pray, you all do, either in atemple,
in your private room, or quietly in your own heart. When do you
pray? Surely, you pray when you are in trouble. do you not? When
you are faced with a serious problem, when you are in sorrow,
when there is no oneto help you in your difficulty, when you are
unhappy, confused, disturbed, and you want someone to help you
out - then you pray. That is, prayer is the cry of every human being

who seeks someone to help him out of his misery; so prayer is



generally apetition, isit not? It is a supplication to someone
outside of yourself, to a separate entity, to help you, and you want
to be united with that entity.

Now, Sirs, most of you pray in one way or another, so try to
understand what | am talking about; do not resist it, but first find
out. | am not mesmerizing you, | am trying to tell you that to resist
something new is not to understand it. Do not say that | am
condemning prayer, that | think it isfutile; because there may be a
different approach to the whole problem. Unless you follow this
rather closely, | am afraid you won't understand what is going to
come out of it. Prayer is a supplication, a petition, an appeal to
something out side of ourselves. Is there anything beyond
ourselves? Do not quote the Upanishads or Marx, because
guotation has no meaning. The Upanishads may say that thereis
something beyond yourself, and the Marxist may say thereis
nothing beyond yourself, but both of them may be wrong. Y ou
have to find out the truth of it, and to find out the truth of it you
have to examine the process of yourself in prayer, you have to
understand why you pray. For the moment we are not considering
whether there is an answer to prayer, or how the answer comes; we
will go into that presently. When you pray, it is taken for granted
that you pray to another, to an entity who is superior; who is
beyond yourself; but before we go into that, surely we must find
out why you pray. What is the process of prayer? First, obvioudly,
we pray because we are confused. A happy man does not pray,
does he? A man with joy, with delight, does not pray. It isthe man
who isin sorrow, the man who is faced with a difficulty, who isin

confusion, in pain - it is he who prays; and his prayer is either for



the clarification of his confusion, or it is a supplication for some
other need in which there is urgency. So, the man who praysis
confused, in misery, in travail; and what happens when he prays?
Have you ever observed yourself praying? Y ou either kneel or sit
quietly, you take a certain physical posture, don't you? Or, while
you are walking, your mind is praying. Now, what happens in that
process? Please follow it and you will see. When you pray your
mind is repeating certain words, certain Christian or Sanskrit
phrases; and the repetition of these phrases makes the mind quiet,
doesit not? Try it and you will see that if you keep on repeating
certain words, certain phrases, the superficial, upper layers of the
mind are made quiet - which is not real stiliness, but aform of
hypnosis. Now, when the upper, the superficial mind is made quiet,
what happens? Obviously, the deeper layers of the mind give their
intimation, do they not? All the deeper levels of consciousness, the
racial accumulations, the individual experiences, the past memories
and knowledge - it is al there; but our daily life, our daily
activities, are merely on the surface of the mind, and most of us are
not concerned at all about the deeper levels. We are concerned with
them only when we are disturbed, or occasionally when thereisa
remembrance, a dream. But obviously the deeper layers of
consciousness are always there, and they are ceaselesdly acting,
waiting, watching; and when the superficial mind, which is
ordinarily so completely occupied with its own troubles,
necessities, and worries, becomes somewhat quiet, or is made
quiet, naturally the inward memories give their intimations; and
these intimations we call the VVoice of God. But isit the Voice of
God? Is it something beyond yourself? When these intimations



come obvioudly they must be the result of collective and individual
experience, of racial memory, which isalittle more alert, alittle
wiser than the superficial mind; but the responseis still from
yourself, it is not from outside. The collective memories, the
collective instincts, the collective idiosyncrasies and responses - all
these project the hint into the quiet mind, but it is still from the
limited entity, from the conditioned consciousness, it is not from
beyond that consciousness. That is how your prayers are answered.
Y ou are part of the collective, and your prayers are answered from
the collective in yourself; and the response to prayer must be
satisfactory to the conscious mind, otherwise you will never accept
it. You believe and you pray because you want away out of your
difficulty; and the way out of your difficulty is always satisfying,
somehow your prayers are always answered according to your
gratifications. So, our prayers, which are supplications, have an
answer from our deeper selves, not from beyond our selves.

The next question is: is there something beyond ourselves? To
find that out requires quite a different way of thinking, not through
prayer, not through meditation, not through quotation, but through
understanding the whole process of consciousness. The mind can
project ideas about God or reality, but what the mind projectsis not
beyond the field of thought; and aslong as the mind is active in the
projection of its own conceptions, it obviously can not find out if
there is something beyond itself. To find out if there is something
beyond itself, the mind must cease to project, because what ever it
can think of is still within the field of thought, whether conscious
or unconscious. What the mind can project is not outside the field
of it self, and to find out if there is some thing beyond the mind,



the mind as thought must come to an end. Any activity, any
movement on the part of the mind, is still its own projection, and as
long as thought continues, it can never find what is beyond itself.
That which is beyond the mind can be discovered only when the
mind is still; and the stilling of the mind is not a process of will, of
determined action. The mind that is made still through the action of
will is obviously not a still mind, so the problem is how thought
can come to an end without willing it to come to an end; because,
if | discipline the mind to be still, then it isadead mind, itisan
enclosed mind, it is not afree mind. It is only the free mind that
can discover what is beyond itself, and that freedom cannot be
imposed on the mind. Imposition is not freedom, discipline is not
freedom, conformity is not freedom; but when the mind sees that
conformity is not freedom, then it is free. Seeing the fact isthe
beginning of freedom, which is seeing the false as the false and the
true asthe true, not at a distant future, but from moment to
moment; then only is there that freedom in which the mind can be
simple and still, and such a still mind can know what is beyond
itself.

Question: Do you accept the law of reincarnation and karma as
valid, or do you envisage a state of complete annihilation?

Krishnamurti: Now, most of you probably believein
reincarnation and karma, so please do not resist what | am going to
say. Through resistance we do not understand, through exclusion
there is no communion; to understand something, we must love it,
which means we must be in communion with it and not be afraid of
it.

First of al, belief in any form isthe denial of truth; a believing



mind is not an exploring mind, abelieving mind can never bein a
state of experiencing. Belief is merely atether created by a
particular desire. A man who believes in reincarnation cannot
know the truth of it, because his belief is merely a comfort, an
escape from death, from the fear of non-continuity; such a man
cannot find the truth of reincarnation, because what he wantsis
comfort, not truth, Truth may give him comfort or it may be a
disturbing factor; but if he starts with the desire to find comfort, he
cannot see the truth. Now, if you are serious, you and | are going to
find out the truth of the matter, and what isimportant is how we
approach the problem. How do you and | approach the problem of
reincarnation? Are you approaching it through fear, through
curiosity, through the desire for continuity? Or, do you want to
know what is? | am not avoiding the question. A mind that wants
to know the truth, whatever it is, issurely in a different state from
the mind which is afraid of death and is seeking comfort,
continuity, and therefore clingsto reincarnation. Such amind is
obviously not in a state of discovery. So, the approach to the
problem matters; and | am taking it for granted that you are
approaching the problem rightly, not through any desire for
comfort, but to find out the truth of the matter.

Now, what do you mean by reincarnation? What is it that
reincarnates? Y ou know there is death, and do what you will, you
cannot avoid it. You may postpone death, but thisis afact, which
we will go into presently. What isit that reincarnates? It is either
one of two things, isit not? Either it isaspiritual entity, or itisa
thing which is merely an accumulation of experience, of

knowledge, of memory, not only individual but collective, which



takes form again in another life. So, let us examine those two
things. What do we mean by a "spiritual entity'? Is there a spiritual
entity in you, something which is not of the mind, which is beyond
sensation, something which is not of time, something immortal ?
You will say, "Yes - al religious people do. Y ou say that thereisa
spiritual entity which is beyond time, beyond the mind, beyond
death. Please do not resist, let usthink it out. If you say thereisa
spiritual entity inyou, it isobviously the product of thought, isit
not? Y ou have been told about it, it is not your experience. Asa
man is conditioned by being brought up with the ideathat thereis
no spiritual entity, but only the coming together of various socid,
economic and environmental influences, so you are conditioned to
the idea of a spiritual entity, are you not? Even if it isyour own
discovery that thereis a spiritual entity, surely it is still within the
field of thought; and thought is the result of time, thought is the
product of the past, thought is accumulation, memory. That is, if
you can think about the spiritual entity, surely that entity is still
within the field of thought, therefore it is the product of thought,
the projection of thought; and therefore it isnot a spiritual entity.
What you can think about is still within the field of thought, so it
cannot be something beyond thought.

Now, if thereis no spiritual entity, then what isit that
reincarnates? And if thereisa spiritual entity, can it reincarnate? Is
it athing of time, isit athing of memory that comes and goes at
your convenience, at your desire? If itisborn, if it isaprocessin
time, if it has progress, surely it is not aspiritua entity; and if itis
not of time, then there can be no question of reincarnating, taking

on anew life. So, if the spiritual entity is not, then the “you' is



merely abundle of accumulated memories, the "you' is your
property, your wife, your husband, your children, your name, your
gualities. The accumulation of the experiences of the past in
conjunction with the present is the "you', both the conscious and
the unconscious, the collective aswell asthe individual - that
whole bundle is the "you; and that bundle asks, “Shall | reincarnate,
shall | have continuity, what happens after death? If thereisa
spiritual entity, it is beyond thought, it cannot be caught in the net
of the mind; and to discover that entity, that spiritual state, the
mind must be quiet, it cannot be agitated with the functioning of
thought. Now you are asking whether the "you' has continuity - the
“you' being the name, the property, the furniture, the memories, the
idiosyncrasies, the experiences, the accumulated knowledge. Has
that continuity? That is, has conditioned thought a continuity?
Obvioudy, thought has continuity, for that you do not have to
enquire far. Y ou have continuity in your children, in your property,
in your name; obviously, that continues in one form or another. But
you are not satisfied with that continuity, are you? Y ou want to
continue as a spiritual entity, not merely as thought, a bundle of
reactions - thereis no funin that. But are you anything more than
that? Are you anything more than your religion, your beliefs, your
caste divisions, your superstitions, traditions and future hopes? Are
you anything more than that? Y ou would like to think you are more
than that, but the fact is you are that and nothing else. There may
be something beyond; but to discover something beyond, all this
has to come to an end. So, when you enquire into the problem of
reincarnation, you are concerned, not with what is beyond, but with
the continuity of thought identified as the "you; and obviously,



thereis continuity.

Now, another question involved in thisis the problem of death,
What is death? |s death merely the ending of the body? And why is
it that we are so afraid of death? Because we cling to continuity
and we see that there is an ending of continuity when we die, we
want assurance of continuity on the other side, and that iswhy we
believein life after death; but any amount of guarantees of
continuity, all the research societies, all the books and information,
will never satisfy you. Death is aways the unknown; you may have
al the information about it, but the known is afraid of the
unknown, and will always be. So, one of the problemsin this
guestion isthis: I's continuity creative? Can that whichis
continuous discover anything beyond itself? Sir, can that which has
continuity know something beyond its own field? That isthe
problem, and it is a problem which you are unwilling to face - and
that iswhy you are afraid of death. That which continues can never
be creative; it isonly in ending that there is the new. Only when
the known comesto an end is there creation, the new, the
unknown; but aslong as we cling to the desire for continuity,
which is thought identified as the ‘'me’, that thought will continue,
and that which continues hasin it the seed of death and decay, itis
not creative. It is only that which ends that can see the new, the
fresh, the whole, the unknown. Sir, thisis simple and very clear.
Aslong as you are continuing in the habit of a particular thought,
surely you cannot know the new, can you? Aslong as you cling to
your traditions, to your name, to your properties, you cannot know
anything new, can you? It isonly when you let all that go
completely that the new comes. But you dare not let go of the old



because you are afraid of the new; that iswhy you are afraid of
death, and that is why you have all the innumerable escapes. More
books are written on death than on life, because life you want to
avoid. Living isto you a continuity, and that which continues
withers, hasno life; it is always afraid of coming to an end - and
that is why you want immortality. Y ou have your immortality in
your name, in your property, in your furniture, in your son, your
clothes, your house; all that is your immortality - you have it, but
you want something more. Y ou want immortality on the other side
- and you have that too, which is your thought, identified as
yourself, continuing; "yourself' being your furniture, your hats,
your substitutions, your beliefs. But should you not find out
whether that which continues can ever know the timeless? That
which continues implies a process of time, the past, the present and
the future. That is, continuance is the past in conjunction with the
present breeding the tomorrow, the future, which again breeds
another future; and so there is continuity. But does that continuity
bring about, can that continuity discover the unknown, the
unknowable, the eternal? And if it cannot, what is the point of
having that thought, identified as the "me’, continue? The "me,
which isidentified thought, must be in a state of ceaseless conflict,
constant suffering, perpetual worry over problems, and so on; and
that isthe lot of continuity. It is only when the mind comes to an
end, when it is not identified as the "me, that you will know that
which is beyond time; but merely to speculate what is beyond isa
waste of energy, it isthe action of a sluggard. So, that which has
continuance can never know the real, but that which has an ending
shall know the real. Death alone can show the way to reality - not



the death of old age or of disease, but the death of every day, dying
every minute, so that you see the new.

In this question is also involved the problem of karma.l |
wonder if you would rather | discussed this another time? It is
already half past seven. Do you want me to go into it?

Comment from the Audience: Yes, Sir.

Krishnamurti: Have you under stood what | have said about
reincarnation? Have you, Sirs? Why this strange silence?
(Interruption.) Thisis not adiscussion, Sir. We will discuss next
Tuesday the question of time, and on Thursday evening we will
discuss meditation; but if you really think about what has just been
said, you will see the extraordinary depth of ending, of dying. The
mind that can die every minute shall know the eternal; but the mind
that has continuance can never know that which is beyond the
mind. Sir that is not a thing to be quoted, discussed; you must live
it, and then only you will know the beauty of it, you will know the
depth and the significance of dying each minute. Dying is merely
the ending of the past, which is memory - not the memory, the
recognition of facts, but the ending of the psychological
accumulation as the ‘'me' and the "mine, and in that ending of
identified thought, there is the new.

Now you want me to answer the question on karma. Please
approach it with freedom, not with resistance not with superstition,
not with your beliefs. Obviously, thereis cause and effect. The
mind is the result of a cause, you are the result, the product of
yesterday, and of many, many thousands of yesterdays, cause and
effect are an obvious fact. The seedling hasin it both cause and

effect. It is specialized; a particular seed cannot become something



different. The seed of wheat is specialized, but we human beings
are different, are we not? That which specializes can be destroyed,
anything that specializes comes to an end, biologically aswell as
psychologically; but with usit is different, isit not? We see that
cause becomes effect, and what was effect becomes a further cause
- it isvery simple effect, and what was effect becomes a further
cause - it isvery simple. Today isthe result of yesterday, and
tomorrow isthe result of today; yesterday was the cause of today,
and today is the cause of tomorrow. What was effect becomes
cause, so it isa process without an end. There is no cause apart
from effect, there is no division between cause and effect, because
cause and effect flow into each other; and if one can seethe
process of cause and effect asit actually operates, one can be free
of it. Aslong as we are concerned with the mere reconciliation of
effects, cause takes patterns, and the patterns then become the
Issue, the motive of action; but isthere at any time aline of
demarcation where cause ends and effect begins? Surely not,
because cause and effect are in constant movement. In fact, thereis
no cause and no effect, but only a movement of the ‘what has been'
through the present to the future; and for amind that is caught in
this process of the "what has been' using the present as a passage to
the "what will be, thereisonly aresult. That is, suchamind is only
concerned with results, with the reconciliation of effects, and hence
for such amind there is no escape beyond its own projections. So,
as long as thought is caught in the process of cause and effect, the
mind can proceed only in its own enclosure, and therefore thereis
no freedom. There is freedom only when we see that the process of

cause and effect is not stationary, static, but in movement; when



understood, that movement comes to an end - and then one can go
beyond.

S0, aslong as the mind is merely responding to stimuli from the
past, whatever it doesis merely furthering its own misery; but
when it sees and understands the fact of this whole process of
cause and effect, of this whole process of time, that very
understanding of the fact is freedom from the fact. Then only can
the mind know that which isnot aresult or acause. Truth isnot a
result, truth is not a cause, it is something which has no cause at
al. That which has a cause is of the mind, that which has an effect
is of the mind; and to know the causeless, the eternal, that whichis
beyond time, the mind, which is the effect of time, must come to an
end. Thought, which is the effect as well as the cause, must come
to an end, and only then can that which is beyond time be known.
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BOMBAY 5TH PUBLIC TALK 12TH MARCH 1950

Thisisthelast talk that will be held here. | believe thereisatalk
on Tuesday the 14th at Dadar at 9 o'clock; probably you are
aready informed about it.

| think it isimportant, isit not?, to understand the meaning of
words, not only superficially, according to the dictionary, but also
to see their significance beyond the mere superficial level; because,
we are mesmerized by words, and we think that by understanding a
word we understand the whole content of that word. The word
becomes significant only when we go beyond the superficia level,
the ordinary or common usage, and see the deeper meaning of it.
We have been mesmerized by certain words like "God', “love, "the
simple life; and, especially in these times when there is so much
confusion, when there are so many |leaders, books, theories and
opinions, we tend to be easily mesmerized by the word “activity' or
“action'. So, | think it would be worthwhile to go into the problem
of what we mean by action, and not merely be hypnotized by that
word. We think we are very much alive and active when we keep
going, when we are constantly in movement, when we are doing
something, either at the club, in palitics, in the family, or what you
will. Wethink activity islife; and isit life? Living in the
mechanical responses of everyday existence - isthat life? Since
mere activity takes most of our energy, isit not important to
understand and not be mesmerized by the words “action’ and
“activity'? Action is obviously necessary, action is life; but at what
level? We act according to opinion, according to memory, we are a

whole series of conditioned responses, memories and traditions.



Our action and our morality are based on what has been or what
will be, and our thinking, which is obviously the basis of our
action, is amost mechanical; most of us are like machines in what
we do. Y ou give amachine certain information, and it gives you
certain responses; similarly, we receive certain information through
our senses, and then respond. So, our thinking and our activities are
almost mechanical, and this mechanical thinking with its responses
and activity we cal “living'. We are satisfied to live on that level,
and we are mesmerized by our leaders, by ourselves, by our
environmental influences, to continue living in that state. Now, can
we go beyond and find out what is action? To most of us action is
mere mechanical response to a challenge. | ask you something, and
you reply. There is constant impingement of stimuli, and thereisa
constant response, conscious or unconscious; and this process of
the background, the tradition of what has been, mechanically
responding to challenge, to stimuli, is our whole existence, it is our
thinking and our activity. Religiously aswell as politically, we are
aways responding to a challenge, and that response we call
activity. But isthat response, action? Can it ever be action? Surely,
it isnot action, it isonly reaction; and isit possible to go beyond
reaction, to go beyond the mechanical process of the mind? We
know the structure of the mind, which is merely accumulated
information, accumulated experience, the conditioning of the past;
and this conditioned mind is always responding, reacting, and this
reaction we call action. But action based on reaction must
obviously lead to confusion, because there is no newness, thereis
no freshness, no vitality, no clarity; it is a mechanical response. It

islike amotorcar: you put in oil and fuel, start it, keep it going, and



occasionally overhaul it. That is exactly what our lifeis: a series of
mechanical responses to stimuli, to challenge, and this we call
living. Obviously, such an approach to any problem can solveit
only according to reaction, and a problem that is solved according
to reaction is not solved at all.

S0, isit possible to go beyond the mechanical responses, and
find out what is action? Action is obviously not a response, not a
reaction; and it is only when we see that action itself is challenge,
that there isaquality of newness. To come to that, one must
understand the whole process of thinking, the whole process of
responding, reacting; and that iswhy it is so important to
understand oneself. The self is obviously reaction, and to go
beyond reaction, there must be complete understanding of the self,
of the 'me, on all levels, not only on the physical, but also on the
psychological. Aslong as there is reaction, there must be the self,
and the understanding of the self is the ending of reaction.
Thinking in terms of reaction with regard to any problem will only
multiply the problems, the complexities, the miseries of life; and
the ending of reaction, of response, is the understanding of the self,
the 'me. The ‘'me isat al levels; it is still the "'me', whether you
place it at the highest level, calling it the Atman, the Paramatman
or soul, or whether it isthe "'me' that owns property, that is seeking
power, virtue. The ‘me' is merely reaction, and therefore the ending
of reaction is the ending of the self. That iswhy it isimportant to
understand the whole process of the self, which means, obvioudy
the process of thinking. Because our thinking is based on reaction,
it ismechanical. The self is mechanical, and therefore it can
respond mechanically; and to go beyond, there must be complete



self-knowledge. The self isreaction, and when thereisthe
understanding of the self, then we will find out what is action,
because then action is challenge, then action is not aresponse, a
reaction, it is from the centre which is without a point. Now we
always act from a centre with a point, which isthe ‘'me' - my fears,
my hopes, my frustrations, my ambitions, my sociological,
environmental or religious conditioning; that is the centre from
which we react, and as long as that centre is not completely
understood, however much we may try to solve our problems, they
will only multiply, and the misery, the struggle, the catastrophe,
will only increase. To understand that centre with a point is to put
an end to reaction and to bring about a centre without a point; and
when thereis that centre without a point, then there is action, and
action isitself challenge.

The understanding of the mind is possible only in relationship,
In your relationship to property, to people, and to ideas. At present
that relationship is reaction, and a problem that is created by
reaction cannot be solved by another reaction; it can be solved only
when the whole process of reaction is understood, which is the self,
the "'me'. Then you will find there is an action which is not
reaction, which is the challenge itself, which is creative; but that
state is not realized by closing your eyes and going into deep,
peculiar meditation, fancies, and what not. Therefore, religionis
self-knowledge, the beginning of the understanding of reaction;
and without self-knowledge, there is no basis for thinking, thereis
only abasis for reaction. The process of reaction is not thinking.
Thinking is action without a centre - but then it is no longer

thinking, because then there is no verbalization, thereis no



accumulation of memory, of experience. We can solve our
problems only when we approach them anew, when thereis
creativeness, and there can be no creativenessif thereis
mechanical response. A machineis not creative, however
marvellousdly put together; and we have amind whichis
marvellously put together, which is mechanical, and which creates
problems. To resolve those problems, occasionally we giveit a
shock, and then more and more shocks; but the shock method is
not the solution of a problem. The solution of problems comes only
when there is action which is not areaction, and that is possible
only when we understand the whole process of the mind inits
relationshipsin daily life.

S0, religion is the understanding of daily life, not atheory or a
process of isolation. A religious man who repeats certain words
while ruthlessly exploiting othersis obvioudly an escapist; his
morality, his respectability, is without any meaning. The
understanding of the self is the beginning of wisdom, and wisdom
is not reaction. It is only when the whole process of reaction, which
IS conditioning, is understood, that there is a centre without a point,
which is wisdom.

Apparently it is easy to ask questions, for many have been sent
in. Out of all those questions, resumes have been made of the more
representative ones, and here they are; so if your particular
guestion is not answered exactly asyou put it, it isonly being
answered differently, but the problems are the same. As| answer
these questions please do not merely follow on the verbal level
what is being said, but experience it as we go along. Let us take the

journey together and observe, as it were, every shadow, every



flower, every stone, every dead animal on the road, al the dirt and
beauty that lie along the wayside. That is the only way we can
solve any of our problems: by clearly, definitely and closely
observing everything that we see and feel.

Question: Will you please explain the process of your mind
when you are actually speaking here. If you have not gathered
knowledge, and if you have no store of experience and memory,
from where do you get your wisdom? How do you manage to
cultivate it? (Pause.)

Krishnamurti: | am hesitating because | have not seen the
guestions before. | shall answer spontaneously, so you also will
have to follow spontaneously and not think along traditional lines.
The question then, is how my mind works, and how | have
gathered wisdom. "If you have no store of experience and memory,
from where do you get your wisdom? How do you manage to
cultivate it?" First of al, how do you know that what | am saying is
wisdom? (Laughter.) Sirs, do not laugh. It is easy to laugh and pass
it by. How do you know that what | am saying is true? By what
measurement, by what yardstick do you measure? Isthere a
measurement for wisdom? Can you say thisiswisdom and that is
not? |'s sensation wisdom, or is the response to sensation wisdom?
Sir, you do not know what wisdom is, therefore you cannot say |
am speaking wisdom. Wisdom is not that which you experience,
nor isit to be found in a book. Wisdom is not something that you
can experience at all, that you can gather, accumulate. On the
contrary, wisdom is a state of being in which thereisno
accumulation of any kind, you cannot gather wisdom.

The questioner wants to know how my mind works. If | may go



into it alittle, | will show you. Thereis no centre from whichitis
acting there is no memory from which it is responding. Thereis
memory of the road which | took just now, of the road where live,
there is the recognition of people, of incidents; but thereis no
accumul ating process, no mechanical process of gradual gathering,
from which comes response. If | did not know the usage of English
or some other language, | would not be able to speak.
Communication on the verbal level is necessary in order to
understand each other; but it iswhat is said, how it is said, from
whereit is said, that isimportant. Now, when aquestion is put, if
the answer is the response of a mind which has accumulated
experiences and memories, then it is merely reaction, and therefore
it is not reasoning; but when there is no accumulation, which
means no response, then there is no frustration, no effort, no
struggle. The accumulating process, the accumulating centre, is
like a deep rooted tree in a stream which gathers debris around
itself; and thought, sitting on the top of that tree, imaginesit is
thinking, living. Such amind is only accumulating, and the mind
which accumulates, whether knowledge, money, or experience, is
obviously not living. It is only when the mind moves, flows, that
thereisliving.

The questioner wants to know how wisdom is come by, and
how to cultivate it. Y ou cannot cultivate wisdom; you can cultivate
knowledge, information, but you cannot cultivate wisdom, because
wisdom is not athing that can be accumulated. The moment you
begin to accumulate, it becomes mere information, knowledge,
which is not wisdom. The entity that cultivates wisdom is still part

of thought, and thought is merely aresponse, areaction to



challenge. Therefore, thought is merely the accumulation of
memory, of experience, of knowledge, and so thought can never
find wisdom. Only when there is a cessation of thinking is there
wisdom; and there can be cessation of thinking only when thereis
an end to the process of accumulation - which is the recognition of
the "'me' and the "‘mine'. While the mind functions within the field
of the 'me' and the ‘mine, which is merely reaction, there cannot
be wisdom. Wisdom is a state of spontaneity which has no centre,
which has no accumulating entity. As| am talking | am aware of
the words | am using, but | am not reacting from a centre to the
guestion. To find out the truth of a question, of a problem, the
process of thinking, which is mechanical and which we know, must
come to an end. Therefore, it means there must be complete inward
silence, and then only will you know that creativeness which is not
mechanical, which is not merely reaction. So, silenceisthe
beginning of wisdom.

Look, Sirs, it isfairly ssmple. When you have a problem, your
first response isto think about it, to resist it, to deny it, to accept it,
or to explain it away, isit not? Watch yourself and you will see.
Take any problem that arises, and you will see that the immediate
response isto resist or to accept it; or, if you do not do either of
those things, you justify it, or you explain it away. So, when a
guestion is asked, your mind isimmediately set into motion; like a
machine, it immediately responds. But it you will solve the
problem, the immediate response is silence, not thinking. When
this question was asked, my response was silence, complete
silence; and being silent, | saw immediately that where thereis

accumul ation there cannot be wisdom. Wisdom is spontaneity, and



there can be no spontaneity or freedom aslong asthereis
accumulation as knowledge, memory. So, aman of experience can
never be awise man, nor a simple man; but the man who isfree
from the process of accumulation iswise, he knows what silence
i, and whatever comes from that silenceistrue. That silenceis not
athing to be cultivated; it has no means, there is no path to it, there
isno "how'. To ask "how' means cultivating, it is merely areaction,
aresponse of the desire to accumulate silence. But when you
understand the whole process of accumulating, which isthe
process of thinking, then you will know that silence from which
springs action which is not reaction; and one can live in that silence
al thetime, it isnot a gift, a capacity - it has nothing to do with
capacity. It comes into being only when you closely observe every
reaction, every thought, every feeling, when you are aware of the
fact without explanation, without resistance, without acceptance or
justification; and when you see the fact very clearly without
intervening blocks and screens, then the very perception of the fact
dissolves the fact, and the mind is quiet. It isonly when the mind is
very quiet, not making an effort to be quiet, that it isfree. Sir, it is
only the free mind that is wise. and to be free the mind must be
silent.

