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NEW YORK 1ST PUBLIC TALK 26TH
SEPTEMBER 1966

It is aways rather difficult to communicate. Words must be used,
and each word has a certain definite meaning, but we should bear
in mind that the word is not the thing; the word does not convey
the total significance. If we semantically stick to words, then I'm
afraid that we shall not be able to proceed much further. To
communicate really deeply needs not only attention, but also a
certain quality of affection - which doesn't mean that we must
accept what is said or that we must not be critical. We must not
only be alert intellectually, but we must avoid the pitfall of words.
To really communicate with another about anything, there should
also be a certain quality of direct affection, a certain quality of
exchange, with full capacity to investigate, to examine. Then only
can communication take place. Perhaps there will be a
communication with each other here, because we are going to deal
with many subjects, many problems during these talks. We are
going to go into them fairly deeply. To understand what the
speaker is saying, there must be a certain quality of attention in
listening.

Very few of uslisten, because we ourselves have so many ideas,
SO many opinions, so many conclusions and beliefs, which actually
prevent the act of listening. To listen to another is one of the most
difficult things to do. We are so ready with our own opinions, our
own conclusions. We are likely to interpret, agreeing or
disagreeing, taking sides, or saying, "l don't agree", and quickly

brushing aside what is being said. All that, it seems to me, prevents



the act of actually listening. Only when thereis alistening which is
not merely intellectual isit possible to commune with each other.
Any clever person can listen to a certain argument, to a certain
exposition of ideas; but to listen with the mind and the heart, with
one's total being requires agreat deal of attention. To attend
implies not only knowing one's own beliefs, concepts, conclusions,
what one wants, and so on, but also putting those aside for the time
being, and listening.

We have to talk over agreat many things, because life has so
many problems; we are all so confused. Very few have any belief
in anything, or faith. Thereiswar; there isinsecurity, great anxiety,
fear, despair, the agony of daily existence, and the utter boredom
and loneliness of it. Beyond all this are the problems of death and
love. We are caught in this tremendous confusion. We must
understand the totality of it, not the fragment which isvery clear,
which we want to achieve; not the special conclusion which we
think isright, or an opinion, or a belief. We must take the whole
content of existence, the whole history of man: his suffering, his
loneliness, his anxiety, the utter hopel essness, meaninglessness of
life. If we can do that, not take any particular fragment which may
for the time being appeal to us or give us pleasure, but rather as it
were see the whole map, not partially, not fragmentarily, then
perhaps we shall be able to bring about aradical revolution in the
psyche. That's the main crisis of our life, though there are vast
changes going on in the world of science, of mathematics and all
the rest. Technologically there is tremendous change going on; but
in the psyche of the human being there is very little change. The

crisisis not in the outward technological advancement, but rather



in the way we think, the way we live and the way we feel. That is
where a revolution must take place. This revolution cannot be
according to any particular pattern, because no revolution,
psychologically, is possible if there is merely the imitation of a
particular ideology. To me, al ideologies are idiotic; they have no
meaning. What has meaning iswhat is, not what should be. And to
understand what is, there must be freedom to look, not only
outwardly, but also inwardly. Really thereis no division asthe
outer and the inner. It's a process, a unitary movement; and the
moment we understand the outer, we are also understanding the
inner. Unfortunately we have divided, broken up life into
fragments: the outer, the inner; the good and the bad; and so on. As
we have divided the world into nationalities, with all their miseries
and wars, we have also divided our own existence into inward and
outward. | think that is the worst thing we can do: break up our
existence into various fragments. That's where contradiction lies,
and most of us are caught in this contradiction, and hencein
conflict.

With al the complications, the confusions, the misery, the
enormous human effort that has gone to build a society which is
getting more and more complex, isit possible, living in thisworld,
to be totally free of all confusion, and therefore of all contradiction,
and henceto be free of fear? A mind that is afraid obvioudly has no
peace. Only when the mind is completely and totally free of fear
can it observe, can it investigate.

One of our mgjor problemsis violence, not only outwardly, but
aso inwardly. Violence is not merely physical violence, but the

whole structure of the psyche is based on violence. This constant



effort, this constant adjustment to a pattern, the constant pursuit of
pleasure and therefore the avoidance of anything which gives pain,
discarding the capacity to look, to observe what is all these are part
of violence. Aggression, competition, the constant comparison
between what is and what should be, imitation all are surely forms
of violence. Because man, since historical times, has chosen war as
away of life, our daily existenceisawar, in ourselves aswell as
outwardly. We are always in conflict with ourselves and with
others. Isit possible for the mind to be totally free of this violence?
We need peace, outwardly as well asinwardly, and peace is not
possibleif thereis not freedom, freedom from this total aggressive
attitude toward life.