Question: How can | as an individual meet, overcome and
resolve the growing tension and war-fever between India and
Pakistan? This situation creates a mentality of revenge and mass
retaliation. Appeals and arguments are completely inadequate.
Inaction is a crime. How does one meet a problem like this?

Krishnamurti: Sir why do you call inaction a crime? There are

only two ways of dealing with this, according to you, which is



either to become a pacifist or to take agun. That isthe only way
you respond, isit not? That is the only way most people know in
which to answer a problem of this kind. To you, the gun and
pacifism are the only means of action, are they not? Y ou think you
are answering the challenge when you take revenge with a gun, or
whatever it isyou do; and if you think that violence is no solution,
you become a pacifist. In other words, you want recognition for
your action, and the recognition satisfies you; you say, ‘| am a
pacifist', or | have agun’, and this labelling of yourself satisfies
you, and you think you have answered the problem. Surely, that is
the general response, isit not? So, that iswhy you say inactionisa
crime. Of course it is acrime from those two points of view. A
man who does not carry agun or call himself a pacifist isto you a
criminal, because you think according to the recognized labels,
according to those two ways. Now, seeing that, let usfind out if
inaction is acrime - inaction being not to act along either of those
two lines or their equivalents. Isthat acrime? Isit acrimeto say, |
am neither a pacifist, nor do | carry agun'? When would you say
that? When you see that both are merely reactions to the challenge,
and that through reaction you cannot solve the problem. Surely, the
man who carries agun is doing so because of hisreaction, whichis
the outcome of his conditioning as a nationalist, as an Indian, asa
Pakistanee, or whatever heis called. The carrying of thegunis
merely areaction according to his conditioning. And the man who
does not carry agun, who calls himself a pacifist, is aso reacting
according to his particular view, is he not? Those are the two
reactions which we know, with which we are all acquainted.

During wartime you make the pacifist amartyr, and so on; but both



are recognized means of activity, and when you act along either of
those two lines, with all their implications, you are satisfied, you
feel that at least you are doing something about the war, and people
recognize that you are doing it. You feel satisfied and they feel
satisfied; and the more carrying of guns, the better.

Now, the man who in wartime neither carries agun nor calls
himself a pacifist, who isinactive in the deep sense of the word,
who does not respond to the challenge as a reaction - such a man
you call inactive and therefore criminal. Now, is hethe criminal? Is
he inactive? Are you not the criminals, both the pacifist and the
man who carries agun? Surely, the criminal is not the man who
says, | will not react to war in any way', because such aman has
no country, he belongs to no religion, no dogma, he has no leader,
political, religious or economic, he does not belong to any party,
because these are all reactions; and therefore he is neither a pacifist
nor does he carry agun. And a man who does not react to the
challenge, but who is the challenge, such a man you call inactive, a
useless entity, because he does not fit into either of these two
categories. Surely, the whole thing iswrong, pacifism aswell as
carrying a gun, because they are mere reactions, and through
reaction you will never solve any problem. Y ou will solve the
problem of war only when you yourself are the challenge, and not
merely areaction.

So, the man who carries a gun does not solve the problem, he
only increases the problem; for each war produces another war, it
isan historical fact.The first world war produced the second world
war, the second will produce the third, and so the chain keeps

going. Now, when you see that, you react against it and say, | am



apacifist, | won't carry agun and | will go to prison, | will suffer
for it; | have a cause for which | am acting'. The suffering, the
martyrdom, is still areaction, and so it cannot solve the problem
either. But the man who is not reacting to war in any way isthe
chalengeitself, heisin himself the breaker of old traditions, and
such aman isthe only entity that can resolve this problem. That is
why it isimportant to understand yourself, your conditioning, your
upbringing, the way you are educated; because, the government,
the whole system, is your own projection. The world is you, the
world is not separate from you; the world with its problems is
projected out of your responses, out of your reactions, so the
solution does not lie in creating further reactions. There can be a
solution only when there is action which is not reaction, and that
can come into being only when you understand the whole process
of response to stimuli both from outside and inside, which means
that you understand the structure of your own being from which
society is created.

Question: We know sex as an inescapable physical and
psychological necessity, and it seemsto be aroot cause of chaosin
the personal life of our generation. It isahorror to young women
who are victims of man's lust. Suppression and indulgence are
equally ineffective. How can we deal with this problem?

Krishnamurti: Why isit that whatever we touch we turninto a
problem? We have made God a problem, we have made love a
problem, we have made relationship, living a problem, and we
have made sex a problem. Why? Why is everything we do a
problem, a horror? Why are we suffering? Why has sex become a

problem? Why do we submit to living with problems, why do we



not put an end to them? Why do we not die to our problems instead
of carrying them day after day, year after year? Surely, sex isa
relevant question, which | shall answer presently; but thereisthe
primary gquestion, why do we make life into a problem? Working,
sex, earning money, thinking, feeling, experiencing, you know, the
whole business of living - why isit a problem? Isit not essentially
because we always think from a particular point of view, from a
fixed point of view? We are always thinking from a centre towards
the periphery; but the periphery is the centre for most of us, and so
anything we touch is superficial. But lifeis not superficidl, it
demands living completely, and because we are living only
superficially, we know only superficial reaction. Whatever we do
on the periphery must inevitably create a problem, and that is our
life: we live in the superficial and we are content to live there with
al the problems of the superficial. So, problems exist aslong aswe
live in the superficial, on the periphery, the periphery being the
"me' and its sensations, which can be externalize or made
subjective, which can be identified with the universe, with the
country, or with some other thing made up by the mind. So, aslong
aswe live within the field of the mind there must be complications,
there must be problems; and that is all we know. Mind is sensation,
mind is the result of accumulated sensations and reactions, and
anything it touches is bound to create misery, confusion, an endless
problem. The mind isthe real cause of our problems, the mind that
isworking mechanically night and day, consciously and
unconsciously. The mind is amost superficial thing, and we have
spent generations, we spend our whole lives cultivating the mind,

making it more and more clever, more and more subtle, more and



more cunning, more and more dishonest and crooked, all of which
IS apparent in every activity of our life. The very nature of our
mind is to be dishonest, crooked, incapable of facing facts, and that
is the thing which creates problems, that is the thing which isthe
problem itself.

Now, what do we mean by the problem of sex?Isit the act, or is
it athought about the act? Surely, it is not the act. The sexual act is
no problem to you, any more than eating is a problem to you; but if
you think about eating or anything else all day long because you
have nothing else to think about, it becomes a problem to you.
(Laughter.) Do not laugh and look at somebody else, it isyour life.
So, isthe sexual act the problem, or is it the thought about the act?
And why do you think about it? Why do you build it up, which you
are obvioudy doing? The cinemas, the magazines, the stories, the
way women dress, everything is building up your thought of sex.
And why does the mind build it up, why does the mind think about
sex at all? Why, Sirsand Ladies? It is your problem. Why? Why
has it become a central issue in your life? When there are so many
things calling, demanding your attention, you give complete
attention to the thought of sex. What happens, why are your minds
so occupied with it? Because that is away of ultimate escape, is it
not? It isaway of complete self-forgetfulness. For the time being,
at least for that moment, you can forget yourself - and thereisno
other way of forgetting yourself. Everything else you doin life
gives emphasis to the ‘'me, to the self. Y our business, your
religion, your gods, your leaders, your political and economic
actions, your escapes, your social activities, your joining one party
and regjecting another - al that is emphasizing and giving strength



to the ‘'me. That is, Sirs, there is only one act in which thereisno
emphasis on the "'me, so it becomes a problem, does it not? When
there is only one thing in your life which is an avenue to ultimate
escape, to complete forgetfulness of yourself if only for afew
seconds, you cling to it because that is the only moment you are
happy. Every other issue you touch becomes a nightmare, a source
of suffering and pain, so you cling to the one thing that gives
complete self-forgetfulness, which you call happiness. But when
you cling to it, it too becomes a nightmare, because then you want
to be free from it, you do not want to be aslaveto it. So you
invent, again from the mind, the idea of chastity, of celibacy, and
you try to be celibate, to be chaste, through suppression,denial,
meditation, through all kinds of religious practices, al of which are
operations of the mind to cut itself off from the fact. Thisagain
gives particular emphasis to the "'me’, who istrying to become
something, so again you are caught in travail, in trouble, in effort,
in pain.

S0, sex becomes an extraordinarily difficult and complex
problem as long as you do not understand the mind which thinks
about the problem. The act itself can never be a problem, but the
thought about the act creates the problem. The act you safeguard,
you live loosely or indulge yourself in marriage, thereby making
your wife into a prostitute, which is all apparently very respectable;
and you are satisfied to leave it at that. Surely, the problem can be
solved only when you understand the whole process and structure
of the ‘'me' and the "'mine: my wife, my child, my property, my car,
my achievement, my success; and until you understand and resolve

al that, sex as aproblem will remain. Aslong asyou are



ambitious, politically, religioudly, or in any way, aslong asyou are
emphasizing the self, the thinker, the experiencer, by feeding him
on ambition whether in the name or yourself as an individual, or in
the name of the country, of the party, or of an ideawhich you call
religion - aslong as there is this activity of self-expansion, you will
have a sexual problem. Surely, you are creating, feeding,
expanding yourself on the one hand, and on the other you are
trying to forget yourself, to lose yourself if only for a moment.
How can the two exist together? So, your life is a contradiction;
emphasis on the ‘'me, and forgetting the "'me'. Sex is not a problem,
the problem is this contradiction in your life; and the contradiction
cannot be bridged over by the mind, because the mind itself isa
contradiction. The contradiction can be understood only when you
understand fully the whole process of your daily existence. Going
to the cinemas and watching women on the screen, reading books
which stimulate the thought, the magazines with their half-naked
pictures, your way of looking at women, the surreptitious eyes that
catch you - all these things are encouraging the mind through
devious ways to emphasize the self; and at the same time you try to
be kind, loving, tender. The two cannot go together. The man who
is ambitious, spiritually or otherwise, can never be without a
problem, because problems cease only when the self is forgotten,
when the "me' is non-existent; and that state of the non-existence of
the self is not an act of will, it is not a mere reaction. Sex becomes
areaction; and when the mind tries to solve the problem, it only
makes the problem more confused, more troublesome, more
painful. So, the act is not the problem, but the mind is the problem,
the mind which says it must be chaste. Chastity is not of the mind.



The mind can only suppress its own activities, and suppression is
not chastity. Chastity is not avirtue, chastity cannot be cultivated.
The man who is cultivating humility is surely not a humble man;
he may call his pride humility, but heis a proud man, and that is
why he seeks to become humble. Pride can never become humble,
and chastity is not a thing of the mind - you cannot become chaste.
Y ou will know chastity only when there islove, and love is not of
the mind nor athing of the mind.

S0, the problem of sex which tortures so many people all over
the world cannot be resolved till the mind is understood. We
cannot put an end to thinking; but thought comes to an end when
the thinker ceases, and the thinker ceases only when thereis am
understanding of the whole process. Fear comes into being when
there is division between the thinker and his thought; when thereis
no thinker, then only isthere no conflict in thought. What is
implicit needs no effort to understand. The thinker comes into
being through thought; then the thinker exerts himself to shape, to
control his thoughts, or to put an end to them. The thinker isa
fictitious entity, an illusion of the mind. When there is arealization
of thought as afact, then there is no need to think about the fact. If
there is simple, choiceless awareness, then that which isimplicit in
the fact beginsto revedl itself. Therefore, thought as fact ends.
Then you will see that the problems which are eating at our hearts
and minds, the problems of our social structure, can be resolved.
Then sex isno longer aproblem, it hasits proper place, it is neither
an impure thing nor a pure thing. Sex hasits place, but when the
mind givesit the predominant place, then it becomes a problem.

The mind gives sex a predominant place because it cannot live



without some happiness, and so sex becomes a problem; but when
the mind understands its whole process and so comes to an end,
that is, when thinking ceases, then there is creation, and it is that
creation which makes us happy. To bein that state of creation is
bliss, because it is self-forgetfulness in which there is no reaction
as from the self. Thisis not an abstract answer to the daily problem
of sex - it isthe only answer. The mind denies love, and without
love there is no chastity; and it is because there is no love that you
make sex into a problem.

Question: Love, aswe know and experience it, isafusion
between two people, or between the members of agroup; it is
exclusive, and in it there is both pain and joy. When you say loveis
the only solvent of life's problems, you are giving a connotation to
the word which we have hardly experienced. Can a common man
like me ever know love in your sense?

Krishnamurti: Sir, everybody can know love; but you can know
it only when you are capable of looking at facts very clearly,
without resistance, without justification, without explaining them
away - just look at things closely, observe them very clearly and
minutely. Now, what is the thing that we call love? The questioner
saysthat it is exclusive, and that in it we know pain and joy. Islove
exclusive? We shall find out when we examine what we call love,
what the so-called common man calls love. Thereis no common
man. Thereisonly man, which isyou and I. The common manisa
fictitious entity invented by the politicians. There is only man,
whichisyou and | who are in sorrow, in pain, in anxiety and fear.
Now, what isour life? To find out what loveis, let us begin with

what we know. What is our love? In the midst of pain and pleasure



we know it is exclusive, persona: my wife, my children, my
country, my God. We know it as aflame in the midst of smoke, we
know it through jeallousy, we know it through domination, we
know it through possession, we know it through loss, when the
other is gone. So, we know love as sensation, do we not? When we
say we love, we know jealousy, we know fear, we know anxiety.
When you say you love someone, al that isimplied: envy, the
desire to possess, the desire to own, to dominate, the fear of |oss,
and so on. All thiswe call love, and we do not know love without
fear, without envy, without possession; we merely verbalize that
state of love which iswithout fear, we call it impersonal, pure,
divine, or God knows what else; but the fact is that we are jealous,
we are dominating, possessive. We shall know that state of love
only when jealousy, envy, possessiveness, domination, cometo an
end; and as long as we possess, we shall never love. Envy,
possession, hatred, the desire to dominate the person or the thing
called 'min€, the desire to possess and to be possessed - dl that is
aprocess of thought, isit not? And islove a process of thought? Is
love athing of the mind? Actually, for most of us, it is. Do not say
it isnot - it isnonsense to say that. Do not deny the fact that your
love isathing of the mind. Surely it is, isit not? Otherwise you
would not possess, you would not dominate, you would not say, "It
iIsmine. And as you do say it, your loveis athing of the mind; so
love, for you, is aprocess of thought. Y ou can think about the
person whom you love; but thinking about the person whom you
love - isthat love? When do you think about the person whom you
love? Y ou think about her when she is gone, when sheis away,

when she has left you. But when she no longer disturbs you, when



you can say, Sheismin€, then you do not have to think about her.
Y ou do not have to think about your furniture, it is part of you -
which is a process of identification so as not to be disturbed, to
avoid trouble, anxiety, sorrow. So, you miss the person whom you
say you love only when you are disturbed, when you arein
suffering; and as long as you possess that person, you do not have
to think about that person, because in possession thereis no
disturbance. But when possession is disturbed, you begin to think,
and then you say, | love that person’. So your love is merely a
reaction of the mind, isit not? - which means your loveis merely a
sensation, and sensation is surely not love. Do you think about the
person when you are close to him, Sirs and Ladies? When you
possess, hold, dominate, control, when you can say, “Sheismin€,
or, Heismin€, thereisno problem. Aslong asyou are certainin
your possession, there is no problem, isthere? And society,
everything you have built around you, helps you to possess so as
not to be disturbed, so as not to think about it. Thinking comes
when you are disturbed - and you are bound to be disturbed as long
as your thinking iswhat you call “love'. Surely, loveisnot athing
of the mind; and because the things of the mind have filled our
hearts, we have no love. The things of the mind are jealousy, envy,
ambition, the desire to be somebody, to achieve success. These
things of the mind fill your hearts, and then you say you love; but
how can you love when you have all these confusing e ementsin
you? When there is smoke, how can there be a pure flame? Loveis
not athing of the mind; and love isthe only solution to our
problems. Love is not of the mind, and the man who has

accumul ated money or knowledge can never know love, because



he lives with the things of the mind; his activities are of the mind,
and whatever he touches he makes into a problem, a confusion, a
misery.

So, what we call our love isathing of the mind. Look at
yourselves, Sirs, and Ladies, and you will see that what | am
saying is obvioudly true; otherwise, our lives, our marriage, our
relationships, would be entirely different, we would have a new
society. We bind ourselves to another, not through fusion, but
through contract, which is called love, marriage. Love does not
fuse, adjust - it is neither persona nor impersonal, it is a state of
being. The man who desires to fuse with something greater, to
unite himself with another, is avoiding misery, confusion; but the
mind is still in separation, which is disintegration. Love knows
neither fusion nor diffusion, it is nether personal nor impersonal, it
is a state of being which the mind can not find; it can describe it,
giveit aterm, aname, but the word, the description, is not love. It
is only when the mind is quiet that it shall know love, and that state
of quietnessis not athing to be cultivated. Cultivation is still the
action of the mind, disciplineis still aproduct of the mind, and a
mind that is disciplined, controlled, subjugated, amind that is
resisting, explaining, cannot know love. Y ou may read, you may
listen to what is being said about love, but that is not love. Only
when you put away the things of the mind, only when your hearts
are empty of the things of the mind, is there love. Then you will
know what it isto love without separation, without distance,
without time, without fear - and that is not reserved to the few.

L ove knows no hierarchy, thereis only love. There are the many

and the one, an exclusiveness, only when you do not love. When



you love, Sir, there is neither the “you' nor the "me, in that state
there is only aflame without smoke. It is already half past seven,
and there is one more question. Do you want me to answer it? You
are not tired?

Question: The question of what is truth is an ancient one, and no
one has answered it finally. Y ou speak of truth, but we do not see
your experiments or effortsto achieveit, aswe saw in the lives of
people like Mahatma Gandhi and Dr. Besant. Y our pleasant
personality, your disarming smile and soft love, is all that we see.
Will you explain why there is such a difference between your life
and the lives of other seekers of truth. Are there two truths?

Krishnamurti: Do you want proof? And by what standard shall
truth be judged? There are those who say that effort and
experiment are necessary for truth; but is truth to be gotten through
effort, through experiment, through trial and error? There are those
who struggle and make valiant efforts, who strive spectacularly,
either publicly or quietly in caves; and shall they find truth? Is truth
athing to be discovered through effort? Is there a path to truth,
your path and my path, the path of the one who makes an effort,
and the path of the one who does not? Are there two truths, or has
truth many aspects?

Now, thisisyour problem, it is not my problem; and your
problemisthis, isit not? Y ou say, Certain people - two, or
several, or hundreds - have made efforts, have struggled, have
sought truth, whereas you do not make an effort, you lead a
pleasant, unassuming life'. So, you want to compare, that is, you
have a standard, you have the picture of your leaders who have

struggled to achieve truth; and when someone el se comes along



who does not fit into your frame, you are baffled, and so you ask.
"Which istruth? You are baffled - that is the important thing, Sir,
not whether | have truth or someone else has truth. What is
important is to find out if you can discover reality through effort,
will, struggle, striving. Does that bring understanding? Surely,
truth is not something distant, truth isin the little things of
everyday life, in every word, in every smile, in every relationship,
only we do not know how to see it; and the man who tries, who
struggles valiantly, who disciplines himself, controls himself, - will
he see truth? The mind that is disciplined, controlled, narrowed
down through effort - shall it see truth? Obvioudly not. It isonly
the silent mind that shall see the truth, not the mind that makes an
effort to see. Sir, if you are making an effort to hear what | am
saying, will you hear? It is only when you are quiet, when you are
really silent, that you understand. If you observe closely, listen
quietly, then you will hear; but if you strain, struggle to catch
everything that is being said, your energy will be dissipated in the
strain, in the effort. So, you will not find truth through effort, it
does not matter who says it, whether the ancient books, the ancient
saints, or the modern ones. Effort isthe very denial of
understanding; and it is only the quiet mind, the smple mind, the
mind that is still, that is not overtaxed by its own efforts - only
such amind shall understand, shall see truth. Truth is not
something in the distance, there is no path to it, thereis neither
your path nor my path; there is no devotional path, thereis no path
of knowledge or path of action, because truth has no path to it. The
moment you have a path to truth, you divide it, because the path is

exclusive; and what is exclusive at the very beginning, will end in



exclusiveness. The man who is following a path can never know
truth because he isliving in exclusiveness; his means are exclusive,
and the means are the end, the means are not separate from the end.
If the means are exclusive, the end is also exclusive.

So, there is no path to truth, and there are not two truths. Truth
isnot of the past or of the present, it is timeless; and the man who
guotes the truth of the Buddha, of Sankara, of the Christ, or who
merely repeats what | am saying, will not find truth, because
repetition is not truth. Re petition isalie. Truth is a state of being
which arises when the mind - which seeks to divide, to be exclu-
sive, which can think only in terms of results, of achievement - has
come to an end. Only then will there be truth. The mind that is
making effort, disciplining itself in order to achieve an end, cannot
know truth, because the end isits own projection, and the pursuit
of that projection, however noble, isaform of self worship. Such a
being is worship ping himself, and therefore he cannot know truth.
Truth is to be known only when we understand the whole process
of the mind, that is, when thereis no strife. Truth isafact, and the
fact can be understood only when the various things that have been
placed between the mind and the fact are removed. The fact is your
relationship to property, to your wife, to human beings, to nature,
to ideas; and as long as you do not understand the fact of
relationship, your seeking God merely increases the confusion
because it is a substitution, an escape, and therefore it has no
meaning. Aslong as you dominate your wife or she dominates you,
as long as you possess and are possessed, you cannot know love; as
long as you are suppressing, substituting as long as you are

ambitious, you cannot know truth. It is not the denial of ambition



that makes the mind calm, and virtue is not the denia of evil.
Virtue is a state of freedom, of order, which evil cannot give; and
the understanding of evil is the establishment of virtue. The man
who builds churches or temples in the name of God with the
money which he has gathered through exploitation, through deceit,
through cunning and foul play, shall not know truth; he may be
mild of tongue, but his tongue is bitter with the taste of
exploitation, the taste of sorrow. He alone shall know truth who is
not seeking, who is not striving, who is not trying to achieve a
result. The mind itself is aresult, and whatever it producesis till a
result; but the man who is content with what is shall know truth.
Contentment does not mean being satisfied with the status quo,
maintaining things as they are - that is not contentment. Itisin
seeing afact truly and being free of it, that there is contentment
which isvirtue. Truth is not continuous, it has no abiding place, it
can be seen only from moment to moment. Truth is always new,
therefore timeless. What was truth yesterday is not truth today,
what is truth today is not truth tomorrow. Truth has no continuity.
It is the mind which wants to make the experience which it calls
truth continuous, and such a mind shall not know truth. Truthis
always new; it is to see the same smile, and see that smile newly, to
see the same person, and see that person anew, to see the waving
palms anew, to meet life anew. Truth is not to be had through
books, through devaotion, or through self-immolation, but it is
known when the mind is free, quiet; and that freedom, that
quietness of the mind comes only when the facts of its
relationships are understood. Without understanding its

relationships, whatever it does only creates further problems. But



when the mind is free from al its projections, there is a state of
guietness in which problems cease, and then only the timeless, the
eternal comesinto being. Then truth is not a matter of knowledge,
it is not athing to be remembered, it is not something to be
repeated, to be printed and spread abroad. Truth isthat which s, it
is nameless and so the mind cannot approach it.

March 12, 1950
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Thisis going to be rather difficult, and I hope those who
understand English will have the patience to listen to Marathi. It
must be fairly obvious to most of us that a different kind of
thinking and action must be brought about in the world, and that
requires very careful observation of ourselves, not mere analysis,
but deep penetration into the activities of each one of us. The
problems of our daily existence are numerous, and we have not the
means or the capacity to deal with them; and as our lives are so
drab, dull and stupid, we try to escape from them, either
intellectually or mystically. Intellectually we become cynical,
clever and very learned, or mystically we try to develop some
powers or follow some guru, hoping to make our hearts more
lovely and give our life more zest. Or, seeing the drabness of our
life and the implication of our problems, and seeing that the
problems are always on the increase, always multiplying, we think
that to bring about a fundamental change we cannot act as
individuals, but must act in amass, collectively. | think it isagreat
mistake to say that our problems are to be solved through
collective or mass action. We believe that individual action is of
very little importance and has no place when the problems are so
vast, so complex, so demanding; therefore we turn to collective or
mass action. We think that if you and | acted individually, it would
have very little result, so we join mass movements and take part in
collective action. But if we examine collective action very closely,
we will seethat it isreally based on you and me. We seem to

regard mass action as the only effective action because it can



produce a result; but we forget that individual action is much more
effective, because the massis composed of many individuals, the
mass is not an independent entity, it is not different or separate
from you and me.

So, what isimportant is to understand that any creative, any
definitely effective action can be brought about only by
individuals, that is, by you and me. Mass action isreally an
invention of the politician, isit not? It isafictitious action in which
there is no independent thought and action on the part of the
individual. If you look at history, all great movements which
resulted in collective action began with individuals like you and
me, individuals who are capable of thinking very clearly and
seeing things as they are; those individuals, through their
understanding, invite others, and then there is collective action.
After all, the collective is composed of individuals, and it is only
the response of the individual, of you and me, that can bring about
afundamental alteration in the world; but when the individual does
not see his responsibility, he throws the responsibility onto the
collective, and the collective is then used by the clever politician,
or by the clever religious leader. Whereas, if you see that you and |
are responsible for the alteration of the conditions in the world,
then the individual becomes extraordinarily important, and not
merely an instrument, atool in the hands of another.

S0, you, the individual, are part of society, you are not separate
from society; what you are, society is. Though society may be an
entity apart from you, you have created it, and therefore you alone
can change it. But instead of realizing our responsibility as

individuals in the collective, we as individuals become cynical,



intellectual or mystical, we avoid our responsibility towards
definite action which must be revolutionary in the fundamental
sense; and as long as the individual, which isyou and |, does not
take responsibility for the complete transformation of society,
society will remain asitis.

We seem to forget that the world problem is the individual
problem, that the problems of the world are created by you and me
asindividuals. The problems of war, starvation, exploitation, and
al the other in numerable problems that confront each one of us,
are created by you and me; and as long as we do not understand
ourselves at every level, we will maintain the rottenness of the
present society. So, before you can alter society, you have to
understand what your whole structure is, the manner of your
thinking, the manner of your action, the ways of your relationship
with people, ideas and things. Revolution in society must begin
with revolution in your own thinking and acting. The
understanding of yourself is of primary importance if you would
bring about aradical transformation in society; and the
understanding of yourself is self-knowledge. Now, we have made
self-knowledge into something extra ordinarily difficult and
remote. Religions have made self-knowledge very mystical,
abstract and far away; but if you look at it more closely, you will
see that self-knowledge is very simple and demands simple
attention in relationship, and it is essential if thereisto be a
fundamental revolution in the structure of society. If you, the
individual, do not under stand the ways of your own thought and
activities, merely to bring about a superficial revolution in the

outer structure of society isto create further confusion and misery.



If you do not know yourself, if you follow another without
knowing the whole process of your own thinking and feeling, you
will obviously be led to further confusion, to further disaster.