We all know that there is violence, that there is tremendous hate
in the world, war, destruction, competition, each one pursuing his
own particular form of pleasure. All that isaway of life which
breeds contradiction and violence. We know this intellectually; we
have thought about it; statistically we can examine it; intellectually
we can rationalize the whole thing, and say, "Well, that's
inevitable; that is the history of man for the last two million years
and more, and we'll go on that way". Isit possible to bring about a
total revolution in the psyche, in oneself - not as an individua? The
individual isthe local entity: the American, the Indian, the Russian.
He can do very little. But we are not local entities. We are human
beings. Thereis no barrier as an Indian, an American, aRRussian, a
communist and so on, if we regard the whole process of existence
as that of a human being, which you and | are, and if we can bring
about a revolution there, not in the individual. After all if you go
beyond nationalities, the absurdities of organized religion, and



superficial culture, as human beings we all suffer; we go through
tortures of anxiety. Thereis sorrow; thereisthe everlasting search
for the good, the noble and what is generally called God. We are
al afraid. If we can bring about a change in the human psyche,
then the individual will act quite differently. Thisimplies that there
is no division between the conscious and the unconscious. | know
it isthe fashion to study a great deal about the unconscious. Really
there is no such thing. Well discuss al thislater. I'm just outlining
what we are going to talk over together during the next five talks.

Isit possible for the human being to totally empty the past, so
that he is made new and looks at life entirely differently? What we
call the unconscious, whether it isfifty years past or two million
years padt, the racial residue, the tradition, the motives, the hidden
pursuits, the pleasures, al thisis not the unconscious. It is aways
in the consciousness. Thereis only consciousness, although you
may not be aware of the total content of that consciousness. All
consciousness is limitation, and we are caught in it. We movein
this consciousness from one field to another field, calling them by
different names; but it is still the conscious. The game we play, as
the unconscious, the conscious, the past, the future and all the rest
iswithin that field. If we are very aware of our own process of
thinking, feeling, acting, we can observe for ourselves how we
deceive ourselves, move from one field, from one corner to
another. This consciousness is always limited, because in this
consciousness there is always the observer. Wherever there isthe
observer, the censor, the watcher, he creates limitation within that
CONSCi OUSNESS.

Any change or revolution brought about by will, by pleasure, by



an avoidance or an escape, by pressure, by strain, by convenience
Is still within that limit, within that consciousness and therefore it
isaways limited, always breeding conflict. If we observe this, not
through books, not through psychologists and analysts, but
actually, factually as it takes place in ourselves as human beings,
then the question will inevitably arise whether it is possible to be
conscious where it is necessary to be conscious, going to the office
and similar activities, and to be free of it where consciousnessisa
limitation. It is not that we go into atrance or amnesia, or some
mystical nonsense; but unless there is freedom from this enclosing
consciousness, this time-binding consciousness, we shall not have
peace. Peace is not dependent on politicians, on the army; they
have too much vested interest. It is not dependent on the priests,
nor on any belief. All religions, except one or two perhaps,
Buddhism and Hinduism, have always talked peace and entered
into war. That's the way of our lives. | feel that if thereisno
freedom from this limitation of consciousness as time-binding,
with its observer at the enter, man will go on endlessly suffering.

Isit possible to empty the whole of consciousness, the whole of
the mind, with al its tricks and vanities, its deceptions, pursuits
and moralities, and all that, based essentially on pleasure? Isit
possible to be totally free of it all, to empty the mind so that it can
look and act and live totally differently? | say that it is possible, but
not out of vanity or some superstitious, mystical nonsense. It is
possible only when there is arealization that the observer, the
centre is the observed.

It requires agreat deal of understanding to cometo this. Itisn't a

matter of your sentimentally agreeing or disagreeing. Do you know



what understanding means? Surely, understanding is not
intellectual, not saying, "l understand your words, the meaning of
your words." That's not understanding, nor isit an emotional
agreement, a sentimental affair. There is understanding of any
problem, of any issue, when the mind istotally quiet, not induced
guietness, not disciplined quietness, but when the mind is
completely still. Then there is understanding. Actually this takes
place when we have a problem of any kind. We have thought a
great deal about it; investigated, examined back and forth, and
there is no answer. We more or less push it aside, and the mind
becomes quiet with regard to that problem. Suddenly we have an
answer. This happens to many people; it is nothing unusual.
Understanding can only come when there is direct perception, not a
reasoned conclusion.