After all, lifeisrelationship, and without relationship thereisno
possibility of life. Thereisno living inisolation, because living isa
process of relationship; and relationship is not with abstractions, it
IS your relationship to property, to people and to ideas. In
relationship you see your self asyou are, whatever you are, ugly or
beautiful, subtle or gross; in the mirror of relationship you see
precisely every new problem, the whole structure of yourself as
you are. Because you think that you cannot alter your relationship
fundamentally, you try to escape intellectually or mystically, and
this escape only creates more problems, more confusion and more
disaster. But if, instead of escaping, you look at your lifein
relationship and under stand the whole structure of that
relationship, then there is a possibility of going beyond that which
isvery close. Surely, to go very far you must begin very near; but
to begin near isvery difficult for most of us, because we want to
escape from what is, from the fact of what we are. Without
understanding our selves, we cannot go far; and we are in constant
relationship, there is no existence at all without relationship. So,
relationship is the immediate, and to go beyond the immediate,
there must be the understanding of relationship. But we would
much rather examine that which isvery far away, that which we
call God or truth, than bring about a fundamental revolution in our
relationship; and this escape to God or to truth is utterly fictitious,
unreal. Relationship is the only thing that we have, and without
under standing that relationship we can never find out what reality



isor God is. So, to bring about a complete change in the social
structure, in society, the individual must cleanse his relationship,
and the cleansing of relationship is the beginning of his own
transformation.

| am going to answer some questions which have been handed
to me. Now, in considering these questions, | shall not give any
definite conclusion or final answer, because what isimportant isto
find out the truth of the problem; and the truth is not in the answer,
but in the problem itself. Most of us are accustomed to repeat what
we have been told, to recite something that we have learnt from a
book; and so, in putting questions, we expect answers which will
fit into our particular ways of thinking. We think we understand the
problems of life by quoting some sacred book, which merely
makes us into gramophone records; and if the song is not the same,
we get lost. The so-called religious person and the so-called non-
believer are both repeating machines. They are neither religious
nor revolutionary, they merely repeat aformula, and repetition
does not make one areligious or arevolutionary person. So, in
considering these questions, let us travel together and go into the
problem fully and extensively, not merely look at it from outside.

Question: Political freedom has not yet brought a new faith and
joy. We find every where cynicism, communal and linguistic
antagonism, and class hatred. What is your diagnosis and remedy
for this tragic situation?

Krishnamurti: Sir, thisis not a problem only in India, but a
problem all over the world. It isaworld problem, not merely an
Indian problem. Now, one of the factors of disintegration is when

people divide themselves into communal, linguistic or sectional



groups. We seem to think that through nationalism we shall be able
to solve our problems; but nationalism, however widely extended,
isan exclusion, it is still separatism, and where there is separatism
there is disintegration. Though full of promise at the beginning, full
of hope, joy and expectation, nationalism becomes a poison, as you
can seein this country - and that is exactly what is happening in
every country. How can there be unity when there is exclusion?
Unity implies no separation into Hindu and Mussulman. Unity is
destroyed when it becomes exclusive, when it islimited to a
particular group. Unity is not the opposite of exclusion; it isthe
inner integration of the whole being of the individual in himself,
not mere identification with a particular group or society. Why are
you nationalist, why do you belong to a particular class? Why this
emphasis on aname? Let us examine this process of identification
with a country, with a people, with alinguistic group, and so on.
Why isit that you call yourself a Hindu? Why isit that you call
yourself an Indian, a Gujerathi, or by some other name? Isit not
because through identification with something greater, you feel
yourself to be greater? In yourself you are nobody, you are dry,
empty, hollow; and by identifying yourself with something greater
called India, England or some other country, you think you become
important. So, your calling yourself a nationalist, your identifying
yourself with a particular country, obviously indicates that in
yourself you are empty, dull, dry, ugly; and in identifying yourself
with something greater you are merely escaping from what you
are. Now, such identification must lead to disintegration; because
you as an individual are the basis of al society, and if you are

dishonest in your own thinking, the society you produce or project



outside of yourself will be founded on dishonesty, without any
fundamental reality. And the clever politicians or religious leaders
use nationalism as a means of producing aresult which is merely
artificial, because it is without the understanding of the whole
structure of human thought and feeling. We seem to think that by
gaining independence we have achieved freedom. Freedom is not
achieved, it does not come through mere political independence.
Freedom comes when there is happiness. By merely exchanging a
white bureaucracy for abrown bureaucracy you are not free, are
you? You are still the exploiter and the exploited, you are still
saddled with the clever politicians and the innumerable |eaders
who are trying to lead you to God knows what. Nationalism islike
a poison that is working subtly - and before you know what is
happening you are in the middle of awar. Sovereign governments
with their nationalism and armed forces must lead to war; and to
avoid war is not to become a mere pacifist or to join an anti-war
movement, but to under stand the whole structure of ourselves as
human entities, asindividualsin relationship with each other,
which is society.

S0, to understand yourself is much more important than to call
yourself by aname. A nameisreadily exploited; but if you
understand yourself, no one can exploit you. Nationalism always
produces war, and the problem is not to be solved by bringing
about further nationalism, which is only an avoidance of the fact
and an extension of the same poison, but by being free of
nationalism, of the sense of belonging to a particular group, to a
particular class or society.

Question: Can the starving and ignorant people of thisland



understand your message? How can it have any meaning or
significance for them?

Krishnamurti: The problem of starvation and unemployment is
not only in this country, though it is much more aggravated here,
but it exists al over the world. It has definite causes, and until we
understand those causes merely to scratch on the surface will have
no result. Nationalism is one of the causes, separate sovereign
governments is another. There is enough scientific knowledge to
bring about conditions so that people all over the world can have
food, clothing and shelter. Why isit not done? Isit not because we
are quarrelling over systems? Realizing that there is starvation and
unemployment in the world, we turn to systems and formulae
which promise a better future; and have you ever noticed that those
who have a system for the solution of unemployment and
starvation are always fighting another system? So, systems become
much more important than the solution of the problem of starvation
itself. The fact of starvation can never be solved by an idea,
because ideas will only produce more conflict, more opposition;
but facts can never produce opposition. There is starvation and
unemployment in this country and throughout the world; and
seeing the problem, we approach it with an idea about the problem.
o, idea, theory, system, becomes much more important than the
fact. That is, we turn from the tact to atheory, an idea, a belief
about the fact, and around the belief groups are being formed, and
these groups battle and liquidate each other, and the fact remains.
(Laughter.) What isimportant is the understanding of the fact, not
an idea about the fact; and that understanding does not depend on

idea. Ideais merely afabrication of the mind, but understanding is



not aresult of the mind. We have enough intelligence and capacity
and knowledge to solve the fact of starvation and unemployment;
but what prevents us from solving it is our idea about the solution.
The fact isthere, and we have created several approaches to the
fact: there is the approach of the yogi, of the communist, of the
capitalist, of the socialist, and so on. Now, can the fact be grasped
through a particular approach? A particular approach must
obviously prevent the understanding of the fact. So, the fact of
starvation and unemployment can be solved only when idea, belief,
does not inter- fere with the understanding of the fact. That means,
does it not?, that you, who are part of society, must be free of
nationalism, free of belief in aparticular religion, free of
identification with a particular idea or group. So, the solution of
this problem is not in the hands of the commissar or the yogi, but
in your hands, because it is what you are that pre vents the solution
of all these problems. If you are a nationalist, if you belong to a
particular class or caste, if you have narrow religious traditions,
obviously you are hindering the welfare of man.

Question: Are you not against institutional marriage?

Krishnamurti: Please listen carefully and hear intelligently, do
not merely oppose or resist. It is so easy to be against something, it
IS S0 stupid to resist without understanding. Now, the family is
exclusive, isit not? The family is a process of identification with
the particular; and when society is based on thisidea of family as
an exclusive unit in opposition to other exclusive units, such a
society must inevitably produce violence. We use family as a
means of security for ourselves, for the individual, and where there

is search for individual security, for individual happiness, there



must be exclusion. Thisexclusioniscalled "love; and in that so-
called family or married state, isthere really love? Now, let us
examine what the family actually is, and not cling to a theory about
it. We are not considering the ideal of what it should be, but let us
examine exactly what the family is as you know it. Y ou mean by
family, your wife and children, do you not? It isaunit in
opposition to other units; and in that unit it isyou who are
important - not your wife, not your children or society, but you
who are seeking security, name, position, power, both in the family
and outside the family. Y ou dominate your wife, she is subservient
to you; you are the maker and the dispenser of money, and sheis
your cook and the bearer of your children. (Laughter). So, you
create the family which is an exclusive unit in opposition to other
units; you multiply by millions and produce a society in which the
family is an exclusive, self-isolating, separative entity, antagonistic
and opposed to another. All revolutions try to do away with the
family, but invariably they fail because the individual is constantly
seeking his own security through isolation, exclusion, ambition and
domination. So, the family, which you have created as a separative
unit, becomes a danger to the collective, which is also the result of
the individual; therefore there can be no reform in the collective as
long as you, the individual, are exclusive and self-isolating in every
action, narrowing down your interest to yourself.

Now, this process of exclusion is surely not love. Loveisnot a
creation of the mind. Love is not personal, impersonal, or universal
- those words are merely of the mind. Love is something that
cannot be understood as long as thought, which is exclusive,

remains. Thought, which is the reaction of the mind, can never



understand what love is; thought isinvariably exclusive,
separative, and when thought tries to describe love, it must of
necessity enclose it in words which are also exclusive. The family
aswe know it is the invention of the mind, and thereforeitis
exclusive, it isaprocess of the enlargement of the self, of the 'me,
which isthe result of thought; and in the family to which we cling
so constantly, so desperately, surely thereis no love, isthere? We
use that word “love, we think we love, but actually we do not, do
we? We say that we love truth, that we love the wife, the husband,
the children; but that word is surrounded by the smoke of jealousy,
envy, oppression, domination and constant battle. So, family
becomes a nightmare, it becomes a battle field between the two
sexes, and therefore family invariably becomes opposed to society.
The solution lies, not in legidation to destroy the family, but in
your own understanding of the problem; and the problem is
understood and therefore comes to an end only when thereisreal
love. When the things of the mind do not fill the heart, when
individual ambition, personal success and achievement do not
predominate, when they have no place in your heart, then you will
know love.

Question: Why are you trying to shake our belief in God and
religion? |s not some faith necessary for spiritual endeavour, both
individual and collective?

Krishnamurti: Why do we need faith, why do we need belief? If
you observe, isnot belief one of the factors that separate man from
man? Y ou believe in God, and another does not believe in God, so
your beliefs separate you from each other. Belief throughout the

world is organized as Hinduism, Buddhism, or Christianity, and so



it divides man from man. We are confused, and we think that
through belief we shall clear the confusion; that is, belief is
superimposed on the confusion, and we hope that confusion will
thereby be cleared away. But belief is merely an escape from the
fact of confusion; it does not help us to face and to understand the
fact, but to run away from the confusion in whichwe are. To
understand the confusion, belief is not necessary, and belief only
acts as a screen between ourselves and our problems. So, religion,
which is organized belief, becomes a means of escape from what
is, from the fact of confusion. The man who believesin God, the
man who believes in the hereafter, or who has any other form of
belief, is escaping from the fact of what heis. Do you not know
those who believe in God, who do Puja, who repeat certain chants
and words, and who in their daily life are dominating, cruel,
ambitious, cheating, dishonest? Shall they find God? Are they
really seeking God? Is God to be found through repetition of
words, through belief? But such people believe in God, they
worship God, they go to the temple every day, they do everything
to avoid the fact of what they are - and such people you consider
respectable, because they are yourself.

So, your religion, your belief in God, is an escape from
actuality, and thereforeit isno religion at al. The rich man who
accumulates money through cruelty, through dishonesty, through
cunning exploitation, believesin God; and you also believe in God,
you also are cunning, cruel, suspicious, envious. |s God to be
found through dishonesty, through deceit, through cunning tricks
of the mind? Because you collect all the sacred books and the

various symbols of God, does that indicate that you are areligious



person? S0, religion is not escape from the fact; religion is the
understanding of the fact of what you are in your everyday
relationships, religion is the manner of your speech, the way you
talk, the way you address your servants, the way you treat your
wife, your children and neighbours. Aslong as you do not
understand your relationship with your neighbour, with society,
with your wife and children, there must be confusion; and
whatever it does, the mind that is confused will only create more
confusion, more problems and conflict. A mind that escapes from
the actual, from the facts of relationship, shall never find God, a
mind that is agitated by belief shall not know truth. But the mind
that understands its relationship with property, with people, with
ideas, the mind which no longer struggles with the problems which
relationship creates, and for which the solution is not withdrawal,
but the understanding of love - such a mind aone can understand
reality. Truth cannot be known by a mind that is confused in
relationship, or that escapes from relationship into isolation, but by
the mind that understands itself in action; and only such amind
shall know the truth. A quiet mind, asilent mind, cannot come into
being through any form of compulsion, through any form of
discipline, because the mind is quiet only when it understands its
relationship to property, to people and to ideas, and, do what it
will, the mind is not quiet when it is disturbed by the fact of its
relationship to these. The mind that is made quiet without
understanding its relationship, is a dead mind; but the mind that has
no belief, that is quiet because it understands relationship, such a
mind is silent, creative, and it shall know reality.

March 14, 1950
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| think it isimportant to know how to listen. Most of us do not
realy listen at all; we are so accustomed to putting away the things
we don't want to hear, that we have almost become desf to the
problems that concern us. It isimportant, is it not?, how we listen
to everything that is going on about us; how we listen, not only to
the song of the birds, the sounds in nature, but to each other's
Voices - that is, how extensively we are aware of the problems of
the day at different levels. Because, it isonly in hearing rightly,
and not as we want to hear, that we begin to understand the many
problems, whether economic, social or religious. Lifeitself isa
complex problem which cannot be solved at any one particular
level. So we must be able to listen completely and fully,
particularly to what isbeing said. This evening, at least, we might
try to listen so that we understand each other as fully as we can.
The difficulty isthat most of us listen with prejudice to what is
being said; we come to a conclusion about what is being said based
on our own ideas, and our minds are already made up. We compare
what is being said with the words of some other teacher, and
naturally our reaction is conditioned and not a direct response to
what isbeing said. So, if | may suggest it this evening, please listen
fully without any prejudice, without any conclusion, without
comparing; listen to find out what is actually being said. Because,
theworld isin avery terrible state; and whether you have riches,
own several cars, a comfortable house, a good bank account, or

have barely enough to live; whether you belong to a particular



religious or political party, or to none, these problems have to be
understood. | shall be dealing with these problems during the next
five weeks, not only here, but also at the discussions to be held on
Tuesdays and Thursdays; and we must first learn the art of
listening - which is quite a difficult task - so that we get the full
significance of what isbeing said. Y ou cannot get the full
significance of what isbeing said if you listen through the screen
of your own prejudice; and the art of listening consistsin removing
that prejudice, if only for the time being and trying to understand
the problem completely. Thus we shall be able to deal with the
problemsthat arise every day in our lives.

Now, we all have problems, have we not?, and we cannot shut
our eyes to them or approach them with a pattern of action, either
of the left or of the right, with a prejudice which we have formed
out of our own knowledge or the knowledge of experts. Surely, the
problem is always new; any problem is always new at any level;
and if we approach the problem with a pattern of action, whether of
the left, the right or the centre, then our response is obviously
conditioned, which creates a barrier in understanding the problem
itself. That is our difficulty. Lifeis a process of challenge and
response - otherwise thereis no life. Life is aresponse, areaction
to ademand, to achallenge, to a stimulus; and if our responseis
conditioned, obvioudly that creates conflict, which is a problem.
Consciously or unconsciously, whether we are aware of it or not,
most of usarein conflict, in turmoil; and to understand this inward
confusion which has brought about confusion outwardly, whether
political, religious or economic, we must know how to approach

the problem, how to approach this enormous and increasing



confusion and misery. There is no decrease, no lessening of
sorrow, politically, religiously, socially, or in any other way.
Whatever we do, whatever religious or political |eaders we follow,
creates further disas- ter; and our problem is how to act so that very
action does not create a new problem, does not produce a further
catastrophe; so that reformation does not need further reform. That
IS the situation each one of us hasto face.

Surely, thisincreasing confusion arises because we approach
the problem with a pattern of action, with an ideology, whether
political or religious. Organized religion obviously prevents the
understanding of the problem because the mind is conditioned by
dogma and belief. Our difficulty is how to understand the problem
directly, not through any particular religious or political
conditioning; how to understand the problem so that the conflict
may cease, not temporarily but completely, so that man can live
fully, without the misery of tomorrow or the burden of yesterday.
Surely, that is what we must find out: how to meet the problem
anew; because, every problem, whether political, economic,
religious, social, or personal, is ever new, and it cannot be met with
the old. Perhaps thisis putting it in away different from that to
which you are accustomed, but it is actually the issue. After dl, life
is a constantly changing environment. We would like to sit back
and be comfortable, we would like to shelter ourselvesin religion
and belief, or in knowledge based on particular facts. We would
like to be comfortable, we would like to be gratified, we would like
not to be disturbed; but life, which is ever changing, ever new, is
aways disturbing to the old. So, our question is, how to meet the
challenge afresh. We are the result of the past, our thought isthe



outcome of yesterday; and with yesterday we obviously cannot
meet today, because today is new. When we approach the new with
yesterday, we are continuing the conditioning of yesterday in
understanding today. So our problem in approaching the new is
how to understand the old, and therefore be free of the old. The old
cannot understand the new - you cannot put new winein old
bottles. S0, it isimportant to understand the old, which is the past,
which is the mind based on thinking. Thought, idea, is the outcome
of the past; whether it is historical or scientific knowledge, or mere
prejudice and superstition, ideais obvioudy the outcome of the
past. We would not be able to think if we had no memory; memory
Is the residue of experience, memory is the response of thought. To
understand the challenge, which is new, we have to understand the
total process of the self which is the outcome of our past, the
outcome of our conditioning, environmentally, socially,
climatically, politically, economically - the whole structure of
ourselves. Therefore, to understand the problem isto understand
ourselves; the understanding of the world begins with the
understanding of ourselves. The problem is not the world, but you
in relationship with another, which creates a problem; and that
problem extended becomes the world problem. So, to understand
this enormous, complex machine, this conflict, pain, confusion,
misery, we must begin with ourselves - but not individualistically,
in opposition to the mass. There is no such thing as that abstraction
called the mass; but when you and | do not understand ourselves,
when we follow aleader and are hypnotized by words, then we
become the mass and are exploited. So, the solution to the problem

is not to be found in isolation, in withdrawal to a monastery, to a



mountain or a cave, but in understanding the whole problem of
ourselvesin relationship. You cannot live in isolation; to be, isto
be related. So, our problem is relationship, which causes conflict,
which brings misery, constant trouble. Aslong as we do not
understand that relationship, it will be a source of endless pain and
struggle. Understanding ourselves, which is self-knowledge, isthe
beginning of wisdom; and for self-knowledge you cannot go to a
book - there is no book that can teach it to you. Know yourself; and
once you understand yourself, you can deal with the problems that
confront each one of us every day. Self-knowledge brings
tranquillity to the mind, and then only can truth come into being.
Truth cannot be sought after. Truth is the unknown, and that which
you seek is already known. Truth comes into being unsought when
the mind is without prejudice, when there is the understanding of
the whole process of ourselves.

Several gquestions have been sent in, and | am going to answer
some of them. It isvery easy to ask questions. Anybody can ask a
flippant or stupid question, but to ask the right question is much
more difficult. Only in asking aright question is there aright
answer, because only then is the problem of the questioner
revealed.

Question: Y ou say that you are not going to act as aguru to
anyone. Cannot one who has understood the truth convey his
understanding to another to help him also to understand?

Krishnamurti: Surely, whether a guru is necessary or not is not
important: the problem is why we want a guru, why we seek a
guru. That isthe problem, isn't it? If we can understand that, then
we will find out whether truth can be conveyed to another. Why do



you need a guru, ateacher, aleader, a guide? Obviously you will
say, "l need him because | am confused, | do not know what to do,
and | am seeking truth." Let us not deceive ourselves about it. Y ou
don't know what truth is, therefore you go to ateacher, asking him
to teach you what truth is. Y ou want someone to help you, to guide
you out of your confusion; you are unhappy, and you want to be
happy; you are dissatisfied, and you want to be satisfied. So, you
choose your guru according to your satisfaction. (Laughter). May |
suggest something? When you laugh at something serious, it
indicates avery superficial state of mind. By laughing, you pass off
the disturbing idea; so, if | may suggest, let us be alittle more
serious. Because, our problems are very serious, and we cannot
approach them like flighty schoolboys - which is the way we are
behaving, though we may have grey beards.

S0, the question is, not whether a guru is necessary, but why do
we want one? We want someone to give us a comforting hand -
that is what we want. We don't want the truth, because the truth can
be extraordinarily disturbing. We really don't want to understand
what truth is, so we go to a guru to give us the satisfaction we
want; and as we are confused, obviously we choose aguru or a
leader who is aso confused. When we choose a guru out of our
confusion, that guru must also be confused, otherwise we wouldn't
choose him. To understand yourself is essential, and aguru who is
worthy of that name must obvioudly tell you that. But to most of
us, thisis atiresome business; we want quick relief, a panacea, so
we turn to a guru who will give us a satisfactory pill. We are
searching not for truth but for comfort; and the man who gives us

comfort, endaves us.



Can truth be conveyed to another? | can give you a description
of something which is over, which is past, and therefore not real; |
can tell you about the past, and we can communicate with each
other on the verbal level about what is known; but we cannot
communicate with each other about something which we are not
experiencing. Description is always of the past, not the present;
therefore the present cannot be described; and reality isonly in the
present. So, when you go to another to be told what truth is, he can
only tell you of the experience which is over; and the experience
which isover is not truth, it is merely knowledge. Knowledgeis
not wisdom; there can be description on the verbal level of
knowledge and facts, Nut to describe something whichisin
constant movement isimpossible. That which is described is not
truth. Truth must be experienced from moment to moment; and if
you meet today with the measure of yesterday, you will not
understand truth.

So, aguru is not essential. On the contrary, aguru is an
impediment. Self-knowledge is the beginning of wisdom. No guru
can give you self-knowledge; and without self-knowledge, do what
you will, act in any manner you like, follow any leader, any social
or religious pattern - you are only creating further misery. But
when through self-knowledge the mind is free of impediments and
limitations, then truth comes into being.

Question: Y ou are reported as having said that ideas are not
going to bring people together. Please explain how, according to
you, people can be brought together to create a better world.

Krishnamurti: Let us find out what we mean by ideas; and as |

have said, please listen, not with prejudice, not with a conclusion,



but listen as you would to someone whom you really like. What do
you mean by ideas, what do you mean by belief, what do you mean
by ideology? Let us think this out, investigate together. Do ideas
bring people together, or separate people? Ideais obvioudy the
verbal version of thought. Thought is response to conditioning, isit
not? Y ou are Sinhalese, Buddhists, Christians, or what you will,
and your thought is conditioned according to your background.
Background is memory, obviously; memory responds to stimulus,
to challenge, and the response of memory to challengeiscalled
thinking. Surely, you think according to the pattern in which you
have been brought up - as Buddhists, as Christians, according to
the left or the right, or God knows what. Y ou are conditioned to
believe certain things, and not to believe other things. That
conditioning is memory, and the response of memory is thought.
Thought examines ideas, and being conditioned, responds
according to that conditioning, going either to the left or to the
right. S0, ideas gather people according to the particular patternin
which they have been brought up; and obviously ideas can oppose
ideas.

Asit is perhaps alittle too abstract, let us put it differently.
Suppose you are areal Buddhist, not averbal Buddhist, but an
active one - what does it mean? Y ou believe in certain things and
act according to that belief; and a Christian or a Communist will
act according to a different ideology. How can these two ideas ever
meet? Each idea, each thought, is the result of its own
conditioning; and how can one idea meet another? All one idea can
do isto expand and gather people around itself, as also does any

other idea. So, ideas can never bring about unity. On the contrary,



they divide people. You are a Christian, | am a Buddhist, another is
aHindu or aMussulman; | believe, you don't believe; so we are at
loggerheads. Why? Why are we so divided by ideas? Because that
is the only thing we have - the word is the only thing we have;
therefore ideas have become extraordinarily important, and we
gather around ideas to act: the Christian in opposition to the
Communist, Labour in opposition to Capitalism, Capitalism in
opposition to Socialism. Ideais not action, idea prevents action.
We will have to think it out, we will go into it at another
discussion. Action based upon idea divides people. That iswhy
there is starvation in the world, there is hunger, there is misery,
there iswar. We have ideas about it; but idea prevents our
understanding of the problem, because the problem is not an idea.
The problem is pain and conflict. It is very comforting to have an
idea about pain, suffering, trouble, exploitation; then you can talk
about it and not act. Think it out and you will see, if you are really
going into the problem and not merely reacting according to a
certain pattern, that ideas are dividing people. Have you not
noticed? Y ou Sinhalese are fighting for nationalism, which isjust
an idea; Hindus are against Europeans, Germans and Americans
against Russians. All over the world nationalism, which is an idea,
prevents people from coming together; and because nationalismis
elementarily gratifying and stupid, you are satisfied with it.
Everywhere the word "nationalism™ arises like awall and keeps
people apart. So, throughout the world, ideas are separating people,
setting man against man. The ideas which we worship are the very
denial of love; they have no significance, they cannot bring about a

radical transformation. To bring about this fundamental revolution.



you must begin to understand yourself; it is only then that you can
bring about unity and not through ideas.

Question: | feel uncertain about everything and consequently
find it difficult to act well, as| fear that my action will only lead to
further confusion. Isthere away | can act in the matter to avoid
confusion?

Krishnamurti: Obviously, without knowing yourself, whatever
you do is bound to increase confusion; if you don't know the whole
structure of your being, your action will inevitably create mischief,
though you may have a perfect pattern of conduct. That iswhy
reformation, revolution according to a pattern, is a disintegrating
factor in society: it merely carries on the past in amodified way.
Self-knowledge, which you cannot buy in a book or get from any
teacher, is to be discovered in relationship with people, with ideas.
Relationship isamirror in which you see yourself as you are.
Nothing can live in isolation. One must understand relationship and
not merely condemn it, justify it or identify oneself with it. We
condemn because that is the easiest way to get rid of something,
like putting a child in the corner. If | want to understand my child,
my neighbour, my wife, | must study that person, | must be aware
in my relationship with that person, mustn't I’? So, to act without
increasing confusion is possible only through self-knowledge.

Question: Y ou are reported as having said that religion cannot
provide a solution to the problems of humanity. Isthat correct?

Krishnamurti: Now, what do we mean by religion? As we know
it, iL is organized belief, dogma, action according to a particular
pattern, isit not? Organized belief is the experience of someone

el se arranged according to a pattern of yesterday, and you are



conditioned by that belief. Is that religion? The pattern may be of
the left, of the right, or of the centre; or it may be a so-called divine
plan - there is not much difference between them; all have their
idedls, all have their Utopia or heaven, so all may be called
religion, each perpetuating exploitation. Now, isthat religion?
Obvioudly, belief, with its authority and dogmas, with its pageantry
and sensation, is not religion. So, what isreligion? That is our
guestion. It issimply aword. The word "door" is not a door, but
only the symbol of something else. Similarly, religion is something
be- hind the conditioned response evoked by that word, which
means that we have to discover the thing behind the word. That
thing is the unknown, isn't it? What you know has already receded
into the past. There must be direct experiencing of what is; and for
this the first requirement is freedom, which means you must be free
of the false, which is belief, not at the end but at the beginning.
Y ou must have the freedom to discover what isfalse - surely that is
religion. The whole process of yourself must be understood; for
without understanding yourself, there is no wisdom. The beginning
of wisdom is the understanding of yourself, and that is meditation.
December 25 1949
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We were saying how important it is, before we ask what to do or
how to act, to discover what is right thinking; because, without
right thinking, obviously there cannot be right action. Action
according to a pattern, according to a belief, has set man against
man, as we discussed last Sunday. There can be no right thinking
aslong as there is no self-knowledge; because, without self-
knowledge, how can one know what one is actually thinking? We
do agreat deal of thinking, and there isagreat deal of activity; but
such thought and action produce conflict and antagonism, which
we see, not only in ourselves, but also about us in the world. So,
our problem s, isit not?, how to think rightly, which will produce
right action, thereby eliminating the conflict and confusion which
we find not only in ourselves, but in the world about us.

Now, to find out what is right thinking, we must enquire into
what don't know what we think, or if our thought is based on the
background which is our conditioning, whatever we think is
obviously merely areaction and therefore leads to further conflict.
So, before we can find out what is right thinking, we have to know
what is self-knowledge. Self-knowledge, surely, is not mere
learning a particular kind of thinking. Self-knowledge is not based
on ideas, belief, or conclusion. It must be aliving thing, otherwise
it ceases to be self-knowledge and becomes mere information.
Thereis a difference between information which is knowledge, and
wisdom which is knowing the processes of our thoughts and

feelings. But most of us are caught up in information, superficial



knowledge, and so we are incapable or going much deeper into the
problem. To discover the whole process of self-knowledge, we
have to be aware in relationship. Relationship is the only mirror we
have, amirror that will not distort, a mirror in which we can
exactly and precisely see our thought unfolding itself. Isolation,
which many people seek, is the surreptitious building up of
resistance against relationship. Isolation obviously prevents the
understanding of relationship - relationship with people, with ideas,
with things. Aslong as we don't know our relationship, actually
what is, between ourselves and our property, ourselves and people,
ourselves and ideas, obvioudly there must be confusion and
conflict.

So, we can find out what is right thinking only in relationship.
That is, we can discover in relationship how we think from
moment to moment, what are our reactions, and thereby proceed
step by step to the unfoldment of right thinking. Thisis not an
abstract or difficult thing to do: to watch exactly what is taking
place in our relationship, what are our reactions, and thus discover
the truth of each thought, each feeling. But if we bring to it an idea
or a preconception of what relationship should be, then obvioudy
that pre- vents the uncovering, the unfoldment of what is. That is
our difficulty: we have already made up our minds as to what
relationship should be. To most of us, relationship isaterm for
comfort, for gratification, for security; and in that relationship we
use property, ideas and persons for our gratification. We use belief
as ameans of security. Relationship is not merely a mechanical
adjustment. When we use people, it necessitates possession,

physical or psychological; and in possessing someone we create all



the problems of jealousy, envy, loneliness and conflict. Because, if
we examine it alittle more closely and deeply, we will see that
using a person or property for gratification is a process of isolation.
This process of isolation is not actual relationship at all. So our
difficulty and our mounting problem comes with the lack of
understanding of relationship, which is essentially self-knowledge.
If we do not know how we are related to people, to property, to
ideas, then our relationship will inevitably bring about conflict.
That is our whole problem at the present time, isit not? -
relationship not only between people, but between groups of
people, between nations, between ideologies, either of the left or of
the right, religious or secular. Therefore, it is important to
understand fundamentally your relationship with your wife, with
your husband, with your neighbour; for relationship is a door
through which we can discover ourselves, and through that
discovery we understand what is right thinking.

Right thinking, surely, is entirely different from right thought.
Right thought is static. Y ou can learn about right thought, but you
cannot learn about right thinking; because right thinking is
movement, it is not static. Right thought you can learn from a
book, from ateacher, or gather information about; but you cannot
have right thinking by following a pattern or a mould. Right
thinking is the understanding of relationship from moment to
moment, which uncovers the whole process of the self.

At whatever level you live, thereis conflict, not only individual
conflict, but also world conflict. The world isyou, it is not separate
from you. What you are, the world is. There must be a fundamental

revolution in your relationship with people, with ideas; there must



be afundamental change, and that change must begin, not outside
you, but in your relationships. Therefore, it is essential for aman of
peace, for aman of thought, to understand himself; for without self-
knowledge his efforts only create further confusion and further
misery. Be aware of the total process of yourself. Y ou need no
guru, no book, to understand from moment to moment your
relationship with all things.

Question: Why do you waste your time preaching instead of
helping the world in a practical way?

Krishnamurti: Now, what do you mean by "practical"? You
mean bringing about a change in the world, a better economic
adjustment, a better distribution of wealth, a better relationship -
or, to put it more brutally, helping you to find a better job. Y ou
want to see a change in the world, every intelligent man does, and
you want a method to bring about that change, and therefore you
ask me why | waste my time preaching instead of doing something
about it. Now, iswhat | am actually doing awaste of time? It
would be awaste of time, would it not?, if | introduced a new set
of ideas to replace the old ideology, the old pattern. Perhapsthat is
what you want me to do. But instead of pointing out a so-called
practical way to act, to live, to get a better job, to create a better
world, isit not important to find out what are the impediments
which actually prevent areal revolution - not arevolution of the
left or the right, but afundamental, radical revolution, not based on
ideas? Because, as we have discussed it, ideals, beliefs, ideologies,
dogmas, prevent action. There cannot be a world transformation, a
revolution, as long as action is based on ideas; because action then

is merely reaction; therefore ideas become much more important



than action, and that is precisely what is taking place in the world,
isn't it? To act, we must discover the impediments that prevent
action. But most of us don't want to act - that is our difficulty. We
prefer to discuss, we prefer to substitute one ideology for another,
and so we escape from action through ideology. Surely, that isvery
simple, isit not? The world at the present time is facing many
problems: overpopulation, starvation, division of people into
nationalities and classes, and so on. Why isn't there a group of
people sitting together trying to solve the problems of nationalism?
But if we try to become international while clinging to our
nationality, we create another problem; and that is what most of us
do. So, you see that ideals are really preventing action. A
statesman, an eminent authority, has said the world can be
organized and all the people fed. Then why isit not done? Because
of conflicting ideas, beliefs, and nationalism. Therefore, ideas are
actually preventing the feeding of people; and most of us play with
ideas and think we are tremendous revolutionaries, hypnotizing
ourselves with such words as "practical". What isimportant isto
free ourselves from ideas, from nationalism, from all religious
beliefs and dogmas, so that we can act, not according to a pattern
or an ideology, but as needs demand; and, surely, to point out the
hindrances and impediments that prevent such action is not awaste
of time, isnot alot of hot air. What you are doing is obviously
nonsense. Y our ideas and beliefs, your political, economic and
religious panaceas, are actually dividing people and leading to war.
It isonly when the mind is free of idea and belief that it can act
rightly. A man who is patriotic, nationalistic, can never know what
it isto be brotherly, though he may talk about it; on the contrary,



his actions, economically and in every direction, are conducive to
war. So, there can be right action and therefore radical, lasting
transformation, only when the mind is free of ideas, not
superficially, but fundamentally; and freedom from ideas can take
place only through self-awareness and self-knowledge.

Question: | am ateacher, and after studying what you say, | see
that most of the present education is harmful or futile. What can |
do about it?

Krishnamurti: Surely, the question is what we mean by
education, and why we are educating people. We see throughout
the world that education has failed, because it is producing more
and more destruction and war. Education so far has furthered
industrialism and war; that has been the process for the last century
or so. What is actually taking place is war, conflict, unceasing
waste of one's own effort, everything leading to more conflict,
greater confusion and antagonism - and is that the end of
education? So, to find out how to educate, not only must the
educator be educated, but there must be an understanding of what it
isall about and what we are living for, the end and purpose of life.
When we seek the purpose of life, we can find it only as a self-
projection. The end and purpose of life, obvioudly, isliving. But
living isnot agoal, happinessisnot agoal. It isonly when we are
unhappy that we seek the goal of happiness. Similarly, when lifeis
confused, then we want a purpose, an end. So, we have to find out
what living means. Isit merely atechnique, a capacity to earn
money mechanically, or isit aprocess of understanding the tota
way of our whole existence? What is happiness? Isit to be
educated, to passthe B. A. or M. A., or God knows what? A part



from profession, what are you actually? What is your state of being
apart from your social status, so many rupees earned from such and
such ajob - strip yourselves of these, and what are you? Hardly
anything; nothing very great, but something shallow and empty.

Knowledge is what we call education. Y ou can get information
from any book as long as you can read; so education so far has
actually been an escape from ourselves; and, as with all escapes, it
must inevitably create further confusion and further misery.
Without understanding the total process of yourself, whichis
understanding relationship, mere gathering of information and
mere memorizing of booksin order to pass examinationsis utterly
futile. Surely | am not exaggerating. Education is understanding,
and helping others to understand, the total process of our existence.
The teacher must understand the whole significance of hisactionin
relationship with society, with the world; so it is essential that the
educator be educated. To bring about revolution in the world,
transformation must take place in you; but we avoid radical
revolution in ourselves, and try to bring about revolution in the
State, in the economic world. Therefore education must begin with
you, with the guru. When you give your background to the child,
the mind of the child respondsto that conditioning; and it isonly
through freedom from conditioning that there can be the true
salvation of the world.

Question: | am asmoker, and | am trying to break myself of the
habit of smoking. Can you help me? (Laughter)..

Krishnamurti: | do not know why you are laughing. The
guestioner wants to know how to stop smoking. It is a problem to

him, and by merely laughing it away you have not solved it.



Perhaps you also smoke, or have some other habit. Let us find out
how to understand this whole process of habit-forming and habit-
breaking. We can take the example of smoking, and you can
substitute your own habit, your own particular problem, and
experiment with your own problem directly as| am experimenting
with the problem of smoking. It isa problem, it becomes a
problem, when | want to giveit up; aslong as | am satisfied with it,
it isnot a problem. The problem arises when | have to do
something about a particular habit, when the habit becomes a
disturbance. Smoking has created a disturbance, so | want to be
free of it. | want to stop smoking, | want to berid of it, to put it
aside; so my approach to smoking is one of resistance or
condemnation. That is, | don't want to smoke; so my approach is
either to suppress it, condemn it, or to find a substitute for it:
instead of smoking, to chew. Now, can | look at the problem free
of condemnation, justification, or suppression? Can | look at my
smoking without any sense of regjection? Try to experiment with it
now, as | am talking, and you will see how extraordinarily difficult
it iIsnot to reect or accept. Because, our whole tradition, our whole
background, is urging usto reject or to justify, rather than to be
curious about it. Instead of being passively watchful, the mind
always operates on the problem. So, the problem is not smoking,
but our approach to smoking which creates the problem. Because,
if you find smoking rather stupid, a waste of money, and so on - if
you really see that, you will drop it, there will be no problem.
Smoking, drinking, or any other habit, is an escape from something
else; it makes you feel socially at ease. It is an escape from your

own nervousness, or from a disturbed state; and the habit becomes



ameans of your conditioning. So, smoking is not the problem.
When you approach smoking with your memory, your recollection
of previoustrials and failures, you approach it with a conclusion
aready made. Therefore, the problem is not in the fact, but in your
approach to the fact. Y ou have tried by discipline, control, denial,
and you have not succeeded. So you say, "I shall go on smoking, |
cannot stop” - which is after all an attempt to justify yourself;
which means your approach is not very intelligent. So, smoking or
any other habit is not a problem. The problem is thought, which is
your gpproach to the fact. Y ou are the problem, not the habit which
you have created; and thus you will see, if you readlly try, how
difficult it isfor the mind to be free from the sense of
condemnation and justification. When your mind is free, the
problem of smoking or any other problem is non-existent.

Question: Is continence or chastity necessary for the attainment
of liberation?

Krishnamurti: The question iswrongly put. For the attainment
of liberation, nothing is necessary. Y ou cannot attain it through
bargaining, through sacrifice, through elimination; it is not athing
that you can buy. If you do these things you will get athing of the
marketplace, therefore not real. Truth cannot be bought, there is no
means to truth; if there is ameans, the end is not truth, because
means and end are one, they are not separate. Chastity as a means
to liberation, to truth, isadenial of truth. Chastity is not a coin with
which you buy it. Y ou cannot buy truth with any coin, and you
cannot buy chastity with any coin. Y ou can buy only those things
which you know, but you cannot buy truth because you don't know

it. Truth comesinto being only when the mind is quiet, still; so the



problem is entirely different, isit not?

Why do we think chastity is essential? Why has sex become a
problem? That isreally the question, isn't it? We shall understand
what it is to be chaste when we understand this corroding problem
of sex. Let usfind out why sex has become such an extremely
important factor in our life, more of a problem than property,
money, and so on. What do we mean by sex? Not merely the act,
but thinking about it, feeling about it, anticipating it, escaping from
it - that is our problem. Our problem is sensation, wanting more
and more. Watch yourself, don't watch your neighbour. Why are
your thoughts so occupied with sex. Chastity can exist only when
there is love, and without love there is no chastity. Without love,
chastity is merely lust in a different form. To become chasteisto
become something else; it islike a man becoming powerful,
succeeding as a prominent lawyer, politician, or whatever else - the
changeison the samelevel. That is not chastity, but merely the
end result of adream, the outcome of the continual resistance to a
particular desire. So, our problem is not how to become chaste, or
to find out what are the things necessary for liberation, but to
understand this problem which we call sex. Because, it isan
enormous problem, and you cannot approach it with condemnation
or justification. Of course, you can easily isolate yourself from it -
but then you will be creating another problem. This all-important,
engrossing and destructive problem of sex can be understood only
when the mind liberates itself from its own anchorage. Please think
it out, don't brush it aside. Aslong as you are bound through fear,
through tradition, to any particular job, activity, belief, idea, as
long as you are conditioned by and attached to all that, you will



have this problem of sex. Only when the mind isfree of fear is
there the fathomless, the inexhaustible; and only then does this
problem take its ordinary place. Then you can deal with it ssmply
and effectively; then it is not a problem. So, chastity ceasesto be a
problem where there islove. Then lifeis not aproblem, lifeisto be
lived completely in the fullness of love; and that revolution will
bring about a new world.

Question: The idea of death terrifies me. Can you help meto
overcome the dread of my own death and that of my loved ones?

Krishnamurti: Let us think this problem out together and go to
the end of it; because we must find the truth of it, and not merely
an opinion. Opinions are not truth. Death isafact. You may like to
dodge it, to escape from it through belief in reincarnation,
continuity, growth; but it isafact. Why are we terrified of it? What
do we mean by death? Surely, we mean the end of something - of
the body, and of our experiences which we have gathered
throughout life: the psychological ending of accumulated
experiences. Innumerable books are written about death, about the
hereafter. But we are afraid of death. So, we try to find
immortality, continuity, through property, through title, through
name, through achievement, so that desire, memory, can be
immortalized. Why do you want to continue? What is there to
continue? Y our memories? Memories are but accumulated
experiences. Only in ending is there creation, not in continuity;
therefore there must be death. In death only is there renewal, not in
continuing, Incompleteness of action in. the present creates fear of
death; and aslong asthere is the desire for continuity, there must

be fear. That which continues must decay, it cannot be renewed;



but in dying thereis creation of the new.
January 1 1950



COLOMBO CEYLON 3RD PUBLIC TALK 8TH
JANUARY, 1950

One of our major problemsis this question of creative living.
Obvioudly, most of us have dull lives, we have only avery
superficial reaction. After all, most of our responses are superficia
and thereby create innumerable problems. Creative living does not
necessarily mean becoming a big architect or agreat writer. Thisis
merely capacity, and capacity is entirely different from creative
living. No one need know that you are creative, but you yourself
can know that state of extraordinary happiness, aquality of
indestructibility; but that is not easily realized, because most of us
have innumerable problems - political, social, economic, religious,
family - which we try to solve according to certain explanations,
certain rules, traditions, any sociological or religious pattern with
which we are familiar. But our solution of one problem seems
inevitably to create other problems, and we set up a net of
problems ever multiplying and increasing in their destructiveness.
When we try to find the answer, away out of this mess, this
confusion, we seek the answer at one particular level. One must
have the capacity to go beyond all levels, because the creative way
of living cannot be found at any particular level. That creative
action comes into being only in understanding relationship, and
relationship is communion with another. So, it isnot really a
selfish outlook to be concerned with individual action. We seem to
think that we can do very little in thisworld, that only the big
politicians, the famous writers, the great religious leaders, are

capable of extraordinary action. Actually, you and | are infinitely



more capable of bringing about aradical transformation than the
professional politicians and economists. If we are concerned with
our own lives, if we understand our relationship with others, we
will have created a new society; otherwise, we will but perpetuate
the present chaotic mess and confusion.

o, it isnot out of selfishness, not because of a desire for power,
that one is concerned with individual action; and if we can find a
way of living which is creative, not merely conforming to
religious, social, political or economic standards as we are doing at
the present time, then | think we will be able to solve our many
problems. At present we are merely repetitive gramophones,
perhaps changing records occasionally under pressure; but most of
us always play the same tunes for every occasion. It is this constant
repetition, this perpetuation of tradition, that is the source of the
problem with all its complexities. We seem to be incapabl e of
breaking away from conformity, though we may substitute a new
conformity for the present one, or try to modify the present pattern.
It is aconstant process of repetition, imitation. We are Buddhists,
Christians or Hindus, we belong to the left or to the right. By
guoting from the various sacred books, by mere repetition, we
think we shall solve our innumerable problems. Surely, repetition
IS not going to solve human problems. What has the
"revolutionary"” done for the so-called masses? Actually, the
problems are still there. What happensis that this constant
repetition of an idea prevents the understanding of the problem
itself. Through self-knowledge one has the capacity to free oneself
from this repetition. Then it is possible to be in that creative state

which is aways new, and therefore one is always ready to meet



each problem afresh.

After all, our difficulty isthat, having these immense problems,
we meet them with previous conclusions, with the record of
experience, either our own or acquired through others; and so we
meet the new with the old, which creates a further problem.
Creative living is being without that background; the new is met. as
the new, therefore it does not create further problems. Therefore it
IS necessary to meet the new with the new until we can understand
the total process, the whole problem of mounting disaster, misery,
starvation, war, unemployment, inequality, the battle between
conflicting ideologies. That struggle and confusion is not to be
solved by repetition of old ways. If you will really look alittle
more closely without prejudice, without religious bias, you will see
much bigger problems; and being free from conformity, from
belief, you will be able to meet the new. This capacity to meet the
new with the new is called the creative state, and that surely isthe
highest form of religion. Religion is not merely belief, it is not the
following of certain rituals, dogmas, the calling yourself this or
that. Religion isreally experiencing a state in which thereis
creation. Thisis not an idea, a process. It can be realized when
there is freedom from self. There can be freedom from self only
through understanding the self in relationship - but there can be no
understanding in isolation.

As | suggested in answering the questions last Sunday, it is
important that we experience each question as it arises, and not
merely listen to my answers; that we discover together the truth of
the matter, which is much more difficult. Most of uswould liketo

be apart from the problem, watching others; but if we can discover



together, take the journey together, so that it is your experience and
not mine, though you are listening to my words - if we can go
together; then it will be of lasting value and importance. Question:
Do you advocate vegetarianism? Would you object to the inclusion
of an egg in your diet?

Krishnamurti: Isthat really avery great problem, whether we
should have an egg or not? Perhaps most of you are concerned with
non-killing. What is really the crux of the matter, isit not? Perhaps
most of you eat meat or fish. You avoid killing by going to a
butcher, or you put the blame on the killer, the butcher - that is
only dodging the problem. If you like to eat eggs, you may get
infertile eggs to avoid killing. But thisis a very superficial question
- the problem is much deeper. Y ou don't want to kill animals for
your stomach, but you do not mind supporting governments that
are organized to kill. All sovereign governments are based on
violence, they must have armies, navies, and air forces. Y ou don't
mind supporting them, but you object to the terrible calamity of
eating an egg! (Laughter). See how ridiculous the whole thing is;
investigate the mentality of the gentleman who is nationalistic, who
does not mind the exploitation and the ruthless destruction of
people, to whom wholesale massacre is nothing - but who has
scruples as to what goes into his mouth. (Laughter). So, thereis
much more involved in this problem - not only the whole question
of killing, but the right employment of the mind. The mind may be
used narrowly, or it is capable of extraordinary activity; and most
of us are satisfied with superficial activity, with security, sexual
satisfaction, amusement, religious belief - with that, we are
satisfied and discard entirely the deeper response and wider



significance of life. Even the religious |eaders have become petty
in their responseto life. After al, the problem is not only killing
animals but human beings, which is more important. Y ou may
refrain from using animals and degrading them, you may be
compassionate about killing them, but what isimportant in this
guestion is the whole problem of exploitation and killing - not only
the slaughter of human beings in war time, but the way you exploit
people, the way you treat your servants, and look down on them as
inferiors. Probably you are not paying attention to this, because it
is near home. Y ou would rather discuss God, reincarnation - but
nothing requiring immediate action and responsibility.

So, if you are really concerned with not killing, you should not
be a nationalist, you should not call yourself Sinhalese, German or
Russian. Also you must have right employment, make right use of
machinery. It isvery important in modern society to have right
employment, because today every action leads to war, the whole
thing is geared for war; but at least we can find out the wrong
professions; and avoid them intelligently. Obviously, the army, the
navy, are wrong professions; so is the profession of law which
encourages litigation, and the police, especially the secret police.
So, right employment must be found and exercised by each one,
and only then. can there be the cessation of killing which will bring
about peace among men. But the economic pressure isso great in
the modern world that very few can withstand it. Almost no oneis
concerned with seeking right profession; and if you are concerned
not to kill, then you have to do far more than merely avoid the
killing of animals, which means you have to go into thiswhole
problem of right employment. Though the question may appear



very petty, if you go into it alittle more carefully you will see that
it isavery great question; because, what you are, you make the
world to be. If you are greedy, angry, dominating, possessive, you
will inevitably create a social structure that will bring about further
conflict, misery, further destruction. But unfortunately, most of us
are not concerned with any of these things. Most of us are
concerned with immediate pleasures, with everyday living; and if
we can get them, we are satisfied. We do not want to look into the
deeper and wider problems; though we know they exist, we want to
avoid them. By avoiding these problems, they are increased, you
have not solved them. To solve them, they cannot be approached
through any particular ideology, either of the left or of the right.
ook at these problems more closely and effectively and you will
begin to understand the total process of yourself in relation to
others, which is society.

But you will tell methat | have not answered the question about
the egg, whether to eat an egg or not. Surely, intelligenceisthe
important thing - not what goes into your mouth, but what comes
out of it, and most of us have filled our hearts with the things of the
mind, and our minds are very small, shallow. Our problemisto
find out how to bring about a transformation in that which is
shallow and small; and this transformation can come about only
through understanding the shallow. Those of you who want to go
into the question more deeply will have to find out whether you are
contributing to war and how to avoid it, whether indirectly you are
the cause of destruction. If you can really solve that question, then
you can easlly settle the superficial matter of whether you should

be a vegetarian or not. Tackle the problem at a much deeper level



and you will find the answer.

Question: Y ou say that reality or understanding existsin the
interval between two thoughts. Will you please explain..

Krishnamurti: Thisisreally a different way of asking the
guestion, "What is meditation?' As| answer this question, please
experiment with it, discover how your own mind works, whichis
after all aprocess of meditation. | am thinking aloud with you, not
superficially - | have not studied. | am just thinking aloud with you
about the question, so that we can all journey together and find the
truth of this question.

The questioner asks about the interval between two thoughtsin
which there can be understanding. Before we can enquire into that,
we must find out what we mean by thought. What do you mean by
thinking? Is this getting a little too serious? Y ou must have
patience to listen to it. When you think something - thought being
anidea- , what do you mean by that? |'s not thought a response to
influence, the outcome of social, environmental influence? I's not
thought the summation of all experience reacting? Say, for
example, you have a problem, and you are trying to think about it,
to analyzeit, to study it. How do you do that? Are you not looking
at the present problem with the experience of yesterday - yesterday
being the past - , with past knowledge, past history, past
experience? So, that is the past, which is memory, responding to
the present; and this response of memory to the present you call
thinking. Thought is merely the response of the past in conjunction
with the present, isit not?, and for most of us thought isa
continuous process. Even when we are asleep there is constant

activity in the form of dreams; there is never a moment when the



mind isreally still. We project a picture and live either in the past
or the future, like many old and some young people do, or like the
political leaders who are always promising a marvellous Utopia.
(Laughter). And we accept it because we all want the future, so we
sacrifice the present for the future; but we cannot know what is
going to happen tomorrow or in fifty years' time. So, thought is the
response of the past in conjunction with the present; that is, thought
IS experience responding to challenge, which isreaction. Thereis
no thought if there is no reaction. Response is the past background
- you respond as a Buddhist, a Christian, according to the left or to
the right. That is the background, and that is the constant response
to challenge - and that response of the past to the present is called
thinking. There is never a moment when thought is not. Have you
not noticed that your mind is incessantly occupied with something
or other - personadl, religious, or political worries? It is constantly
occupied; and what happens to your mind, what happens to any
machinery, that isin constant use? It wears away. The very nature
of the mind is to be occupied with something, to be in constant
agitation, and we try to control it, to dominate it, to suppressit; and
if we can succeed, we think we have become great saints and
religious people, and then we stop thinking.

Now, you will see that in the process of thinking there is always
an interval, a gap between two thoughts. Asyou are listening to
me, what exactly is happening in your mind? Y ou are listening,
perhaps experiencing what we are talking about, waiting for
information, the experience of the next moment. Y ou are watchful;
so there is passive watching, aert awareness. There is no response;

there is a state of passiveness in which the mind is strongly aware,



yet there is no thought - that is, you are really experiencing what |
am talking about. Such passive watchfulnessisthe interval
between two thoughts.

Suppose you have a new problem - and problems are always
new - , how do you approach it? It is a new problem, not an old
one. You may recognizeit asold, but aslong asitisaproblemitis
aways new. It islike one of those modern pictures to which you
are entirely unaccustomed. What happens if you want to
understand it? If you approach it with your classical training, your
response to that challenge, which isthat picture, isreection; so if
you want to understand the picture, your classical training will
have to be put aside - just as, if you want to understand what | am
talking about, you have to forget you are a Buddhist, a Christian, or
what not. Y ou must look at the picture free of your classical
training, with passive awareness and watchfulness of mind, and
then the picture beginsto unfold itself and tell itsstory. That is
possible only when the mind isin a state of watchfulness, without
trying to condemn or justify the picture; it comes only when
thought is not, when the mind is still. Y ou can experiment with that
and see how extraordinarily trueisastill mind. Only then isit
possible to understand. But the constant activity of the mind
prevents the understanding of the problem.

To put it around the other way, what do you do when you have
a problem, an acute problem? Y ou think about it, don't you? What
do you mean by "think about it"?'Y ou mean working for an
answer, searching for an answer, according to your previous
conclusions. That is, you try to shape the problem to fit certain

conclusions which you have, and if you can make it fit, you think



you have solved it. But problems are not solved by being put into
the pigeonholes of the mind. Y ou think about the problem with the
memory of past conclusions and try to find out what Christ,
Buddha, X, Y or Z has said, and then apply those conclusions to
the problem. Thereby you do not solve the problem, but cover it up
with the residue of previous problems. When you have areally big
and difficult problem, that process will not work. Y ou say you
have tried everything and you cannot solve it. That means you are
not waiting for the problem to tell its story. But when themind is
relaxed, no longer making an effort, when it isquiet for just afew
seconds, then the problem revealsitself and it is solved. That
happens when the mind is still, in the interval between two
thoughts, between two responses. In that state of mind
understanding comes; but it requires extraordinary watchfulness of
every movement of thought. When the mind is aware of its own
activity, its own process, then there is quietness. After al, self-
knowledge is the beginning of meditation, and if you do not know
the whole, total process of yourself, you cannot know the
importance of meditation. Merely sitting in front of a picture or
repeating phrases is not meditation. Meditation is a part of
relationship; it is seeing the process of thought in the mirror of
relationship. Meditation is not subjugation, but understanding the
whole process of thinking. Then thought comes to an end, and only
in that ending is there the beginning of understanding.

Question: What happens to an individual at death? Does he
continue, or does he go to annihilation?

Krishnamurti: Now, it is very interesting to find out from what

point of view we are approaching this question. Please put this



guestion to yourself and find out how you as an individual
approach it. Why do you put this question? What is the motive that
makes you ask about total annihilation? Either you are approaching
the question because you want to know the truth of it and are
therefore not seeking self-gratification; or you want a solution
because you are afraid. If you approach it with the ideathat you are
afraid of death and want to continue, then your question will have a
gratifying answer, because you are merely seeking consolation.
Then you may just as well adopt anew belief that will satisfy you
or take adrug that will make you dull. When you suffer you want
to be made dull. Suffering is the response of sensitiveness; that is,
sensitiveness makes for pain, and when there is pain you want a
drug. So, either you want to find the truth of this question, or you
are merely seeking a means to lull yourself to sleep - only you
don't put it so crudely. Y ou want to be comforted, you ask because
you are afraid of death and you want to be sure of continuity.
According to your approach you will find the answer, obvioudly. If
you are seeking consolation, then you are not seeking truth; if you
are afraid, then you are not trying to find out what isreal. So, first
you have to be very earnest in your thinking. Most of us are afraid
of seeking the truth. Most of us are scared of there being no
continuity, and we want to be assured that we will continue. Let us
find out whether there is continuity - you may want it, but it may
not be there.

What do you mean by continuity and coming to an end? What is
it that continues? We are trying to find the truth of continuity and
the truth of non-continuity, so we have to examine what it is that

continues in your daily life. Have you noticed yourself in



continuation - in relation to your property, your family, your ideas?
Y ou say ahundred times, "thisis my property, my reputation”, and
it becomes continuity. Y ou say, "thisis my name, my wife, my
work, my job, these are my ambitions, my characteristics or
tendencies; | am a big entity, or alittle entity trying to become a
big entity" - and that iswhat you are in daily life, not spiritually but
actually. Obvioudly, those are all memories, and you want to know
if that bundle of memories, identified as yourself, will continue.
"You" are not separate from the bundle. Thereisno "you" as an
entity different from memory. The "you" may be placed at a higher
level, but even at that level it is within the whole field of memory
of thought; and you want to know whether it will continue.
Memory isword, symbol, picture, image; without the word thereis
no memory The symbol, the image, the past picture, the memory of
certain relationships - al that is"you", which is the word. Y ou
want to know whether that word, which isidentified with memory,
will continue. In other words, you are seeking immortality through
memory identified as"you". Y ou are not different from the various
gualities which go toward making the "you". So, you are the house,
the memory, the experience, the family; you are not separate from
theidea. And you want to know whether that "you" continues.
Now, why do you want to know? What is the motive, what is
the urge? You say, "I am finished, | must have space in which to
grow, to become; lifeistoo short, | must have another chance".
Now, have you noticed that idea, thought, can continue? Y ou can
experienceit for yourself - it is very ssmple. Thought as memory,
as idea, continues. So you have the question answered. The "you"

that continues is merely a bundle of memories; that is, when there



is identification of thought as"l am" this superficial thing in some
form or other continues, as thought did before. The "you" as an
idea, as thought, continues; but that is not very satisfactory,
because you have an idea that you are something more than
thought, and you want to know if that something more continues.
Thereis nothing more - "you" are merely the result of social,
environmental influences; that is, "you" are the result of
conditioning. Y ou may say, "What nonsenseit isto talk of afuture
life - it is superstitious rot; others, who are differently conditioned,
believe there is something more. Surely, thereis not much
difference between the two. Both are conditioned, one to believe
and the other not to believe, Belief in any form is detrimental to the
discovery of truth. Belief in continuity and belief in non-continuity
are both detrimental to the discovery of truth. To find out what
truth is, there can be no fear and no belief - which fetter the mind.
Only when continuity ends can you know the truth of what is
beyond continuity.

To put it differently, death is the unknown, it is ever new, and to
understand it you must go to it with afresh mind, amind that is
new, not merely a continuation of the past. In that state you are
capable of knowing the significance of death. At present we know
neither life nor death, and we are anxious to know what death is.
Thought must end for life to be. There must be death in order for
life to flourish. When life is only the continuation of thought, such
continuity can never know redlity. If you are seeking continuity,
you haveit in your house in your work, in your children, in your
name, in your property, in certain qualities - all that is"you", it is

thought continued. Immortality can be known only when thinking



ceases when through understanding, the process of thought comes
to an end. Y ou can only think about something that you know. So
when you think of yourself as a spiritual entity, it isyour own
projection, something born out of the past; thereforeit is not
spiritual. It is only when you understand continuity that thought
comes to an end - which is an extraordinary process requiring a
great deal of alertness, not discipline, vows, dogmas, creeds,
beliefs, and al the rest of it. Thereisimmortality only when the
mind is completely still, and that stillness comes when thought is
wholly understood.

Question: | pray to God, and my prayers are answered. Isthis
not proof of the existence of God?

Krishnamurti: If you have proof of the existence of God, then it
is not God; (laughter) because proof is of the mind. How can the
mind prove or disprove God? Therefore your god is a projection of
the mind according to your satisfaction, appetite, happiness,
pleasure or fear. Such athing is not God, but merely a creation of
thought, a projection of the known which is past. What is known is
not God, though the mind may look for it, may be active in the
search for God.

The questioner says that his prayers are answered, and asks if
thisis not proof of the existence of God. Do you want proof of
love? When you love somebody, do you seek proof? If you
demand proof of love, isthat love? If you love your wife, your
child, and you want proof, then loveis surely a bargain. So your
prayer to God is merely bargaining. (Laughter). Don't laugh it off,
look at it serioudly, as afact. The questioner approaches what he
calls God through supplication and petition. Y ou cannot find



reality through sacrifice, through duty, through responsibility,
because these are means to an end, and the end is not different
from the means. The means are the end.

The other part of the questionis, "I pray to God, and my prayers
are answered. "L et us examine that. What do you mean by prayer?
Do you pray when you are joyous, when you are happy, when there
IS no confusion, no misery? Y ou pray when there is misery, when
there is disturbance, fear, turmoil, and your prayer is supplication,
petition. When you are in misery, you want somebody to help you
out, a higher entity to give you a helping hand; and that process of
supplication in different formsis called prayer. So, what happens?
Y ou put out your begging bowl to someone, it does not matter who
it is- an angel, or your own projection whom you call God. The
moment you beg, you have something - but whether that something
isreal or not, isadifferent question. Y ou want your confusion,
your miseries solved; so you get out your traditional phrases, you
turn on your devotion, and the constant repetition obviously makes
the mind quiet. But that is not quietness - the mind is merely dulled
and put to sleep. In that induced quiet, when there is supplication
thereisan answer. But it isnot at all an answer from God - it is
from your own ornamental projection. Here is the answer to the
guestion. But you do not want to enquire into all this, that is why
the question is put. Y our prayer is supplication - you are only
concerned to get aresponse to your prayer because you want to be
free from trouble. Something is gnawing at your heart, and by
praying you make yourself dull and quiet. In that artificial
guietness there is aresponse - obvioudly satisfying, otherwise you
would rgject it. Your prayer is satisfying, and therefore it is what



you yourself have created. It isyour own projection that helps you
out - that isone type of prayer. Then there is the deliberative type
of prayer, to make the mind quiet, receptive and open. How can the
mind be open when it is conditioned by tradition, the background
of the past? Openness implies understanding, the capacity to follow
the imponderable. When the mind is held, tethered to a belief, it
cannot be open. When it is deliberately opened, obviously any
answer it recelvesis aprojection of itself. Only whenthe mind is
unconditioned, when it knows how to deal with each problem as it
arises - only then is there no longer aproblem. Aslong as the
background continues, it must create a problem; aslong asthereis
continuity, there must be ever increasing turmoil and misery.
Receptivity is the capacity to be open, without condemnation or
justification, to what is; and it is that from which you try to escape
through prayer.
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Surely, thereis great confusion everywhere, not only within
ourselvesindividually, but aso in the world and among our so-
called leaders. When there is confusion, thereis adesire to find
someone who will lead us out of our difficulties, and we turn to
some kind of authority. We turn the responsibility over to our
leaders, or seek a pattern of action, or look to the past or to the
future to try to find out what ought to be done. Our morality is
based on the pattern of yesterday or the ideal of tomorrow; and
when tradition and the ideal of the future both fail, we turn to some
authority. Because, most of us want security, we want some kind of
refuge from all this turmoil, and we seek it in morality according to
a pattern of the past, or in some sort of ideal; we cling to an
example hoping to see our way out of our confusion, out of our
uncertainty. Our ideal is a projection of ourselves created by the
interpretation of various books, and our whole intention and
purpose is to find something - a person, an idea, or a system - that
will lead us out of this confusion. So, being confused, being
uncertain, we seek external or inward authority and spend our
energiesin trying to conform ourselves either to the pattern of
tradition or the ideal of what should be. Obviously, conformity at
any level deniesintelligence, which isthe f capacity to adjust, the
capacity of quick response to challenge; and when that intelligence
is not functioning, then we conform to a pattern, to authority. That
iswhat is happening in the world at present, isit not? We are

confused individually, and being confused, being insecure in



ourselves, we turn to somebody. To find out, isit not necessary to
be insecure, to be uncertain? Can you find anything if you are
certain? Isit not essential to be uncertain to discover redlity, or
what you will? There must be this state of uncertainty, this state of
constant enquiry - not to find aresult, but to enquire into each
incident, each thought and feeling as it arises, which isto
understand experience from moment to moment.

S0, being confused, being uncertain, is not the following of a
pattern detrimental to intelligence, to real inward integrity?
Because, the pattern, the system, eventually leads to security; and
how can a person who is psychologically secure ever find
anything? Obviously, you must be physically secure; but physical
security is destroyed as long as we are seeking psychological
security. Surely, the desire for psychological security prevents
creative responseto life, which isintelligence. So, our problemis
obviously not the substitution of one pattern for another, but how
to be free of patterns, so that we can respond to every challenge
anew. Thisisredlty, isit not? - reality isto understand every
moment of life asit is, without interpreting it according to our past
experience. A mind that is bound by authority, whether its own or
that of another, amind that is conforming, imitating, following a
particular pattern of action - how can such a mind be capable of
understanding the real, of understanding what is at every moment
of thought and feeling? The mind that is burdened with authority,
with confusion, with discipline, obviously cannot find that whichis
free. Can amind that is disciplined, controlled, subjugated, ever be
free? Can awrong means lead to aright end? To discover thereal,

the mind must be free at the beginning, not at some ultimate end.



How can there be freedom for the mind that is conforming, that is
merely imitating, following a certain course of action? And the
mind will follow patterns of action, it will discipline itself, it will
conform, aslong as there is fear of psychological uncertainty.
Physically you must have clothes, food, shelter; but when thereis
psychological certainty, doesit not exclude enquiry and so
discovery? Surely, discovery is possible only in freedom, not in a
course of action disciplined according to a pattern.

So, our enquiry is about not what is discipline, or what system
or course of action to follow, but how to free the mind from the
fear of being insecure. Isit not essential for the mind to be
insecure? Obviously, only in insecurity can there be understanding
of what isfalse. It requires a certain alertness, the non-acceptance
of any authority. So, amind that desires to understand reality must
be free at the very beginning from all compulsion, inward or
outward; that is, it must be in a state of uncertainty, not tethered to
any particular belief or ideal which is merely arefuge. Only then,
surely, isthe mind carefree, aloof, happy, and only suchamindis
capable of understanding that which istrue. The capacity to
understand requires freedom from conformity, which is freedom
from fear. After al, we conform because we do not know, and we
are afraid; but isit not afact that not-knowing is essentia for the
unknown to be? If you observe you will see how themind is
constantly moving from the known to the known; but only when
the mind is free from the known is it possible to receive the
unknown, which means it must be entirely free from all sense of
conformity, authority or imitation. The major calamity of modern

civilization is that we are like so many gramophone records



repeating what is said in the books, whether it is the Koran, the
Bible, or what you will. Surely, amind that repeatsis not really in
search of understanding, for it isincapable of being uncertain; and
uncertainty is essential in order to find.

Question: Why don't you participate in politics or in social
reform?

Krishnamurti: Have you noticed how politics and social reform
have become extraordinarily predominant in our lives at the
present time? All our newspapers and most of the magazines,
except the purely escapist ones, are full of politics, economics, and
other problems. Have you ever asked yourself why they are that
way, why human beings are giving such extraordinary importance
to politics, economics, and social reform? Reforms are obviously
necessary because of the economic, social and political confusion
and the general deterioration of the state of man following the two
wars. So, crowds gather round political |eaders; people line the
streets, watching them as though they were strange animals trying
to solve the problem on the economic, social or political level,
independent of the total process of man. Are these problemsto be
tackled separately, unrelated to the whole psychological problem
of man? Y ou may have a perfect system that you think will solve
the economic problems of the world, but another will also have a
perfect system; and the two systems, representing two different
ideologies, will fight each other. Aslong as you are fighting over
Ideas, systems, there cannot be atrue, radical revolution, there
cannot be fundamental social transformation. Ideas do not
transform people. What brings about transformation is freedom

from ideas. Revolution based on ideas is no longer revolution, but



merely a continuation of the past in amodified state. Obvioudly,
that is not revolution.

The questioner wants to know why | don't take part in politics
or in socia reform. Surely, if you can understand the total process
of man, then you are dealing with the fundamental issues, not
merely trimming particular branches of the tree. But most of us are
not interested in the entire problem. We are concerned merely with
reconciliation, superficial adjustment, not with the funda- mental
understanding of man as atotal process. It isvery much easier to
be an expert on one particular level. The experts on the economic
or political level leave the psychological level to other experts, and
so we become slaves to experts; we are sacrificed by experts for an
idea. S0, there can be fundamental revolution only in
understanding the total process of yourself, not as an individual
opposed to the mass, to society, but as an individual interrelated
with society; because without you there is no society, without you
there is no relationship with another. There is no revolution, no
fundamental transformation, as long as we do not understand
ourselves. Reformers and so-called revolutionists are really factors
of retrogression in society. A reformer tries to patch up the present
society, or create a new one, on the basis of an ideology and his
ideais the conditioned response to a pattern; and such revolution,
based on an ideology, can never produce a fundamental, radical
transformation in social relationships. What we are concerned with
is not reformation or modified continuity, which you call
revolution, but the fundamental transformation of man in his
relationship with man; and as long as that basic change does not

take place in the individual, we cannot produce a new social order.



That fundamental transformation does not depend on belief, on
religious organizations, or on any political or economic system: it
depends on your understanding of yourself in relationship with
another. That isthe real revolution that must take place, and then
you as an individual will have an extraordinary influencein
society. But without that transformation, merely to talk about
revolution or to sacrifice yourself for a so-called practical idea -
which is not really sacrifice at all - , is obviously mere repetition,
which is retrogression.

Question: Do you believe in reincarnation and karma?

Krishnamurti: Now | suppose you will settle back in your seats
and feel comfortable. What do you mean by "believe", and why do
you want to believe? Is belief necessary to find out what is true?
To find out what is true, you must approach life afresh, you must
have the capacity to see things anew; but the mind that is cradled in
belief is obviously incapable of discovering what is new. So,
before you can discover whether there is reincarnation or not, you
must find out if your mind is free from belief. Most of us believe
because it is convenient, because it is satisfying; init thereisa
great deal of hope. It islike taking some drug or narcotic and
feeling pacified. Such abelief is a projection of our own desire. So,
to find out the truth of any matter, obvioudly there must be freedom
from hypothesis, from belief, from any form of conclusion -
whether of Buddha, Christ, yourself, or your grandmother. Y ou
must approach it afresh, and only then are you capable of
discovering what is true. Belief is an impediment to redlity, and
that isavery difficult pill to swallow for most of us. We are not
seeking reality; we want gratification, and belief gives us



gratification, it pacifies us. So, we are essentially seeking
gratification, escaping from the problem, from pain and suffering.
Therefore we are not really seeking the truth. To find the truth,
there must be the direct experiencing of sorrow, pain, and pleasure,
but not through a screen of belief.

So, similarly, let us find out what you mean by reincarnation -
the truth of it, not what you like to believe, not what someone has
told you, or what your teacher has said. Surely, it is the truth that
liberates, not your own conclusion, your own opinion. Now, what
do you mean by reincarnation? To reincarnate, to be reborn - what
do you mean by that? What is it that actually comes into birth
again? - not what you believe or do not believe. Please put all that
aside, it isonly childish stuff. Let usfind out what it is that comes
back again or reincarnates. To find that out, you must first know
what it is that you are. When you say, "I shall be reborn”, you must
know what the"I" is. That isthe question, isit not? | am not
dodging it. Don't think thisis aclever move of mine. You will see
the problem clearly as we proceed, as we explore. You say, "l shall
be reborn. "What isthe "I" that isto be reborn? Isthe"|" a spiritual

entity, isthe"I" something continuous, isthe"|" something
independent of memory, experience, knowledge? Either the"l" isa
spiritual entity, or it is merely athought process. Either itis
something out of time which we call spiritual, not measurablein
terms of time, or it iswithin the field of time, the field of memory,
thought. It cannot be something else. Let usfind out if it is beyond
the measurement of time. | hope you are following all this. Let us
find out if the "I" isin essence something spiritual. Now by

“spiritual” we mean, do we not?, something not capable of being



conditioned, something that is not the projection of the human
mind, something that is not within the field of thought, something
that does not die. When we talk of a spiritual entity, we mean by
that something which is not within the field of the mind, obvioudly.
Now, isthe"I" such a spiritual entity? If it isa spiritual entity, it
must be beyond all time, therefore it cannot be reborn or continued.
Thought cannot think about it; because thought comes within the
measure of time, thought is from yesterday, thought is a continuous
movement, the response of the past; so thought is essentially a
product of time. If thought can think about the "1, then it is part of
time: therefore that "I" is not free of time, therefore it is not
spiritual - which isobvious. So, the "1, the "you" isonly a process
of thought; and you want to know whether that process of thought,
continuing apart from the physical body, isborn again, is
reincarnated in a physical form. Now go alittle further. That which
continues - can it ever discover the real, which is beyond time and
measurement? We are experimenting to discover truth, not
exchanging opinions. That "1", that entity which is a thought-
process - can it ever be new? If it cannot, then there must be an
ending to thought. Is not anything that continues inherently
destructive? That which has continuity can never renew itself. As
long as thought continues through memory, through desire, through
experience, it can never renew itself; therefore, that whichis
continued cannot know the real. Y ou may be reborn a thousand
times, but you can never know the real; for only that which dies,
that which comesto an end, can renew itself.

The other part of the question iswhether | believe in karma.
What do you mean by the word karma? To do, to act, to be. Let us



try to find out in spite of old women'stales. Karmaimplies, doesiit
not?, cause and effect - action based on cause, producing a certain
effect; action born out of conditioning, producing further results.
So karmaimplies cause and effect. And are cause and effect static,
are cause and effect ever fixed? Does not effect become cause
also? So thereis no fixed cause or fixed effect. Today is aresult of
yesterday, isit not? Today is the outcome of yesterday,
chronologically aswell as psychologically; and today is the cause
of tomorrow. So cause is effect, and effect becomes cause - it is
one continuous movement, there is no fixed cause or fixed effect.
If there were afixed cause and afixed effect, there would be
gpecialization; and is not specialization death? Any species that
spe- cializes obviously comes to an end. The greatness of man is
that he cannot specialize. He may specialize technically, but in
structure he cannot specialize. An acorn seed is specialized - it
cannot be anything but what it is. But the human being does not
end completely. Thereisthe possibility of constant renewal, heis
not limited by specialization. Aslong as we regard the cause, the
background, the conditioning, as unrelated to the effect, there must
be conflict between thought and the background. So the problemis
much more complex than whether to believe in reincarnation or
not, because the question is how to act, not whether you believein
reincarnation or in karma. That is absolutely irrelevant. Y our
action is merely the outcome of certain causes, and that action
modifies future action - therefore there is no escape from
conditioning.

S0, to put our problem differently, can action ever bring about

freedom from this chain of cause-effect? | have done something in



the past, | have had experience, which obvioudy conditions my
response today; and today's response conditions tomorrow. That is
the whole process of karma, cause and effect; and obvioudly,
though it may temporarily give pleasure, such a process of cause
and effect ultimately leads to pain. That isthe real crux of the
matter: Can thought be free? Thought, action, that is free does not
produce pain, does not bring about conditioning. That is the vital
point of thiswhole question. So, can there be action unrelated to
the past? Can there be action not based on idea? Ideaisthe
continuation of yesterday in a modified form, and that continuation
will condition tomorrow, which means action based on idea can
never be free. Aslong as action is based on idea, it will inevitably
produce further conflict. Can there be action unrelated to the past?
Can there be action without the burden of experience, the
knowledge of yesterday? Aslong as action is the outcome of the
past, action can never be free; and only in freedom can you
discover what istrue. What happens s that, as the mind is not free,
it cannot act; it can only react; and reaction is the basis of our
action. Our action is not action, but merely the continuation of
reaction, because it is the outcome of memory, of experience, of
yesterday's response.

S0, the question is, can the mind be free from its conditioning?
Surely, that isimplied in this question of karma and reincarnation,
Aslong as there is continuity of thought, action must be limited,;
and such action creates opposition, conflict, and karma - the
response of the past in conjunction with the present, creating a
modified continuity. So, a mind which has continuity, whichis

based on continuity - can such a mind be free? If it cannot be free,



Isit possible for continuity to cease? Thisis a most important
guestion. To discover whether the mind can ever be free from the
background implies a tremendous enquiry. Is not the mind based
on the background? I's not thought founded upon the past? So, can
thought ever freeitself from the past? All that thought can doisto
come to an end - but obviously not through compulsion, not
through effort, not through any form of discipline, control or
subjugation. As an observer, see the truth of what it means for
thought to come to an end. See the truth, the significance of it, and
the false response is removed. That iswhat we are trying to do in
answering this particular question. When there is action not based
on idea or on the past, then the mind is silent, absolutely silent. In
that silence, action is free from idea. But you will want an answer
to your question, whether | believe or not in reincarnation. Do you
know, are you any wiser, if | say | believeinit or do not believein
it? | hope you are confused about it. To be satisfied by words of
explanation indicates a petty mind, a stupid mind. Examine the
whole process of yourself. That examination can take place only in
relationship; and to discover the truth in any relationship there
must be a state of constant watchfulness, constant, passive
alertness. That will show you the truth, for which you need no
confirmation from anybody. As long as thought continues, there
can be no redlity; as long as thought continues as the yesterday,
there must be confusion and conflict. Only when the mind is still,
passively watchful, isit possible for the real to be.

Question: Why are you against nationalism?

Krishnamurti: Aren't you against nationalism? Why are you a
nationalist? I's not nationalism, calling yourself English, Tamil, or



God knows what else, one of the fundamental reasons for war, for
the appalling destruction and misery in the world? What is this
process of identifying yourself with agroup, with a particular
country, whether economically, socially or politically? What is the
reason for calling yourself aman of Ceylon, an Indian, a German,
an American, a Russian, or whatever it is? Social conditioning and
economic pressure make you identify yourself with a group. That
is one factor. But why do you identify yourself with something? -
that is the problem. Y ou identify yourself with the family, with an
idea, or with what you call God. Why do you identify yourself with
something that you consider great? | livein alittle village, | am
nobody; but if | call myself aHindu, if | identify myself with a
certain class or caste, then | am somebody. Psychologically | am
nobody - empty, insufficient, lonely, poor; but if | identify myself
with something great, | become great. (Laughter). Don't laugh it
off, thisiswhat you are actually doing - you call it nationalism, for
which you sacrifice everything. A sovereign government must
aways be on the defensive against attack by some enemy; but you
are willing to destroy yourself for an idea, which is your desire to
be something great. Actually, you are not great, you are still what
you were, only you call yourself abig man. Nationalism isfalseg;
like belief, it divides people; and as long as you are nationalistic,
you cannot have physical security.

Question: What do you mean when you say that the thinker and
the thought are one?

Krishnamurti: Thisis aserious question, and you will have to
be alittle attentive. Now, are we not aware that there is the thinker
apart from the thought, that the thinker is an entity separate from



the process of thought? Because, the thinker is operating on
thought, trying to control, subjugate, modify, or even find a
substitute for thought. So, we say there is the thinker separate from
thought. Now, is that so? Is the thinker separate from thought? If
heis, why is he separate, what has brought about this separation? Is
it soinredlity, orisit anillusion? Isthere actually athinker
separate from thought, or only thought separating itself asthe
thinker? Surely, thought has created the thinker: the thinker is not
beyond thought, the thinker is the product of thought. So, the idea
that the thinker is separate from thought, is false. It is thought that
makes the thinker; and if there were no capacity to think at all,
there would be no thinker. The thinker comes into being through
thought; and why has this separation taken place? Obvioudly, for
the simple reason that thought is constantly changing; that is,
recognizing itself to be in transformation, in change, in constant
flux, thought creates an entity, the thinker, to give itself
permanency. So desire for permanency creates the thinker.
Obviousdly, thoughts are impermanent; but the entity, the thinker,
feels himself to be permanent. Actually, thereis no thinker at all:
there is only thought creating a permanent entity because thereis
fear of impermanency. Therefore, itisan illusion. Most of us think
thisfalse processisarea process, and, because there is the thinker
and the thought, because there is the experiencer who is aways
experiencing, thereis no integration. There isintegration only
when thought does not create the thinker, which means that
thought does not identify itself as"my" thought, "my"
achievement, "my" experience - for it isthis"my" that separates

the thought from the thinker. When there is the experience of



integration between thought and the thinker, then thereisa
fundamental revolution in thinking. Then there is no entity
dominating or controlling thought, there is no longer the idea of a
"me" becoming something, growing more perfect, more virtuous.
The complete integration is when there is only the thought to be
understood through right meditation. There is no time now to
discuss what is right meditation, we will do it next Sunday - it
requires agreat deal of time; but integration, that complete
revolution in thinking, can be understood only in relationship.

Question: Is belief in God necessary or helpful ?

Krishnamurti: As| said, belief in any form is ahindrance. A
man who believes in God can never find God. If you are open to
reality, there can be no belief in redlity. If you are open to the
unknown, there can be no belief init. After all, belief isaform of
self-protection, and only a petty mind can believe in God. Look at
the belief of the aviators during the war, who said God was their
companion as they were dropping bombs! So you believein God
when you kill, when you are exploiting people. Y ou worship God
and go on ruthlessly extorting money, supporting the army - yet
you say you believe in mercy, compassion, kindliness. Obvioudly,
such belief is ahindrance to the understanding of reality. All belief
in any form is a hindrance, including your belief in God. Y our
belief isahindrance to the discovery of the real because it is based
on an idea or patterned after atradition. Aslong as belief exists,
there can never be the unknown; you cannot think about the
unknown, thought cannot measure it. The mind is the product of
the past, it isthe result of yesterday; and can such a mind be open

to the unknown? It can only project an image, but that projectionis



not real; so your god is not God, it isan image of your own
making, an image of your own gratification. There can be reality
only when the mind understands the total process of itself and
comes to an end. When the mind is completely empty - only thenis
it capable of receiving the unknown. The mind is not purged until
it understands the content of relationship, its relationship with
property, with people; until it has established the right relationship
with everything. Until it understands the whole process of conflict
in relationship, the mind cannot be free. Only when the mind is
wholely silent, completely inactive, not projecting, when it is not
seeking and is utterly still - only then that which is eternal and
timeless comes into being. Thisis not speculation, something
which you can learn from another, it is not sentiment or sensation -
it isathing that has to be experienced. Y ou cannot experienceit as
long as the mind is active. Silence of the mind is not achieved by
action, it is not athing to be gone after: it comes only when
conflict ceases. To understand one's conflict in relationship isthe
beginning of wisdom; and when the mind is tranquil, that which is
eternal comesinto being.

January 15, 1950
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Thisisthelast talk, and it will be more or less a summary of what
we have been discussing here for the last four or five weeks.

It must seem very odd to most of usthat life has become such a
struggle at all levels of existence - not only physically, but
psychologically aswell; inwardly as well as outwardly. We seem
to be on abattle field of the world; and we have accepted, we have
taken for granted, that conflict is the natural state of man. This
conflict, this struggle, is the picture of man which so-called
philosophers seem to have created; and we have accepted that as
our normal life in relationship, not only with regard to property,
but also in our relationship with people. There is this constant
battle, individual and collective, between men and women,
between man and man, between man and society; and thereis also
conflict between ideas, between the ideology of the left and of the
right, between various beliefs, whether religious or secular,
whether economic, social or political. So, there is constant division
going on between man and man, not only outwardly, but inwardly.

Can we understand, can we actually create anything, in a state
of conflict? Can you write a book, paint a picture, can you
appreciate another human being, feel with him or love him, if there
is conflict? Surely, conflict is the antithesis of understanding, and
through conflict there can be no understanding at any time at any
level. We have philosophically accepted that conflict isinevitable,
and perhaps we are entirely wrong to accept such athesis, such an

idea. Can understanding come from conflict, from warfare, from a



proletarian revolution? To understand the structure of society and
bring about a radical revolution, must you not understand what is
actual, and not create the opposite and thus bring about conflict?
Does conflict bring about a synthesis? To understand, surely, we
must see, examine, what is actually, and not bring in other ideas
about it; obvioudly, only then isit possible to solve the problem, As
long as we approach the problem with ideas, with a conclusion,
with opinions, with belief, with schemes, with systems of any kind,
surely it prevents understanding. There are the problems of
starvation, of unemployment, of war, to be solved. What is actually
happening? The systems, based on left or right ideologies, are
setting man against man; and in the meantime, thereis still
starvation. So, systems, ideologies, obviously do not solve the
problem; yet we are fighting each other over ideas and particular
systems. Surely, we must approach the problem without any
conclusions of the past; for it is obvious that conclusions prevent
understanding of the problem.

S0, we can see that conflict at any level indicates deterioration -
it isasign of the disintegration of society as well as of the
individual. If we see, not theoretically but actually, that conflict
invariably prevents understanding, that through conflict you can
never bring about harmony, surely then our approach to the
problem isentirely different, isit not? Then our attitude undergoes
afundamental change. Up to now, our approach to the problem has
created other problems, mounting sorrow and pain, which are ever
the result of conflict and lack of understanding of the problem; and
understanding can come only when thereis no conflict. If | want to

understand you, there must not be any conflict; on the contrary, |



must ook at you, | must observe you, | must study you, not with
previous conclusions, schemes or systems. Those are all
prejudices, and prejudice prevents understanding. | must have a
very clear mind, undimmed by any prejudice, any previous
knowledge. Only such amind is capable of understanding the
problem, and in that approach lies the solution. The purgation of
the mind, surely, is the first requirement in understanding the
problem. The mind which is constantly in conflict, grappling, must
be free from its own conditioning to meet the problem, whether
economic, personal, or social.

So, what isimportant is how we approach any problem. It is
essential that we see very clearly the relationship which creates
conflict. It isthe lack of right relationship that brings about
conflict; and it istherefore essential that we understand conflict in
relationship, the whole process of our thought and action.
Obvioudly, if we do not understand ourselves in relationship,
whatever society we create, whatever ideas, opinions we may have,
will only bring about further mischief and further misery.
Therefore, the understanding of the whole process of oneself in
relationship with society isthe first step in understanding the
problem of conflict. Self-knowledge is the beginning of wisdom;
because, you are the world, you are not separate from the world.
Society is your relationship with another, you have created it; and
the solution lies through your own understanding of that
relationship, the interaction between you and society. Without
understanding yourself, to seek for a solution is utterly useless - it
ismerely an escape. Therefore, what isimportant is understanding
relationship. It is relationship which causes conflict, and that



relationship cannot be understood unless we have the capacity to
be passively watchful; then, in that passive aertness, in that
awareness, there comes understanding.

Question: What isthe simplelife, and how can | live asimple
life in the modern world?

Krishnamurti: The simple life has to be discovered, isit not so?
Thereis no pattern for asimple life. Having few clothes, aloin
cloth and a begging bowl, does not indicate asimplelife. It must
be discovered. Surely, to make a pattern for asimple life does not
bring about simplicity; on the contrary, it creates complexity. What
do we mean by the simple life? Having but few clothes, going
about half-naked, possessing little - does that indicate the smple
life? Is not life much more complex than that? Obviously, one must
have but few things. It is silly, foolish, stupid, to have many things
and depend on them. Man has many possessions and he clings to
them - his property, histitle, and so on. But isit the smplelife for
aman to have innumerable beliefs, or even one belief?
Dependence on systems, authority, the urge to become, to attain, to
acquire, to imitate, to conform, to discipline oneself according to a
particular pattern - is that the simple life? Does that indicate
simplicity? Surely, ssmplicity must begin, not merely in the
expression of outward things, but much deeper. The man who is
simple has no conflict. Conflict indicates an escape towards the
more or towards the less. That is, conflict indicates acquisitiveness,
the desire to become something more or something less; and aman
who wants to become something, is he asimple entity? You
despise the man who is trying to acquire wealth, possessions, and
you appreciate the man who is supposed not to be interested in



worldly things but who is striving to become virtuous, or to
become like Buddha, Christ, or to follow a certain pattern - you
will say heis amarvellous entity. Surely, the man who is striving
to become something in the world is the same as the man who
wants to be spiritual. Both are united in one desire - to become
someone or something, either respectable or so-called spiritual.
Surely, the ssimple life is not something theatrical. It can be
discovered in daily life; in this rotten world, which after two
dreadful wars is perhaps preparing for athird, we can live simply,
not only outwardly but inwardly. Why do we give such importance
to the outward manifestations of simplicity? Why do we inevitably
begin at the wrong end? Why don't we begin at the right end,
which is the psychological ? Surely, we must begin at the
psychological end to find what is the simple life, because it isthe
inner that creates the outer. It isinward insufficiency that makes
people cling to property, to beliefs; it isthis sense of inward
insufficiency that forces us to accumulate goods, clothes,
knowledge, virtue. Surely, in that way we can only create much
more mischief, much more harm. It is extraordinarily difficult to
have a simple mind - not the so-called intellectual mind of the
educated, but the ssimplicity that comes when we understand
something, that simplicity that perceives the problem of what is.
Surely, we cannot understand anything when our mind is complex.
| don't know if you have noticed that when you are worried over a
problem, when you are concerned about something, you do not see
anything very clearly, it isall out of focus. Only when the mind is
simple and vulnerable isit possible to see things clearly, in their

true proportion. So simplicity of the mind is essential for smplicity



of life. The monastery is not the solution. Simplicity comes when
the mind is not attached, when the mind is not acquiring, when the
mind accepts what is. It really means freedom from the
background, from the known, from the experience it has acquired.
Only then isthe mind ssimple, and then only isit possible to be free.
There cannot be simplicity as long as one belongs to any particular
religion, to any particular class or society, to any dogma, either of
the left or of the right. To be ssimple inwardly, to be clear, to be
vulnerable, isto be like a flame without smoke; and therefore you
cannot be ssmple without love. Loveisnot an idea, loveis not
thought. It is only in the cessation of thinking that there isthe
possibility to know that simplicity which is vulnerable.

Question: | find that loneliness is the underlying cause of many
of my problems. How can | deal with it?

Krishnamurti: What do you mean by loneliness? Are you
actually aware that you are lonely? Surely, lonelinessis not a state
of aloneness. Very few of us are alone; we don't want to be aone.

It is essential to understand that alonenessis not isolation. Surely,
there is a difference between being alone, and isolation. Isolation is
the sense of being enclosed, the sense of having no relationships, a
feeling that you have been cut off from everything. That is entirely
different from being alone, which is to be extraordinarily
vulnerable. When we are lonely, afeeling of fear, anxiety, the ache
of finding oneself in isolation, comes over one. You love
somebody, you feel that without that somebody you are lost; so
that person becomes essential to you in order for you not to feel the
sense of isolation. So, you use the person in order to escape from
what you are. That iswhy we try to establish relationship, a



communion with another, or establish a contact with things,
property - just so that we feel alive; we acquire furniture, dresses,
cars, we seek to accumulate know- ledge, or become addicted to
love. By loneliness we mean that state which comes upon the
mind, a state of isolation, a state in which there is no contact, no
relationship, no communion with anything. We are afraid of it, we
call it painful; and being afraid of what we are, of our actual state,
we run away from it, using so many ways of escape - God, drink,
the radio, amusements - anything to get away from that sense of
isolation. And are not our actions, both in individual relationship
and in relationship with society, an isolating process? Is not the
relationship of father, mother, wife, husband, an isolating process
for us at the present time? |s not that relationship almost always - a
relationship based on mutual need? S0, the process of self-isolation
issimple - you are all the time seeking, in your relationships, an
advantage for yourself. Thisisolating processis going on
continually, and when awareness of isolation comes upon us
through our own activities, we want to run away from it; so we go
to the temple, or back to abook, or turn on the radio, or sit in front
of a picture and meditate - anything to get away from what is.

So, we come to the actual question which isthe desireto
escape. What do you fear, why are you afraid of the unknown, that
insufficiency in yourself, that emptiness? If you are afraid, why do
you not look into it? Why should you be afraid of losing what you
have, of losing association, contact? What exactly do you know,
with your pretensions of knowledge? Y our knowledge is but
memory; you don't know the living, you know the past - the dead
things, the decadent things. So, isit not our trouble that we never



find what is? We never face the conflict of our insufficiency - we
keep smothering it down and suppressing it, running away fromit,
and we don't know what is. Surely, when we approach it without
any fear or condemnation, then, we come to find the truth of it; and
it may be extraordinarily more significant than the significance we
giveit through fear. Through fear of insufficiency, the mind is
operating upon thought - the mind never looks at it; and it isonly
when we have the capacity to look at thought that there is the
possibility of understanding what has made that thought, and thus
isrevealed to us the whole process of escape from what is. Then
loneliness is transformed, it becomes aloneness; and that aloneness
Is a state of vulnerability which is capable of receiving the
unknown, the imponderable, the measureless. Therefore, to
understand that state of vulnerability, we must understand the
whole process of thinking - which means that we must ook at it
and see its extraordinary qualities. That state cannot be accepted
verbally; it must be experienced.

Question: Y ou lay great emphasis on being aware of our
conditioning. How can | understand my mind?

Krishnamurti: |s not conditioning inevitable - inevitable in the
sense that it is actually taking place al the time? Y ou condition
your children as Buddhists, Sinhalese, Tamil, Englishmen, Chinese
Communists, and so on. There is a constant impingement of
influences - economic, climatic, social, political, religious - acting
al thetime. Look at yourself: you are either a Buddhist, Sinhalese,
Hindu, Christian, or Capitalist. That is the whole process - the
mind is constantly being conditioned, which meansthe mindisa
result of the past, is founded upon the past. Thought is the response



of the past. Mind is the past, mind is part of the past; and the past is
tradition, morality. So, action is patterned on the past, or on the
future astheideal. Thisisthe actual state of all who are
conditioned. We are the product of the environment, social,
economic, or what you will. What you believe is the product of
what your father and society have put into you. If they had not put
into you the idea of Buddhism, surely you would be something else
- Roman Catholic, Protestant, or Communist. Y our beliefs are the
result of your environment, and these beliefs are also created by
you; because you are the product of the past, and the past in
conjunction with the present creates the present socia entity. So,
your mind is conditioned; that conditioned mind meets the
challenge the stimulus, and invariably responds according to its
conditioning, and this is what creates a problem. So, a conditioned
mind meeting the challenge creates a problem, because the
response of a conditioned mind to the challenge is inadequate.
Inadequacy of the conditioned response creates the problem. The
problem is always new, the challenge is aways new; challenge
implies newness, otherwise it is not challenge. So, the conditioned
mind meeting the challenge creates a problem, which brings on
conflict.

Now, if you ask, "Can | be free from conditioning?', your
guestion has validity, not otherwise. Aslong asthe mind is
conditioned according to a pattern, it will always respond
according to that pattern. There are those who say that the mind
cannot be unconditioned, that it is an impossibility; therefore, they
substitute a new form of conditioning for the old. Instead of the
capitalists, there is the communist; instead of the Roman Catholic,



the Protestant or the Buddhist. That iswhat is actually happening
now all over the world. They speak of revolution; it is not
revolution, but merely substitution of ideas. |deas don't produce
revolution; they only produce a modified continuity, not
revolution. So, there are those who say the mind cannot be
unconditioned, but can only be reconditioned in a different way.
The very assertion implies conditioning. If you say that it can, or
that it cannot, you are already conditioned. Therefore, what is
important isto find out if the mind can be unconditioned -
completely, not superficially or momentarily. How can we do it?

Now, why do you call yourselves Buddhists? Y ou have been
told from childhood that you are Buddhists - and why do you
accept it and hold on to it? If you can understand that, you will be
free of it. What would happen if you didn't hold on to it? If you
didn't call yourself a Buddhist, you would feel that you were left
out and isolated. So, you do it for economic reasons - that is one
factor. Another factor isthat you identify yourself with something
larger, otherwise you feel lost. Y ou are nobody; but when you say
you are a Buddhist, you are somebody, it gives you colouration.
S0, your desire to be somebody, your desire to be identified with
something great, conditions you. The desire to be somebody isthe
very essence of conditioning. If you had no desire to be somebody,
you would not be conditioned in the deeper sense. Surely being
what is, is the beginning of virtue; contentment is the
understanding of what is. The desire to be something invariably
conditions thought, and therefore creates a problem ever deeper
and wider, increasing conflict and misery. To be free from

conditioning is very ssimple - experiment with it. When you don't



want to be an artist, a Master, aminister, agreat, wise, or learned
person, then you are nobody. That is the fact, but we don't like to
accept it; so we cling to possessions, furniture, books, property.
Instead of indulging in pretensions, why not just be small? Then
you will see that the mind is extraordinarily pliable, capable of
quickly responding to challenge. Such amind is capable of
responding anew to the challenge. Surely, that is clear.
Conditioning is not only superficial, in the upper layer of the mind
- it isalso in the deeper layers; in both the hidden as well asthe
upper content of the mind there is the desire to be somebody. It is
the desire to be somebody, to seek aresult, that brings about
conditioning; and a conditioned mind can never be revolutionary, it
ismerely acting according to a pattern - it is somnambulant, not
revolutionary. Revolution comes into being when the mind is free,
when it does not act according to the past and is aware of its
conditioning. Only when the mind is quiet can it be free.

Question: What is right meditation?

Krishnamurti: Thisisavery complex subject, and it requires a
great deal of understanding. Let us go into the question. Y ou and |
are going to find out what is right meditation, which means that
you and | are going to meditate. How do we understand anything?
What is the state of the mind for understanding? We are going to
find out the many implications of what is meditation. To
understand something, you must have communion with it - there
must be no barriers. There must be complete integration if you
want to understand something new. How would you approach it?
Y ou will haveto look at it, not condemn or justify it. To
understand the problem, the mind must be passively watchful.



Meditation is the process of understanding, it isthe passive state
which brings about discovery of truth. | have discussed meditation
before, but now we are discussing it anew. The mind must be
extremely quiet to understand deeply. If | want to understand
something, my mind must be silent. If | have a problem and want
really to understand it, I must not go to it with aworried and
agitated mind. | must go with afree mind; for only a passive, aert
mind can understand. A mind that is capable of being silentisin a
position to receive the truth. Because, you don't know what truth is;
if you know the truth, it is not truth. Truth is utterly new, free. It
cannot be approached through preconceptions, it is not the
experience of another. So, to discover truth, reality, the mind must
be absolutely still. That isarequisite for the understanding of any
problem, political, economic, or mathematical.

S0, it is essentia for the mind to be quiet in order to understand.
Themind isnew only when itisquiet; it isfree, tranquil, only
when it is not conditioned by the past. It is only then that the
unknown isinstinctively discovered. So, there must be freedom;
and amind that is disciplined, regimented, isnot afree mind, it is
not still. Its function is conditioned when it is under discipline.
Such amind is made still by discipline, it is controlled, shaped to
be still. For the mind to be readlly still, there must be freedom, not
at the end, but at the beginning. A mind that is overburdened, or a
disciplined mind, isincapable of understanding a problem. What
brings about freedom? - not a qualified freedom, prompted by
desire. How does freedom come into being, so that the mind may
receive the truth? Such freedom can be only when thereis virtue.

At present, you are striving to become virtuous, and to become



something obviously means another form of conditioning. When
you strive to become non-violent, the actual process of striving is
violence. That is, in trying to become non-violent you are imitating
theideal of nonviolence, which isyour own projection. So, the
ideal is homemade, it is the outcome of your own violence. Being
violent, you create the opposite; but the opposite always contains
its own opposite, therefore the ideal of non-violence must
inevitably contain the element of violence - they are not different.
So, the mind that is trying to become merciful, to be- come
humble, is conditioned, and therefore can never see the truth.
Virtue is the understanding of what is without escape. Y ou cannot
understand what isif you resist it, because understanding requires
freedom from conditioned response to what is, it not only requires
freedom from condemnation and justification, but also from the
whole process of terming or giving a name. Virtue is a state of
freedom, because virtue brings order and clarity. Virtueisfree
from becoming; it is the understanding of what is. Understanding is
not a matter of time; but time is required to escape through the
process of acquiring virtue. So, only the mind that is silent can
receive the unknown; because, the unknown isimmeasurable. That
which is measured is not the unknown; it is known, thereforeit is
not true, not real. Freedom comes from virtue, not through
discipline. A disciplined mind is an exclusive mind; and thereis
freedom only when each thought is completely understood without
exclusion or distraction. What is called concentration is merely a
process of exclusion, and the mind that knows how to exclude, to
resist, isnot afree mind. Y ou cannot understand thought if you

resist it. The mind must be free to meet each thought and



understand it fully, and then you will see that thought as an
accumulative process comes to an end.

There is aso the question of making the mind still through
various practices. Is not the thinker, the observer, the same as the
thought which he observes? They are not two different processes,
but one process. Aslong as there is the thinker as an observer apart
from thought, there is no freedom. Meditation is the process of
understanding the thinker; meditation is the process of
understanding the mediator - that is, understanding oneself at al

levels as "my house”, "my property”, "my wife", "my beliefs', "my

knowledge', "my acquisition”, "my work". Aslong as the thinker
IS separate from thought, there must be conflict, there cannot be
freedom. So, understanding the mediator is self-knowledge, which
Iswhat we have been doing this evening. The beginning of
meditation is the beginning of self-knowledge, because we cannot
be free without self-knowledge. Understanding yourself requires
passive alertness. There must be freedom at the beginning, not at
the end. Truth is not an ultimate end to be personally achieved; itis
to be experienced, lived at every minute in relationship. The mind
that is silent - not made silent - alone can perceive the
immeasurable. The solution to the problem of bringing about
quietness without compulsion lies in understanding relationship;
therefore meditation is the beginning of self-knowledge, and self-
knowledge is the beginning of wisdom. Wisdom is not the
accumulation of knowledge and experience; wisdom is not
acquired from books, from ceremonies, or by compulsion. Wisdom
comes into being only when there is freedom of the mind; and a

still mind will find the timeless, which is the immeasurable come



into being. That state is not a state of experience; it isnot a state to
be remembered. What you remember, you will repeat, and the
immeasurable is not repeatable, it cannot be cultivated. The mind
must be moved to receive it afresh each time; and a mind that
accumul ates knowledge, virtue, is incapable of receiving the
eternal.
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Perhaps if we can understand this whole problem of searching,
seeking we may be able to understand the complex problem of
dissatisfaction and discontent. Most of us are seeking something at
various levels of existence, physical comfort or psychological well-
being; or we say we are seeking truth or seeking wisdom. We are
apparently always seeking something. Now, what does this mean,
actually? What isit that we are seeking? We can only seek
something that we know; we cannot seek something that we do not
know. We cannot search for something that we do not know exists;
we can only search for something that we have had and have lost.
The search isthe desire for satisfaction.

Most of us are dissatisfied both outwardly and inwardly; and if
we observe ourselves closely, we find that this discontent is merely
the search for an enduring satisfaction at different levels of
existence which we call truth, happiness, understanding, or any
other term. Basically, this urge isto find lasting gratification; and
being discontented with everything we do, finding no gratification
in any of the things we have tried, we go from one teacher, one
religion, one path, to another, hoping to find ultimate satisfaction.
S0, essentially our search is not for truth, but for satisfaction. Most
of us are discontented, dissatisfied, with things as they are; and our
psychological, inward struggle is to find a permanent refuge;
whether the refuge is one of ideas or of immediate relation ship,
the basic urge is a desire to achieve complete satisfaction. This
driveiswhat we call seeking.



We try various gratifications, various ‘isms, communism
included; and when these do not satisfy, we turn to religion and
pursue one guru after another, or we become cynics. Cynicism also
gives great satisfaction. Our search is always for a state of mind in
which there will be no disturbance whatever, in which there will no
longer be a struggle, but complete satisfaction. Is there the
possibility of complete satisfaction in anything which the mind
seeks? The mind is searching for its own projections, which are
satisfying, gratifying; and the moment it finds one of these
projections troublesome, it leavesit and goes to another. That is,
we are seeking a psychological state which will be so pacifying, so
reconciled, that it eliminates all conflicts. If welook into it deeply,
we shall see that no such state is possible unless we are in illusion
or attached to some form of psychological assertion.

Can discontent ever find permanent satisfaction? And what isit
that we are discontented with? Are we seeking a better job, more
money, a better wife, or a better religious formulation? If we
examineit closaly, we shall find that al our discontent is a search
for permanent satisfaction - and that there can be no permanent
satisfaction. Even physical security isimpossible. The more we
want to be secure, the more we become enclosed, nationalistic,
ultimately leading to war. So, aslong as we are seeking
satisfaction, there must be everincreasing conflict.

Isit possible ever to be content? What is contentment, actually?
What brings contentment, how does it come about? Surely,
contentment comes only when we understand what is. What brings
discontent is the complex approach to what is. Because | want to

change what isinto something else, there is the struggle of



becoming. But mere acceptance of what is also creates a problem.
Surely, to understand what is, there must be passive watchfulness
without the desire to change it into something else; which means
that one must be passively aware of what is. Then it is possible to
go beyond the mere outward show of what is. What is, is never
static, though our response may be static.

Our problem, therefore, is not the search for an ultimate
gratification which we call truth, God, or a better relationship, but
the understanding of what is. To understand what is requires an
extraordinarily swift mind which sees the futility of the desire to
change what is into something else, of comparing or trying to
reconcile what is with something else.

This understanding comes, not through discipline, control, or
self-immolation, but through the removal of hindrances which
prevent us from seeing what is directly.

Thereisno ending to satisfaction, it is continuous; and unless
we see that, we are incapable of dealing with what isasit is. Direct
relationship with what is, is right action. Action based upon an idea
ismerely a self-projection. Theidea, theidead, theideology, isal a
part of the thought process, and thought is a response to
conditioning at any level. Therefore, the pursuit of anidea, of an
ideal or an ideology, isacircle in which the mind is caught. When
we see the whole process of the mind and all its crafty
manoeuvering, only then is there understanding which brings
transformation.

Question: We see inequality among men, and some are far
above the rest of mankind. Surely, then, there must be higher types
of beings like Masters and devas who may be deeply interested in



co-operating with mankind. Have you contacted any of them? If so,
can you tell us how we can contact them?

Krishnamurti: Most of us are interested in gossip; and gossip is
an extraordinarily stimulating thing, whether it is about Masters
and devas, or about our neighbours. The more dull we are, the
more we love gossip. When one is fed up with social gossip, one
wants to gossip about something higher. We are interested, not in
the problem of inequality, but in gossipy tidbits about strange
entities we do not see, thus seeking a means of escaping from our
shallowness. After al, the Masters and devas are your own
projections; when you follow them, you follow your own
projections. If they were to say to you, "Drop your nationalism,
your societies, do not be greedy, do not be cruel”, you would soon
|leave them and pursue others who would satisfy you. Y ou want me
to help you to contact the Masters. | am really not interested in the
Masters. Thereis alot of talk about them, and it has become a
cunning means of exploiting people. We make a mess in the world,
and we want a big brother to come and help us out of it. A great
dedl of that is cant. This division between Master and pupil, the
hierarchical climbing of the ladder of success - isit really spiritual?
Thiswhole idea of hierarchical becoming, struggling to become
what you call spiritual, to attain liberation - isit spiritual ? When
our hearts are empty, we fill them with the images of Masters,
which means there is no love. When you love someone, you are not
conscious of equality or inequality. Why are you so occupied with
the question of Masters? The Masters are important to you because
you have a sense of authority, and you give authority to something

which has no authority. Y ou give authority because it pleases you;



it is self-flattery.

The problem of inequality is more fundamental than the desire
to contact the Masters. There isinequality in capacity, in thought,
in action - between the genius and the dull witted man, the man
who is free and the man who practises aroutine. Every kind of
revolution has tried to break this down, and in the process has
created another inequality. The problem is how to go beyond the
sense of inequality, of the inferior and the superior. That istrue
gpirituality - not seeking Masters and thereby maintaining the sense
of inequality. The problem is not how to bring about equality,
because equality is an impossibility. Y ou are entirely different
from another. Y ou see more, you are much more alert than the
other; you have a song in your heart, the other's heart is empty and
to him adead leaf is adead leaf which he burns. Some people have
extraordinary capacity, they are swift and capable. Others are slow,
dull, unobserving. Thereis no end to physical and psychological
differences, and you cannot break them down - that is an utter
impossibility. All that you can do isto give an opportunity to the
dull and not kick him, not exploit him. Y ou cannot make him a
genius.

So the problem is not how to contact Masters and devas but
how to transcend the sense of inequality; seeking to contact
Mastersis the pursuit of the very, very dull. When you k now
yourself you k now the Master. A real Master cannot help you,
because you have to understand yourself. We are all thetime
pursuing phony Masters; we seek comfort, security, and we project
the kind of Master we want, hoping that Master, will give us all

that we desire. Since there is no such thing as comfort, the problem



is much more fundamental, that is, how to go beyond this sense of
inequality. Wisdom is not the struggle to become more and more.

Now, isit possible to transcend the sense of inequality? For
inequality isthere, we cannot deny it. What happens when we do
not deny inequality, when we do not come to it with a prejudiced
mind, but face it? There isthe dirty village, and there is also the
nice clean house: both are what is. How do you approach ugliness
and beauty? In that lies the solution. The beautiful you wish to be
identified with, and the ugly you put aside. For the inferior you
have no consideration, but for the superior you have the greatest
consideration and deference. Y our approach is identification with
the higher, and rgjection of the lower; you look upward with
cringing, and downward with contempt.

Inequality can be transcended only when we understand our
approach to it. Aslong as we resist the ugly and identify ourselves
with the beautiful, there is bound to be all this misery. But, if we
approach inequality without condemnation, identification, or
judgment, then our responseis entirely different. Please try it, and
you will see what an extraordinary change occursin your life. The
understanding of what is brings contentment - which is not the
contentment of stagnation, not the contentment caused by the
possession of property, of an idea, of awoman. Contentment is the
state of approach to what isasit is, without any barrier whatsoever.
Then only isthere love, the love which destroys the sense of
inequality; and thisisthe only thing that is revolutionary, that can
transform. Since we have not that flame of revolution, we fill our
hearts and minds with ideas of revolution of the left or the right,
the modification of what has been. That way thereis no hope. The



more you reform, the greater the need for further reforms.

It is not important to know how to contact the Masters, for they
have no significance in life. What isimportant is to understand
yourself, otherwise your Master is an illusion. Without
understanding yourself you are creating more and more misery in
the world. Look at what is happening in the world and see the
narrow spirit displayed by the zeal ous votaries of peace, of the
Masters, of love and brotherhood. Y ou are all out for yourselves,
though you wrap it up in beautiful words. Y ou want the Masters to
help you to become more glorified and self-enclosed.

| know | have answered this question at different timesin
different ways. | also know that, in spite of al | say, you are going
to perform your rituals and rattle your swords for king and country.
Y ou do not want to understand and solve this problem of
inequality. People have written to me saying, "You are very
ungrateful to the Masters who have brought you up"”. It is so easy
to make these statements. It isall cant. One has to discover for
onesalf that no Master can help one. Isit ungrateful to see that
which isfalse and say it isfalse? Y ou want me to be grateful to
your idea, to your formulation of a Master; and when your ideas
are disturbed, you call me ungrateful. The problem is not one of
gratitude to the Masters, but of understanding yourself.

Thereis great joy in understanding and discovering what you
are, the whole content of what you are, from moment to moment.
Self-knowledge is the beginning of wisdom. Without self-
knowledge, you cannot know anything - or if you know something,
you will misuseit. To pursue the Master is easy; but to have self-
knowledge, to be passively watchful of every thought and feeling,



isarduous. Y ou cannot watch if there isjudgment or identification;
for identification and judgment prevent understanding. If you
watch passively, the thing that you watch beginsto unfold, and
then there is understanding which renews itself from moment to
moment.

Question: In one of your talks you have stated that if a person
prays, he receives, but he will pay for it in the end. What do you
mean by this? What is the entity that grants our prayers, and why
do we not succeed in getting al that we pray for?

Krishnamurti: Are you not happy that all you pray for is not
granted? Would that not be deadly boring? Y ou should see the
whole picture, not only the part you like. Most of you pray to be
satisfied. Your prayers are petitions, supplications for help to get
away from your own confusion. Obviously, you pray only when
you are confused, in trouble, unhappy. Y ou do not pray when you
are joyous, but only when there is fear and when thereis pain.
What happens when you pray? Please experiment with yourself
and watch what happens. When you pray, you quiet the mind by
the repetition of certain phrases; that is, the mind is made quiet, is
drugged, by repeating a word or by looking at a picture or an
image. When the superficial mind is quiet, into that upper layer of
the mind comes the response which is most satisfactory. Mass
prayer also has asimilar effect. Y ou supplicate, you put out the
begging bowl to receive; you want gratification, you want an
escape from your confusion. So, when the mind is drugged into
insensitivity or is partly asleep, into it is projected unconsciously
the satisfying answer, which is the general influence of the world

about you. Thereisthe collective reservoir of greed, of the



universal demand away from what is; and when you tap it, you
obviously get what you want. But that reservoir - isit God, the
ultimate truth? Please do look at it, watch it closely, and you will
See.

When you pray to God, you pray to something with which you
have arelationship, and you can have arelationship only with what
you know; therefore your "God' is a projection of yourself, either
inherited or acquired. When the mind is begging, it will have an
answer, but that answer will always be more enclosing and more
troublesome, and will create further problems. That is the price you
pay. When you sing or chant together, you are only avoiding,
seeking an escape from what is. The escapes have their
satisfactions; but their priceis, that you have yet to meet the
problem which pursues you like a shadow. Y our prayers may be
gratifying most of the time; but you are in misery al the time, and
you want to run away. Y our search is the search of avoidance. To
understand requires watchfulness, knowing every thought, every
gesture. But you are lazy; you have convenient escapes which help
you to avoid the understanding of yourself, the creator of pain.
Until you understand the problem of yourself, your ambitions, your
greed, your exploitation, your desire to maintain inequality; until
you face the fact that you are the creator of pain and suffering in
the world, of what value are your prayers? Y ou are the problem,
you cannot ultimately avoid it; and you can dissolve it only by
understanding the whole of it.

S0, your prayer is a hindrance to understanding. Thereisa
different kind of prayer - a state of mind where there is no demand,

no supplication. In that prayer - perhaps thisis awrong word to use



- there is no forward movement, no denial; it is not put together, it
cannot be brought about by any kind of trick. That state of mind is
not seeking aresult, it is still; it cannot be thought of, practised, or
mediated upon. That state of mind alone can discover and allow
truth to come into being, and it alone will solve our problem. That
quiet state of mind comes when what is, is observed and
understood; and then the mind is capable of receiving the
inexhaustible.

Question: There iswidespread misery in the world, and all
religions have failed; yet you seem to be talking religion more and
more. Will any religion help us to be free from misery?

Krishnamurti: We must find out what we mean by religion.
Religions have failed throughout the world, perhaps, because we
are not religious. Y ou may call yourselves by certain names, but
your beliefs, your images, your incense-burning, are not religious
at all. To you, all these have become important - not religion. Look
at what we have done throughout the world. |deas have set man
against man. The extension of dogma s not freedom from dogma.
Belief is separating people. Separation is the emphasis of belief,
and it isa good means of exploiting the credulous. In belief, you
find comfort, security - whichisall illusion. Wherever thereisa
tendency to separativeness, there must be disintegration. Where
there is the enclosing force of belief, there must be disintegration.
Y ou call yourselves Hindus, Muslims, Christians, Theosophists,
and what not, and thereby you enclose yourselves. Y our ideas
create opposition, enmity, and antagonism; so also your
philosophies, however clever, idealistic and amusing. Asaman is
addicted to drink, you are addicted to your beliefs. That iswhy



organized religions have failed through out the world.

Truereligion is experiencing, and it has nothing to do with
belief. It isthat state of mind which, in the process of self -
knowledge, discovers truth from moment to moment. Truth is not
continuous, it is never the same, it isincomparable. Truth isthe
alone; it is not the symbol of anything. The worship of any symbol
brings about disaster, and a mind that is addicted to belief in any
form can never be areligious mind. It is only the religious mind,
not the ideological mind, that is capable of solving the problem.
Quoting othersis no good. A mind that quotes, whether it be Plato
or Buddha, isincapable of experiencing reality. To experience
reality, the mind must be completely stripped; and suchamind is
not a seeking mind.

Religion, therefore, isnot belief; religion is not ceremonies;
religion is not an idea, or various ideas put together to form an
ideology. Religion is experiencing the truth of what is from
moment to moment. Truth is not an ultimate end - thereis no
ultimate end to truth. Truthisinwhat is; it isin the present, itis
never static. A mind that is clouded with the past cannot possibly
understand truth. All religions, as they are, divide man. The beliefs
of these religions are not truth. Truth is not to be found in any
belief in reincarnation; truth is experienced only when thereis an
ending, the ending which isimplied in death. Y our belief in God is
not religion, is not truth. There islittle difference between the
believer and the non-believer; they are both conditioned by their
respective environments; they bring separation in the world,
through ideas, through beliefs. Therefore, neither the believer nor

the non-believer can experience redlity.



When you see things as they are without any prejudice, without
praise or condemnation, in direct relationship with what is, thereis
action. When the idea intervenes, there is postponement of action.
The mind which is the structure of ideas, the residue of all
memories and thoughts, can never find reality. Y our reading and
guoting will not help you to experience reality. Reality must come
to you. You can search only for something that you know; you
cannot search for redlity. please do see the truth of this matter, see
the beauty of the mind that is experiencing directly and therefore
acting without areward, without a punishment. But experienceis
not the criterion of truth. Experience only nurtures memory. Y our
self isthought, and thought is memory; experience is memory as
thought. Therefore, such a mind can organize the word “truth' and
exploit people; but it isincapable of experiencing reality. Only the
mind that has no idea can experience reality. A religious man isthe
truly revolutionary man. The man who acts on ideas may kill
others. In direct relationship with what is there is experiencing, and
such amind is no longer fabricating ideas. A mind that has no idea
IS sengitive, is able to see what is directly, and is therefore capable
of action. Such action alone is revolutionary.

Question: It has been said that the acquirement of wisdom isthe
ultimate goal of life, and that wisdom has to be sought little by
little through alife of purification and dedication, with the mind
and the emotions directed to high ideals through prayer and
meditation. Do you agree?

Krishnamurti: Let usfind out what you mean by wisdom, and
then see whether we can find that wisdom. What do you mean by

wisdom? Isit the godl of life?If itis, and if you know the godl, the



purpose of life, then wisdom is the known. Can you know or
acquire wisdom, or can you only know facts, acquire knowledge?
Surely, knowledge and wisdom are two separate things. Y ou may
know all about something; but, is that wisdom? Is wisdom to be
acquired little by little, life after life? |s wisdom the storing up of
experience? Acquisition implies accumulation; experience implies
residue. Residue, accumulation - is that wisdom? Y ou have already
accumulated the racial, the inherited residues in conjunction with
the present. Is that process of accumulation, wisdom? 'Y ou
accumul ate to safeguard yourself, to live secure; you acquire
experience gradually. The accumulation of knowledge, the slow
gathering of experience - is that wisdom. Y our whole lifeis
accumulation, acquiring more and more, Will that make you wise?
Y ou have acquired something, you have had an experience which
has |eft aresidue; and that residue conditions your further
experience. Y our response is this experience, and it isthe
continuation of the background in a different way. So when you
say that wisdom is experience, you mean the collection of many
experiences. Why are you not wise? Can the man who is constantly
acquiring, be wise? Can the man burdened with experience, be
wise? Can the man who knows, be wise? The man who knowsis
not wise, and the man who does not know iswise. Do not smile
and passit off.

When you know, you have experienced, you have accumulated;
and the projection of that accumulation is further knowledge.
Therefore, wisdom is not a slow process, it is not to be gathered
little by little like abank account. To believe that gradually through

severa lives you are going to become Buddha, is immature



thinking and feeling. Such statements appear wonderful, especially
when ascribed to a Master. When you enquire to find out the truth,
then you will seeit isonly your own projection that wants to
continue to experience the same thing as before.

So, accumulation is never wisdom, because there can be
accumulation only of what is known; and what is known, can never
be the unknown. The emptying of the mind is not a slow process;
but trying to empty it isahindrance. If you say, "l will empty the
mind", then it is the same old process. Just see the truth that a mind
that is acquiring can never bewise- insix livesor in ten. A man
who has acquired is already rich; and arich man is never wise. You
want to be rich in knowledge, which is the acquisition of
experience in words; but the man who has, can never be wise.
Also, the man who deliberately has not, can never be wise.

Truth cannot be accumulated. It is not experience. Itis
experiencing in which there is neither the experiencer nor the
experience. Knowledge always has the accumulator, the gatherer;
but wisdom has no experiencer. Wisdom is as love is; and without
that love, we attempt to pursue wisdom through continuous
acquisition. What continues must decay. Only that which ends can
know wisdom. Wisdom is ever fresh, ever new. How can you
know the new if there is continuity? Thereis continuity aslong as
you are continuing experience. Only when there isending is there
the new, which is creative. But, we want to continue, we want
accumulation, which is the continuity of experience; and such a
mind can never know wisdom. It can only know its own projection,
its own creations, and the reconciliation between its creations.

Truth iswisdom. Truth cannot be sought out. Truth comes only



when the mind is empty of all knowledge, of all thought, of all
experience; and that is wisdom.
December 18, 1949
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L et us see what place the individual hasin society, whether the
individual can do anything to bring about aradical changein
society; whether the transformed entity, the intelligent human
being who has fundamentally transformed himself, has any
influence, any action, upon the current of events; or, whether the
individual | am talking of, the transformed entity, cannot do
anything himself but can, merely by his very existence, inject some
kind of order into society, into the stream of chaos and confusion.
We see dl over the world that mass action obviously produces
results. Seeing that, we feel that individual action has very little
importance, that you and |, though we may transform ourselves,
can have very little influence; and so we ask what value do we
have when we cannot affect the stream.

Now, why do we think in mass terms? Are fundamental
revolutions brought about by the mass, or are they started by the
few who see and who, by their talk and energy, influence very
many people? That is how revolutions are brought about. Isit not a
mistake to think that, as individuals, we cannot do anything? Isit
not afallacy to think that al fundamental revolutions are produced
by the mass? Why do we think that individuals are not important as
individuals? If we have this attitude of mind, we will not think for
ourselves, but will respond automatically. |s action always of the
mass? Does it not spring essentially from the individual, and then
spread from individual to individual? Thereis really no such thing

as the mass. After al, the massis an entity formed of people who



are caught, hypnotized by words, by certain ideas. The moment we
are not hypnotized by words, we are outside that stream -
something no politician would like. Should we not remain outside
the stream, and collect more and more from the stream, in order to
affect the stream? Is it not important that there should be a
fundamental transformation in the individual first, that you and |
should radically change first, without waiting for the whole world
to change? Is it not an escapist's view, aform of laziness, an
avoidance of the issue, to think that you and I, in however small a
degree, cannot affect society as a whole?

When we see so much misery, not only in our own lives but
also in the society around us, what is it that prevents us from
transforming ourselves, from changing ourselves fundamentally? Is
it merely habit, lethargy, the quality of the mind that likes the
pattern in which it is enclosed and does not want it to break?
Surely, it isnot only that, because, economic circumstances break
up that pattern; but the inward psychological pattern persists. Why
does it persist? In order to change fundamentally, radically, do we
need an outside influence or agency - like sorrow, economic or
social revolution, or aguru - , all of which are aform of
compulsion? An outside agency implies conformity, dependence,
compulsion, fear. Do we change fundamentally through
dependence? And isit not one of our difficultiesthat we are
dependent for change on outside agencies, economic upheavals,
and so on? This dependence upon an outside agency prevents
radical revolution, because radical revolution can come about only
in understanding the total process of oneself. If you depend on an

outside agency of any kind to bring about transformation, you have



introduced fear and certain other factors which actually prevent
transformation. A man who really wants transformation does not
depend upon any outside agency, he has no struggle within
himself; he sees the necessity, and transforms himself.

|s the transformation of the individual really difficult? Isit
difficult to be kind, to be compassionate, to |love somebody? After
al, that isthe very essence of aradical transformation. The
difficulty with usisthat we have a dualistic nature in which there
is hate, dislike, various forms of antagonism, and so on, which
takes us away from the central issue. We are so caught up in the
impulses that incite hatred, dislike, that the very flameislost, and
we are left with the smoke; and then our problem is how to get rid
of the smoke. We have not got the flame of creation at all, but we
think the smoke is the flame, Is it not necessary to investigate what
the flameis, that is, see things anew without being caught in a
pattern, look at things as they are without naming them? Isit really
difficult? The difficulty with most of usis that we have committed
our selves up to the hilt, we have assumed innumerable
responsibilities, duties, and so on, and we say that we cannot get
out of them. Surely, that isnot areal difficulty. When we feel
something deeply we do what we want to do, irrespective of the
family, of society, and all that. So, the only difficulty which stands
in the way is that we do not sufficiently feel the importance of
radical individual transformation. It is imperative to bring about
transformation. Transformation will take place when welive
without verbalization, when we see things as they are and accept
truth asitis. It must begin with us asindividuals. It does not begin

merely because we do not pay enough attention, we do not give our



whole being to the understanding of this one thing; we see so much
misery outside of us and confusion within us, and yet we do not
want to break through it.

Now, what happens when | have a problem and try to resolveit?
In the resolution of that problem, | find several othersthat have
come in; in solving one problem, | have multiplied it. So, | want to
find the solution to the problem without increasing the problem, |
want to live happily, | want to be free of psychological sorrow
without finding a substitute for it. Isit possible to find out if one
can really resolve sorrow, to enquireinto it without anybody
authority, to go into it in oneself watching oneself all thetimein
every kind of relationship? Is not this the only way out of the
difficulty? - watching ourselves constantly, what we think, what
we fell what we do, being in that state of watchfulnessin which
everything revealed. Y ou must experiment with it and not merely
say it cannot be done, or accept my authority and merely repeat it.
L et us say that you are happy and | am not; and | want to be happy,
| do not want to be drugged by belief and all that, | want to go to
the very end of it. | come to you and enquire, and go deeper and
deeper into it. What is preventing you from doing that now? Why
isit you do not have the feeling of happiness, of creation of seeing
things as they are? Why do you not operate in that deep sense?
Because you say that sorrow is helpful to happiness, that sorrow is
ameans to happiness, and you have accepted sorrow, or some kind
of substitution. We have made ourselves so dull that we do not see
the need for changing, that is the difficulty.

Y ou may say that you want to change, but that thereis

something which prevents the change from taking place.



Explanations will not bring about change. To say that theegoisin
the way, is explanation, mere description. Y ou want me to describe
how to overcome the impediments; but we must find away of
jumping the hurdle if we can, we must venture out into the stream
and see what happens - not sit on the shore and speculate. What is
actually preventing us from taking the jump? Tradition whichis
memory, which is experience, prevents us, doesit not? We are so
satisfied with words, with explanations, that we do not take the
jump, even when we see the necessity for jumping. It is suggested
that there is no venturing out in the stream because of fear of the
unknown. But can | ever know what will happen, can | ever know
the unknown? If | knew, then | would have no fear - and it would
not be the unknown. | can never know the unknown without
venturing.

Isit fear that is holding us from venturing forth? What is fear?
Fear can exist only in relation to something, it is not in isolation.
How can | be afraid of death, how can | be afraid of something | do
not know? | can be afraid only of what | know. When | say | am
afraid of death, am | really afraid of the unknown, which is death,
or am | afraid of losing what | have known? My fear is not of
death, but of losing my association with things belonging to me.
My fear is awaysin relation to the known, not to the unknown.

So, my enquiry now is how to be free from the fear of the
known, which isthe fear of losing my family, my reputation, my
character, my bank account, my appetites, and so on. Y ou may say
that fear arises from conscience; but your conscience is formed by
your conditioning, it may be foolish or wise; so, conscienceis still

the result of the known. What do | know? Knowing is having ideas,



having opinions about things, having a sense of continuity as the
known, and no more. |deas are memories, the result of experience,
which is response to challenge. | am afraid of the known, which
means | am afraid of losing people, things or ideas, | am afraid of
discovering what | am, afraid of being at aloss, afraid of the pain
which might come into being when | have lost, or have not gained,
or have no more pleasure.

Thereisfear of pain. Physical pain isthe nervous response;
psychological pain arises when | hold on to things that give me
satisfaction, for then | am afraid of anyone or anything that may
take them away from me. The psychological accumulations
prevent psychological pain aslong as they are undisturbed; that is,
| am a bundle of accumulations, experiences, which prevent any
serious form of disturbance - and | do not want to be disturbed.
Therefore, | am afraid of any one who disturbs them. Thus my fear
is of the known, | am afraid of the accumulations, physical or
psychological, that | have gathered as a means of warding off pain
or preventing sorrow. But sorrow isin the very process of
accumulating to ward off psychological pain. Knowledge also
helps to prevent pain. As medical knowledge helps to prevent
physical pain, so beliefs help to prevent psychological pain, and
that iswhy | am afraid of losing my beliefs, though | have no
perfect knowledge or concrete proof of the reality of such beliefs. |
may reject some of the traditional beliefs that have been foisted on
me, because my own experience gives me strength, confidence,
understanding; but such beliefs and the knowledge which | have
acquired are basically the same - a means of warding off pain.

Fear exists aslong as there is accumulation of the known, which



creates the fear of losing. Therefore, fear of the unknown isreally
fear of losing the accumulated known. Accumulation invariably
means fear, which in turn means pain; and the moment | say, |
must not lose, there is fear. Though my intention in accumulating
isto ward off pain, pain isinherent in the process of accumulation.
The very things which | have create fear, which is pain.

The seed of defence brings offence. | want physical security;
thus | create a sovereign government, which necessitates armed
forces, which means war, which destroys security. Wherever there
isadesire for self-protection, there isfear. When | see the fallacy
of demanding security, | do not accumulate any more. If you say
that you see it but you cannot help accumulating, it is because you
do not really see that, inherently, in accumulation there is pain.

Fear existsin the process of accumulation, and belief in
something is part of the accumulative process. My son dies, and |
believe in reincarnation to prevent me psychologically from having
more pain; but in the very process of believing, there is doubt.
Outwardly | accumulate things, and bring war; inwardly |
accumul ate beliefs, and bring pain. Aslong as | want to be secure,
to have bank accounts, pleasures, and so on, aslong as | want to
become something, physiologically or psychologically, there must
be pain. The very things | am doing to ward off pain, bring me
fear, pain.

Fear comes into being when | desire to be in a particular pattern.
To live without fear means to live without a particular pattern.
When | demand a particular way of living, that in itself is a source
of fear. My difficulty ismy desireto livein acertain frame. Can |

not break the frame? | can do so only when | see the truth: that the



frameis causing fear, and that this fear is strengthening the frame.
If | say | must break the frame because | want to be free of fear,
then | am merely following another pattern, which will cause
further fear. Any action on my part based on the desire to break the
frame will only create another pattern, and therefore fear. How am
| to break the frame without causing fear, that is, without any
CONSCIOUS Or unconscious action on my part with regard to it? This
means that | must not act, | must make no movement to break the
frame. So, what happens to me when | am simply looking at the
frame without doing anything about it? | see that the mind itself is
the frame, the pattern; it livesin the habitual pattern which it has
created for itself. So, the mind itself isfear. Whatever the mind
does, goes towards strengthening an old pattern or furthering a new
one. This means that whatever the mind does to get rid of fear,
causes fear. Seeing the truth of all this, seeing the process of it,
what happens? The mind becomes sensitive, quiet.

Now, why is not the mind quiet all the time? Each time the
pattern crystallizes, why does not the mind see the truth of it?
Because, the mind wants permanency, stability, arefuge from
which it can act. The mind wants to be secure. Thereisthe
breaking up of one particular pattern, and afew minutes later there
is again crystallization; and instead of examining this new
crystallization and understanding it fully, the mind goes back to the
old experience and says, | have seen the truth, and that must
continu€e'. In seeking continuation, the mind creates a new pattern
and gets caught in it. Each time the crystallization takes place, it
has to be watched and understood; and the repetition occurs

because of the incompleteness of understanding.



Truth is non-continuity. The truth of yesterday is not the truth of
today. Truth isnot of time, and so not of memory; it is not
something to be experienced, to be remembered, gained, lost or
achieved. We pursue truth in order to gain it and giveit a
continuity; and once we really see this, then the pattern will break
up, because then the mind is already adrift.

January 29, 1950
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In all our relationships - with people, with nature, with ideas, with
things - we seem to create more and more problems. In trying to
solve one problem, whether economic, political, social, collective
or individual, we introduce many other problems. We seem
somehow to breed more and more conflict, and need more and
more reform. Obviously, al reform needs further reform, and
therefore it isreally retrogression. Aslong as revolution, whether
of the left or the right, is merely the continuity of what has been in
terms of what shall be, it also isretrogression. There can be
fundamental revolution, a constant inward transformation, only
when we, as individuals, understand our relationship to the
collective. The revolution must begin with each one of us and not
with external, environmental influences. After all, we are the
collective; both the conscious and the unconsciousin usisthe
residue of all the political, social, cultural influences of man.
Therefore, to bring about a fundamental outward revolution, there
must be aradical transformation within each one of us, a
transformation which does not depend on environmental change. It
must begin with you and me. All great things start on a small scale,
all great movements begin with you and me asindividuals; and if
we wait for collective action, such collective action, if it takes
place at all, is destructive and conducive to further misery.

S0, revolution must begin with you and me. That revolution,
that individual transformation, can take place only when we

understand relationship, which is the process of self-knowledge.



Without knowing the whole process of my relationship at al the
different levels, what | think and what | do has no value at all.
What basis have | for thinking if | do not know myself? We are so
desirousto act, so eager to do something, to bring some kind of
revolution, some kind of amelioration, some change in the world;
but without knowing the process of ourselves both at the periphery
and inwardly, we have no basis for action, and what we do is
bound to create more misery, more strife. The understanding of
oneself does not come through the process of withdrawal from
society, or through retirement into an ivory tower. If you and |
really go into the matter carefully and intelligently, we will see that
we can understand ourselves only in relationship and not in
isolation. Nobody can liveinisolation. To liveisto berelated. It is
only in the mirror of relationship that | understand myself - which
means that | must be extraordinarily alert in all my thoughts,
feelings and actions in relationship. Thisis not a difficult process
or a superhuman endeavour; and as with all rivers, while the source
is hardly perceptible, the waters gather momentum as they move,
as they deepen. In this mad and chaotic world, if you go into this
process advisedly, with care, with patience, without condemning,
you will see how it begins to gather momentum and that it is not a
matter of time. Truth isfrom moment to moment in relationship, it
IS to see each action, each thought and feeling asit arisesin
relationship. Truth is not something that can be accumulated,
stored up; it has to be found anew in the moment of thought and
feeling at every moment - which is not an accumulative process
and is not therefore a matter of time. When you say you will

eventually understand through experience or knowledge, you are



preventing that very understanding, because understanding does
not come through accumulation. Y ou can accumulate knowledge,
but that is not understanding. Understanding comes when the mind
is free of knowledge. When the mind does not demand the
fulfilment of desires, when it is not seeking out experience, thereis
stillness; and when the mind is still, then only can there be
understanding. It is only when you and | are quite willing to see
things clearly as they are that thereis a possibility of
understanding. Understanding comes, not through discipline,
through compulsion, through enforcement, but when the mind is
quiet and willing to see things clearly. Quietness of mind is never
brought about by any form of compulsion, conscious or
unconscious; it must be spontaneous. Freedom is not at the end, but
at the beginning; because the end and the beginning are not
different, the means and the end are one. The beginning of wisdom
IS the understanding of the total process of oneself, and that self -
knowledge, that understanding, is meditation.

Question: We all experience loneliness, we know its sorrow and
See its causes, its roots. But what is aloneness? Isit different from
loneliness?

Krishnamurti: Loneliness is the pain, the agony of solitude, the
state of isolation when you as an entity do not fit in with anything,
neither with the group, nor with the country, with your wife, with
your children, with your husband; you are cut off from others. Y ou
know that state. Now, do you know aloneness? Y ou take it for
granted that you are alone; but are you alone?

Aloneness is different from loneliness, but you cannot

understand it if you do not understand loneliness. Do you know



loneliness? Y ou have surreptitiously watched it, looked at it, not
liking it. To know it, you must commune with it with no barrier
between it and you, no conclusion, prejudice or speculation; you
must come to it with freedom and not with fear. To understand
loneliness, you must approach it without any sense of fear. If you
come to loneliness saying that you already know the cause of it, the
roots of it, then you cannot understand it. Do you know its roots?

Y ou know them by speculating from outside. Do you know the
inward content of loneliness? Y ou merely give it a description, and
the word is not the thing, the real. To understand it, you must come
to it without any sense of getting away from it. The very thought of
getting away from lonelinessisin itself aform of inward
insufficiency. Are not most of our activities an avoidance? When
you are alone, you switch on the radio, you do pujas, run after
gurus, gossip with others, go to the cinema, attend races, and so on.
Your daily lifeisto get away from yourselves, so the escapes
become all-important and you wrangle about the escapes - whether
drink, or God. The avoidance is the issue, though you may have
different means of escape. Y ou may do enormous harm
psychologically by your respectable escapes, and | sociologically
by my worldly escapes: but to understand loneliness, all escapes
must come to an end - not through enforcement, compulsion, but
by seeing the falseness of escape. Then you are directly
confronting what is, and the real problem begins.

What is loneliness? To understand it, you must not giveit a
name. The very naming, the very association of thought with other
memories of it, emphasizes loneliness. Experiment with it and see.
When you have ceased to escape you will see that, till you realize



what lonelinessis, anything you do about it is another form of
escape. Only by understanding loneliness can you go beyond it.

The problem of alonenessis entirely different. We are never
alone; we are always with people except, perhaps, when we go for
solitary walks. We are the result of atotal process made up of
economic, social, climatic and other environmental influences; and
aslong as we are influenced, we are not alone. Aslong asthereis
the process of accumulation and experience, there can never be
aloneness. Y ou can imagine that you are alone by isolating
yourself through narrow individual, personal activities; but that is
not aloneness. Aloneness can be, only when influenceis not.
Alonenessis action which is not the result of areaction, whichis
not the response to a challenge or astimulus. Lonelinessis a
problem of isolation, and we are seeking isolation in all our
relationships, which is the very essence of the self, the 'me' - my
work, my nature, my duty, my property, my relationship. The very
process of thought, which is the result of all the thoughts and
influences of man, leads to isolation. To understand lonelinessis
not a bourgeois act; you cannot understand it aslong asthereisin
you the ache of that undisclosed insufficiency which comes with
emptiness, frustration. Alonenessis not an isolation, it is not the
opposite of loneliness; it is a state of being when all experience and
knowledge are not.

Question: Y ou have been talking for a number of years about
transformation. Do you know of anyone who has been transformed
in your sense of the word?

Krishnamurti: What is the point of your singing, what is the

point of your laughter? Do you laugh, do you smile, in order to



convince some body, to make somebody happy? If you have a song
in your heart, you sing. So it iswith my talking. It isyour
responsibility to transform yourself, and not mine. Y ou want to
know if anyone has been transform ed. | don't know. | have not
look ed to see who has been transformed and who has not been. It
isyour life of sorrow, of misery, and I am not the judge. You are
yourself the judge. Neither you nor | are propagandists. To do
propagandaisto tell alie; to seetruth is quite a different matter. If
you who are responsible for this misery, chaos, corruption, these
degrading wars, do not see that you are responsible and that you
must transform yourselves to bring about a revolution in the world,
itisyour affair. Unless you want to change, you will not change.

Y ou cannot be asinger by listening to songs; but if you have a
song in your heart, you will not be repetitive.

The important thing in thisisto find out why you listen so much
and so often, why you come and listen at all. Why do you waste
your time if you are not doing anything about it? Why are you not
changed? | am not putting this question to you - you should put it
to yourself. When you see so much misery, so much corruption -
not only in your individual life, but in your social relationship and
in every political endeavour - , what do you do about it? Why are
you not interested in this? Merely reading the newspaper is
obviously no solution. Isit not avital matter to find out what you
are doing and why? Most of us are dull, insensitive to the whole
process that is going on around us, though the things in front of us
demand action. Why are you dull, insensitive? Isit not because of
your worship of authority, political or religious? Y ou have read the
Bhagavad Gita and so many other books, which you can repeat like



parrots, but you have not even one thought of your own; and the
man who can repeat in a nice voice, who explains texts over and
over again, you worship. So, authority dulls the mind, and
imitation or repetition makes the mind insensitive, unplayable.
That iswhy gurus multiply and followers destroy. Y ou want
direction, and the desire for direction is the building up of
authority; and being caught in authority, your minds, seeking
comfort, seeking satisfaction, become insensitive, dull. The
performance of rituals or the constant reading of a so-called sacred
book is the same as having a drink. What would you do if there
were no books? Y ou would have to think everything out for
yourself; you would have to search, find out, enquire every
moment to discover, to understand the new. Are you not in that
position now? All the social and political systems have come to
nothing, though they promise everything; and yet you go on
reading religious books and repeating what you have read, which
makes your mind dull. Y our education is merely the accumulation
of book knowledge to pass an examination or to get ajob. Thus
you yourself have made your mind dull, and your knowledge has
corrupted you.

So, your transformation is your own problem. What need have
you to find out who has or who has not transformed himself? If
you have beauty within you, you do not seek. A happy man does
not seek; it is the man who is unhappy that seeks. Unhappinessis
not resolved by search, Not only by understanding, by watching
every gesture, spontaneously seeing every one of your thoughts
and feelings so that it revealsits story. Then only istruth

discovered.



Question: Y ou have never talked about the future. Why? Are
you afraid of it?

Krishnamurti: What is the importance of the futurein our life?
Why should it have any importance? What do we mean by the
future? The tomorrow, the ideal, the everlasting hope of the
Utopia, of what | should be, the pattern in different forms of an
ideal society - isthat what you mean by the future? We live by
hope,and hope is a means of our death. When you hope, you are
dead, because hope is an avoidance of the present. Y ou do not hope
when you are happy. It is only when you are unhappy, frustrated,
restrained, when you are suffering, when you are aching, when you
are aprisoner, that you look to the future. When you are really
joyous, happy, timeis not. We live with hope from birth to death
because we are unhappy from the beginning to the very end; and
hope is the way of escape, it is not the resolution of our actual
state, which is unhappiness. We look to the future as a means of
avoiding the present, and the man who avoids the present by going
to the past or to the future, is not living; he does not know life asit
islived, he only knows lifein relation to the past or to the future.
Lifeis painful, tortuous, so we seek an escape from it; and if we
are promised heaven, we are perfectly happy. That iswhy the
party, whether of the left or the right, ultimately wins. The parties
aways promise something tomorrow, five years later, and we fall
for it, we gobble it up; and we are ultimately destroyed. Because
we want to escape from the present, if we cannot look to the future,
we turn to the past - the past teachers, the past books, the
knowledge of what has been said by Sankara, Buddha and others.

So we either live in the past or in the future, and a man who lives



in the past or in the future has actually the responses of the dead,;
for all such responses are mere reactions. It is therefore no good
talking about the past and the future, about rewards and
punishments. What is important is to find out how to live, how to
be free from misery in the present. Virtue is not tomorrow. A man
who is going to be merciful tomorrow isafoolish man. Virtueis
not to be cultivated; it isin the understanding of what isin the
present.

How are you to live in the present without the ache, the pain of
sorrow? Sorrow isto be resolved, not in terms of time, but by
understanding; it can be resolved only in the present - and that is
why | don't talk about the future. There comes an extraordinary
activity and vitality when there is adirect observation of what is;
but you want to play with things, and when you play with serious
things, you get burnt. Y ou are swept away by hopes and rewards,
and a man who pursues hope livesin death.

Our problem is whether sorrow can come to an end through the
process of time, which is continuity. Sorrow cannot come to an end
through time, because the process of time is continuance of
suffering, and therefore no resolution of suffering. Sorrow can
come to an end instantly; freedom is not at the end, but at the
beginning. To understand this, there must be the beginning of
freedom, the freedom to see the false as fal se, the capacity to see
things as they are, not in time, but now. Y ou do this when you are
vitally interested, when you arein acrisis. After al, what isa
crisis? It is a situation which demands your full attention without
taking refuge in beliefs. When there is no solution, when there is

no response of the mind, when the mind has no ready made



answer, no conclusion, and you are unable to resolve the problem -
then you arein acrisis. But unfortunately, through your study of
books and your following of teachers, your mind has an
explanation for every problem - therefore you are never in a
moment of crisis. There is achallenge every minute, and acrisis
comes when the mind has no ready made answer. When you
cannot find away out, consciously or unconsciously, through
words or through escapes, then you arein acrisis. Death isacrisis,
though you can explain it away. You arein acrisiswhen you lose
your money, when thousands are destroyed in a single second.
Ending isthe crisis - but you never end, you always want things to
continue. It is only when thereis a crisis without avoidance or
escape and you are therefore confronted with it directly - it isonly
then that the problem is resolved. The concern with the futureis
the avoidance of the crisis; hope is avoidance of what is. To meet
the crisis there must be complete denudation of the future and the
past; therefore it is no good talking about the future.

Question: What should be the relationship, according to you,
between the individual and the State?

Krishnamurti: Do you want a blue print? Now you are back
again at what should be. Speculation is the easiest and most
wasteful thing that one can indulge in. Beware of the man who
offers you hope, do not trust him, he will lead you to death; heis
interested in hisidea of the future, in his conception of what ought
to be, and not in your life.

Are the State and the individual two different processes? Are
they not interacting? How can you live without me, without

another, and does not our relationship make society? You and | and



another are a unitary process, we are not separate processes. The
“you' impliesthe 'me' and the other. Y ou are the collective, not the
single, though you would like to consider yourself single. You are
the result of all the collec- tive, and the individual can never be
single. Y ou have put a wrong question because you have divided
the individual from the State. Y ou are aresult of the total process,
of all the influences of the collective; and though the result can call
itself individual, it isaproduct of the process which is going on.
The understanding of this processisto be found in relationship,
whether with the single or with the collective, and that
understanding, and the action springing from it, will create anew
society, anew order of things; but to paint a picture of what should
be and to leave it to the reformers, the politicians, or the so-called
revolutionaries, is merely to seek satisfaction in ideas. There can be
fundamental revolution only when you meet the crisis directly
without the intervention of the mind.

Question: Y ou have talked about relationship based on usage of
another for one's own gratification, and you have often hinted at a
state called love. What do you mean by love?

Krishnamurti: We know what our relationship is - a mutual
gratification and use, though we clothe it ky calling it love. In
usage there is tenderness for and the safeguarding of what is used.
We safeguard our frontier, our books, our property; similarly, we
are careful in safeguarding our wives, our families, our society,
because without them we would be lonely, lost. Without the child,
the parent feels lonely; what you are not, the child will be, so the
child becomes an instrument of your vanity. We know the
relationship of need and usage. We need the postman and he needs



us, yet we don't say we love the postman. But we do say that we
love our wives and children, even though we use them for our
personal gratification and are willing to sacrifice them for the
vanity of being called patriotic. We know this process very well -
and obvioudly, it cannot be love. Love that uses, exploits, and then
feels sorry, cannot be love, because love is not a thing of the mind.
Now, let us experiment and discover what love is - discover, not
merely verbally, but by actually experiencing that state. When you
use me asaguru and | use you as disciples, there is mutual
exploitation. Similarly, when you use your wife and children for
your furtherance, there is exploitation. Surely, that is not love.
When there is use, there must be possession; possession invariably
breeds fear, and with fear come jealousy, envy, suspicion. When
there is usage, there cannot be love, for love is not something of
the mind. To think about a person is not to love that person. Y ou
think about a person only when that person is not present, when he
is dead, when he has run off, or when he does not give you what
you want. Then your inward insufficiency sets the process of the
mind going. When that person is close to you, you do not think of
him; to think of him when heis closeto you isto be disturbed, so
you take him for granted - he isthere. Habit is a means of
forgetting and being at peace so that you won't be disturbed. So,
usage must invariably lead to invulnerability, and that is not love.
What is that state when usage - which is thought process as a
means to cover the inward insufficiency, positively or negatively -
isnot? What is that state when there is no sense of gratification?
Seeking gratification is the very nature of the mind. Sex is
sensation which is created, pictured by the mind; and then the mind



acts or does not act. Sensation is a process of thought, which is not
love. When the mind is dominant and the thought processis
important, thereis no love. This process of usage, thinking,
imagining, holding, enclosing, rejecting, is al smoke; and when
the smoke is not, the flame of love is. Sometimes we do have that
flame, rich, full, complete; but the smoke returns because we
cannot live long with the flame, which has no sense of nearness,
either of the one or the many, either personal or impersonal. Most
of us have occasionally known the perfume of love and its
vulnerability; but the smoke of usage, habit, jealousy, possession,
the contract and the breaking of the contract - all these have
become important for us, and therefore the flame of loveis not.
When the smoke is, the flame is not; but when we understand the
truth of usage, the flame is. We use another because we are
inwardly poor, insufficient, petty, small, lonely, and we hope that,
by using another, we can escape. Similarly, we use God as a means
of escape. The love of God is not the love of truth. Y ou cannot love
truth; loving truth is only a means of using it to gain something
else that you know, and therefore there is always the personal fear
that you will lose something that you know.

Y ou will know love when the mind is very still and free from its
search for gratification and escapes. First, the mind must come
entirely to an end. Mind is the result of thought, and thought is
merely a passage, a meansto an end. When life is merely a passage
to something, how can there be love? Love comes into being when
the mind is naturally quiet, not made quiet, when it seesthe false as
false and the true as true. When the mind is quiet, then whatever

happens is the action of love, it is not the action of knowledge.



Knowledge is mere experience, and experience is not love.
Experience cannot know love. Love comesinto being when we
understand the total process of ourselves, and the understanding of
ourselvesis the beginning of wisdom.

February 5, 1950
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| think it isimportant to bear in mind that thereisadifficulty in
understanding each other. Most of us listen casually, and we hear
only what we want to hear; we disregard that which is penetrating
or disturbing, and listen only to the things that are pleasurable,
satisfying. Surely, there can be no real understanding of anything if
we listen only to those things which gratify and soothe us. It is
guite an art to listen to everything without prejudice, without
building up defences; and may | suggest that we try to set aside our
acquired knowledge, our particular idiosyncrasies and points of
view, and listen to find out the truth of the matter. It is only the
truth that really and fundamentally frees us - not speculations, not
conclusions, but only the perception of what istrue. The trueisthe
factual, and we are incapable of looking at the factual when we
approach it with our private conclusions, prejudices, and
experiences. So, if | may suggest it, during these talks we should
try to hear, not only what is being said verbally, but the inward
content of it; we should try to discover the truth of the matter for
ourselves.

Now, truth can be discovered only when we are not pursuing
any form of distraction; and most of us want to be distracted. Life,
with al its struggles, problems, wars, business crises and family
guarrels, is abit too much for us, so we want to be distracted; and
we have probably come to this meeting in search of distraction. But
distraction, whether outward or inward, will not help usto
understand ourselves. Distraction - whether the distraction of

politics, of religion, of knowledge, of amusement, or the distraction



of pursuing so-called truth - , however stimulating for the time
being, ultimately dulls the mind, encloses, circumscribes and limits
it. Distractions are both outward and inward. The outward ones we
know fairly well; as we grow older we begin to recognize them if
we are at al thoughtful. But though we may discard the obvious
distractions, it is much more difficult to understand the inward
ones; and if we merely make these meetings into a new form of
distraction, anew stimulation, | am afraid they will have very little
value in the understanding of oneself - which is of primary
importance.

Therefore, one has to understand the whole process of
distraction; because, aslong as the mind is distracted, seeking a
result, trying to escape through stimulation or so-called inspiration,
it isincapable of understanding its own process. And, if we are to
think out any of the innumerable problems that confront each one
of us, it isessentia to know the whole process of our own thinking,
isit not? Self-knowledge is ultimately the only way of resolving
our innumerable problems; and self-knowledge cannot possibly be
aresult, an outcome of stimulation or distraction. On the contrary,
distraction, stimulation and so-called inspiration, merely take one
away from the central issue. Surely, without knowing oneself
fundamentally, radically, and deeply, without knowing all the
layers of consciousness, both the superficial aswell asthe
profound, there is no basis for thinking, isthere? If | do not know
myself in both the upper and the deeper layers of the mind, what
basis have | for any thinking? And in order to know oneself, no
form of distraction is helpful. Y et most of us are concerned with

distractions. Our religious, political, social, and economic



activities, our pursuit of various teachers with their particular
idiosyncrasies, our clamouring after what we call knowledge -
these are all escapes, they are obviously distractions away from the
central issue of knowing oneself. Though it has often been said that
it isessential to know oneself, we actu- ally give very little time or
thought to the matter; and without knowing oneself, whatever we
think or do must inevitably lead to further confusion and misery.

3o, itisessentia in al things to understand the process of
oneself; because, without knowing oneself, no human problem can
be resolved. Any resolution of a problem without self-knowledgeis
merely distraction, leading to further misery, confusion, and
struggle - this, when one thinks about it, is fairly obvious. Seeing
the truth of that, how isit possible to know the whole content, the
whole structure of oneself? | think thisis afundamental question
which each one of us hasto face; and in considering it together,
you are not merely listening to me giving you a series of ideas, nor
am | expounding a particular system or method. On the contrary,
you and | are trying to find out together how it is possible to know
oneself - the "oneself' who is the actor, the observer, the thinker,
the watcher. If | do not know the whole process of myself, mere
conclusions, theories, speculations, are obvioudy of very little
significance.

Now, to know myself, | must know my actions, my thoughts,
my feelings; because, | can only know myself in action, not apart
from action. | cannot know myself apart from my activitiesin
relationship. My activities, my qualities, are myself. | can know the
whole process of my thinking, the conscious as well as the

unconscious, only in relationship - my relationship to ideas, to



people, and to things, property, and money; and to study myself
apart from relationship has very little meaning. It isonly in my
relationship to these things that | can know myself. To divide
myself into the “higher' and the “lower' is absurd. To think that |
am the “higher self' directing or controlling my “lower self’, isa
theory of the mind; and without understanding the structure of the
mind, merely to invent convenient theoriesis a process of escape
from myself.

So, the important thing isto find out what my relationship isto
people, to property, and to ideas; because, life is a process of
relationship. Nothing can live in isolation, except theoretically; and
to understand myself, | must understand the whole process of
relationship. But the understanding of relationship becomes
extremely difficult, and almost impossible, when | ook into the
mirror of relationship with a sense of condemnation, justification,
or comparison. How can | understand relationship if | condemn,
justify, or compare it with something? | can understand it only
when | cometo it anew, with afresh mind, a mind which is not
caught in the traditional background of condemnation and
acceptance.

To understand myself is essential, because, whatever the
problems, they are projected by me. | am the world, | am not
independent of the world, and the world's problems are my own.
To understand the problems around me, which are the projection of
myself, | have to understand myself in relationship to everything;
but there cannot be understanding if | begin by comparing,
condemning, or justifying. Now, it is the nature of the mind to

condemn, to justify, to compare; and when we see in the mirror of



relationship our own reactions and idiosyncrasies, our instinctive
response is to condemn or justify them. The understanding of this
process of condemnation and justification is the beginning of self-
knowledge - and without self-knowledge, we cannot go very far.
We can invent alot of theories and speculations, join various
groups, follow teachers and Masters, perform rituals, gather into
little cligques and feel superior to others - but all this leads nowhere,
it is merely the immature action of thoughtless people. To find out
what isredl, to discover whether or not thereisreality, God, one
must first understand oneself; because, whatever the conception
one may have of reality or of God, it is merely a projection of
oneself, which can obviously never beredl. It is only when the
mind is utterly tranquil - not forced to be tranquil, not compelled,
nor disciplined - that it is possible to find out what isreal; and the
mind can be still only in the understanding of its own structure.
Only the real, that which is not a projection of the mind, can free
the mind from all the tribulations, from all the problems that
confront each one of us.

So, we must first see the importance, the necessity of
understanding oneself; for without understanding oneself, no
problem can be resolved, and the wars, the antagonisms, the envy
and strife, will continue. A man who would really understand truth
must have a mind that is quiet; and that quietness can come only
through the understanding of himself. Tranquillity of the mind does
not come through discipline, through control, through subjugation,
but only when the problems, which are the projections of oneself,
are completely understood. Only when the mind is quiet, when it is
not projecting itself, isit possible for the real to be. That is, for



reality to come into being, the mind must be quiet - not made
quiet, not controlled, subjugated, or suppressed, but silent
spontaneously because of its understanding of the whole structure
of the ‘'me, with all its memories, limitations, and conflicts. When
al thisis completely and truly understood, the mind is quiet; and
then only isit possible to know that whichisreal.

Some questions have been given to me, and | shall answer afew
of then this morning; but before doing so, let me say that it is very
easy to ask a question, hoping for an answer. | am afraid, however,
that life has no answer like “yes or "'no'. We have to discover the
true answer for ourselves,; and to discover the true answer, we must
examine the problem. To examine the problem, especially a
problem that concerns usintimately, is very difficult; for most of
us approach it with a prgjudice, with adesire to find aresult, a
satisfactory answer. So, in considering these questions, let us
investigate the problem together, and not wait for me to tell you the
answer; because, truth must be discovered each minute, not merely
explained. Truth is not knowledge - knowledge is merely the
cultivation of memory, and memory is a continuity of experiences,
and that which is continuous can never be the truth. So, let us
investigate these questions together. | am not saying this merely to
be rhetorical: | actually meanit. You and | are going to find out the
truth of the matter. If you discover it for yourself, it isyours; but if
you wait for meto give the answer, it will have very little value,
for then you will merely remain on the verbal level and hear only
words, and the words will not carry you very far.

Question: What system would assure us of economic security?

Krishnamurti: Now what do we mean by asystem? Theworld is



torn at the present time between two systems, the left and the right.
The world is broken up by beliefs, by ideas, by formulas, and we
seek economic or physical security along certain lines. Now, can
there be security according to any particular system? Can you base
existence on any particular belief, conclusion, or theory? Thereis
the system of the left, and the system of the right. Both of them
promise economic security, and they are at war with each other -
which means that you are not secure. Y ou are not secure because
you are quarrelling over systems and cultivating war in the process.
S0, aslong as you depend on a system for security, there must be
insecurity. Surely, that isfairly clear, isit not? Those who hold to
beliefs, to Utopian promises, are not concerned with people: they
are concerned with ideas; and action based on ideas must
inevitably breed separatism and disintegration - which is actually
what istaking place. So, aslong as we look for security through a
system, through an idea, obviously there must be separatism,
contention, and disintegration, which invariably brings about
insecurity.

The next problem is this: is economic security a matter of
legidlation, of compulsion, of totalitarianism? We all want to be
secure. It is essential to be physically secure, to have food, clothing
and shelter, otherwise we cannot exist. But isthat security brought
about by legislation, by economic regulation - or isit a
psychological problem? So far, we have considered it merely as an
economic problem, a matter of economic adjustment; but surely it
isapsychological problem, isit not? And can such a problem be
solved by economic experts? Since the economic problem is

obviously the result of our own inclinations, desires, and pursuits,



it isreally apsychological problem; and in order to bring about
economic security, we must understand the psychological demand
to be secure. | do not know if | am making myself clear.

The world is now torn up into different nationalities, different
beliefs, different political ideologies, each promising security, a
future Utopia; and obviously, such a process of separatismisa
process of disintegration.

Now, can there ever be unity through ideas? Can ideas, beliefs,
ever bring people together? Obvioudly, they cannot - it isbeing
proved throughout the world. So, to bring about security, not for a
small group of people but for the whole of mankind, there must be
freedom from this process of division created by ideas - the idea of
being a Christian, a Buddhist, a Hindu, a nationalist, a communist,
asocialist, acapitalist, an American, aRRussian, or God knows
what else. It isthese things that are separating us, and they are
nothing but beliefs, ideas; and as long as we cling to beliefsas a
means of security, there must be separation, there must be
disintegration and chaos.

o, thisis fundamentally a psychological, not an economic
problem; it is aproblem of theindividual psyche, and therefore we
have to understand the process of individuality, of the "'you'. Isthe
“you' in America different from the ‘'me' that livesin Indiaor in
Europe? Though we may separate ourselves by customs, by
formulas, by certain beliefs, fundamentally we are the same, are we
not? Now, when the me seeks security in a belief, that very belief
gives strength to the ‘'me'’. | am aHindu, asocialist, | belong to a
particular religion, a particular sect, and | cling to that and defend
it. So, the very attachment to belief creates separatism, whichis



obviously a cause of contention between you and me. The
economic problem can never be solved as long as we separate
ourselves into nationalities, into religious groups, or belong to
particular ideologies. So, it is essentially a psychological problem,
that is, a problem of the individual in relationship to society; and
society isthe projection of oneself. That is why there can be no
solution to any human problem without understanding oneself
completely - which means living in a state of complete inward
insecurity. We want to be outwardly secure, and so we pursue
inward security; but as long as we are seeking inward security
through beliefs, through attachments, through ideologies,
obviously we will create islands of isolation in the form of
national, ideological and religious groups, and therefore be at war
with each other. So, it isimportant to understand the process of
oneself. But self-knowledge is not a means of ultimate security - on
the contrary, reality is something which has to be discovered from
moment to moment. A mind that is secure can never be in a state of
discovery; and amind that is insecure has no belief, it is not caught
in any particular ideology. Such amind is not seeking inward
security, therefore it will create outward security. Aslong asyou
are seeking security inwardly, you will never have security
outwardly. Therefore, the problem is not to bring about outward
security, but to understand the desire to be inwardly,
psychologically secure; and as long as we do not understand that,
we shall never have peace, we shall never have security in the
outer world.

Now, oneis horrified, very often, to discover in oneself

appalling distortions. How is one to be free from them? There are



different ways of attempting to be free, are there not? Thereisthe
psychoanalytical process, and thereis the process of control, of
discipline, and the process of escape. Can one be free
fundamentally through the psychoanalytical process? | am not
condemning psychoanalysis - but let us examineit. First of all, the
"me, the whole structure of the ‘'me, is the result of the past. Y ou
and | are the result of the past, of time, of many incidents,
experiences, we are made up of various qualities, memories,
idiosyncrasies. The whole structure of the "'me' isthe past. Now, in
the past there are certain qualities which | dislike and want to get
rid of, so | go into the past and look at them; | bring them out and
anayze them, hoping to dissolve them; or, using the actions of the
present as amirror to reflect the past, | try to dissolve the past.
Either | go to the past and try to dissolve it through analysis, or |
use the present as a means through which the past is discovered;
that is, in present action | seek to discover and understand the past.
So, that is one way.

Then thereisthe way of discipline. | say to myself, "These
particular distortions are not worthwhile, | am going to suppress,
subjugate, control them'. Thisimplies, doesit not?, that thereis an
entity separate from the thought process - call it the higher sdlf, or
what you will - that is controlling, dominating, choosing. Surely
that isimplied, isit not? When | say, '| am going to dissolve the
distortions, | am separate from those distortions. That is, | don't
like the distortions, they hinder me, they bring about fear, conflict,
and | want to dissolve them; so there arises the idea that the 'me' is
separate from the distortions and is capabl e of dissolving them.

Before we discuss this further, we will have to find out if the



‘me, the examiner, the observer, the analyzer, is different from the
qualities. Am | making it clear? Is the thinker, the experiencer, the
observer, different from the thought, from the experience, from the
thing which is observed? |s the ‘'me, whether you place it at the
highest or at the lowest level - isthat "'me' different from the
gualities which compose it? I s the thinker, the analyzer, different
from his thoughts? Y ou think that he is - that the thinker is separate
from thought; therefore, you control thought, you shape thought,
you subjugate, push it aside. The thinker, you say, is different from
thought. But isthat so? |s there a thinker without thought? If you
have no thought, where is the thinker? So, thought creates the
thinker; the thinker doesn't create thought. The moment we
separate the thinker from the thought, we have the whole problem
of trying to control, dissipate, suppress thought, or of trying to be
free from a particular thought. Thisis the conflict between the
thinker and the thought in which most of us are caught - it is our
whole problem.

One sees certain distortions in one- self which one doesn't like,
and one wants to be free of them; so one triesto analyze or to
discipline them, that is, to do something about the thoughts. But
before we do that, should we not find out if the thinker is actually
separate from thought? Obvioudly he is not: the thinker isthe
thought, the experiencer is the experienced - they are not two
different processes, but asingle, unitary process. Thought divides
itself and creates the thinker for its own convenience. That is,
thought isinvariably transient, it has no resting place; and seeing
itself as transient, thought creates the thinker as the permanent

entity. The permanent entity then acts upon thought, choosing this



particular thought and rejecting that. Now, when you really see the
falseness of that process, you will discover that there is no thinker,
but only thoughts - which is quite arevolution. Thisisthe
fundamental revolution which is essential in order to understand
the whole process of thinking. Aslong as you establish a thinker
independent of his thoughts, you are bound to have conflict
between the thinker and the thought; and where there is conflict,
there can be no understanding. Without understanding this division
in yourself, do what you will - suppress, analyze, discover the
cause of struggle, go to a psychoanalyst, and all therest of it - , you
will inevitably remain in the process of conflict. But if you can see
and understand the truth that the thinker is the thought, the analyzer
isthe analyzed - if you can understand that, not merely verbally,
but in actual experience, then you will discover that an
extraordinary revolution istaking place. Then thereisno
permanent entity as the "'me’ choosing and discarding, seeking a
result, or trying to achieve an end. Where there is choice there must
be conflict; and choice will never lead to understanding, because
choice implies a thinker who chooses. So, to be free of a particular
distortion, aparticular perversion, we must first discover for
ourselves the truth that the thinker is not separate from thought;
then we will see that what we call distortion is a process of
thinking, and that there is no thinker apart from that process.

Now, what do we mean by thinking? When we say, ‘Thisis
ugly', "That isfear', "This must be discarded', we know what that
processis. Thereisthe ‘'me who is choosing, condemning,
discarding. But if there is not the "'me' but only that process of fear,

then what happens? Am | explaining the problem? If there is not



the one who condemns, who chooses, who thinks that heis
separate from that which he dislikes, then what happens? Please
experience this as we go along, and you will see. Don't merely
listen to my words, but actually experience that thereis only
thought, and not the thinker. Then you will see what thinking is.
What is thought? Thought is a process of verbalization, isit not?
Without words, you cannot think. So, thought is a process of
memory, because words, symbols, names, are the product, the
result of memory. So, thinking is a process of memory; and
memory gives aname to a particular feeling and either condemns
or accepts it. By giving a name to something, you condemn or
accept it, don't you? When you say someoneis an American, a
Russian, a Hindu, a Negro, you have finished with him, haven't
you? By labeling athing you think you have understood it. So,
when there is a particular reaction which you term “fear’, in giving
it a name you have condemned it. That is the actual process you
will see going on when you begin to be aware of your thinking.
Isit possible not to name afeeling? Because, by calling a
particular feeling "anger', fear', ‘jealousy', we have given it
strength, have we not? We have fixed it. The very namingisa
process of confirming that feeling, giving it strength, and therefore
enclosing it in memory. Observe it and you will see. It is possible
to be free fundamentally only when the process of naming is
understood - naming being terming, symbolizing, which is the
action of memor