Our question then is: how isaman, ahuman being - not
American, not English, nor Chinese - how is a human being to
create anew society? He can only create that when there is atotal
revolution in himself as a human being when he has no fear at all,
because he understands the nature of fear, what the structure of fear
is, and the meaning of fear. He comes directly into contact with it,
not as a thing to be avoided, but as a thing to be understood. Is that
possible? Isit possible to understand the whole structure of
thought, which is always functioning round a centre? Is it possible
to understand the whole machinery of thinking, which is the result
of memory, since thought is the reaction of memory, and hence the
limitation of consciousness? Isit possible to totally not think, to
totally function without memory asit now functions.

This brings usto a point: what is the function of idea, idea being



the prototype, the formula, the ideal, the concept. Has it any
function at all? For usideais very important, and we act, we
function on idea, on concepts, on formulas. A belief isaformula
All our activity isfrom ideas, or based on ideas, and hence thereis
a contradiction between act and theidea. | have anidea, an idedl, a
belief, and | act according to that, or approximate my action to that.
Action can never betheidea. Theideaisunreal; the action isreal.
Theidea of anation, the idea of a certain dogma, such as belief in
God, and all other ideas are purely ideological. Is it possible to act
without the idea?

Please, this requires agreat deal of inquiry, because as long as
there is conflict in any form, there must be pain and sorrow, and
there must be conflict just aslong asthereis contradiction. The
nature of contradiction is essentially the idea and the fact, the what
is. If thereisnoideaat all, no belief, no dogma, no tomorrow,
which is awaystheideal, then | canlook at what is actually; not
trandate it in terms of tomorrow, but see actually what is. To
understand what is, one need not have ideas. All that one has to do
Isto observe. That brings us to the next point, which is; what is
observing? What is seeing? | wonder if we ever see, observe, or do
we see with the word, with a conclusion, with a name, and
therefore they become barriersto seeing? If you say, "Well, he'san
Indian from Indiawith all his mystical ideas, or romantic ideas",
and so on, you're not actually seeing. It isonly possible to see
when thought doesn't function. If you are listening, expecting
something, | don't know what, the expectation is preventing you
from listening; the idea, the concept, the knowledge prevents you

from observing. If you look at aflower, atree, acloud, or a bird,



whatever it is, immediately your reaction isto give it aname; you
likeit or didlikeit; you have categorized it, put it away asa
memory, and you have stopped looking.

Isit possible to ook, to see, without all the mentation taking
place? Mentation is always thought as an idea, as memory; and
there is no direct perception. | do not know if you have observed
your friend, your wife or your husband, just looking. Y ou look at
another or listen to another with all the memories of misfortunes,
insults, and all the rest. Y ou actually are not listening or seeing.
This process of non-observanceis called relationship. (Laughter)
please don't laugh it away, because all thisis very serious. This
isn't a philosophical lecture which you listen to, and then go home
and carry on. Only to the very serious man isthereliving, isthere
life. One cannot, with all this appalling confusion, misery, just
laugh it away, or go to acinemaand forget all about the beastly
stuff. It requires extraordinary, earnest, attentive seriousness, and
seriousnessis not areaction. All reactions are limitations, but when
one observes, listens, |0ooks, one begins to understand whether it is
at all possible for man to be totally free of his conditioning. We are
al conditioned: by the food, the clothes, the climate, the culture,
the society in which welive. Isit possible to be free of that
conditioning, not in some distant future, but on the instant? That's
why | asked whether it is possible to free the mind totally, empty it
completely, so that it is something new. If this does not take place,
we are committed to sorrow; we are committed to everlasting fear.

Isit possible to free the mind of the past, totaly, and if it is,
how can one empty it? In certain fields past knowledge is essential.

One must know where one is going. One can't forget and put aside



all the technological knowledge which man has acquired through
centuries, but | am talking about the psyche, which has

accumul ated so many concepts, ideas, experiences, and is caught
within this consciousness with the observer asits centre.

Having put this question, what is the answer? It is the right
guestion, not an irrelevant question. When one puts the right
guestion, there isthe right answer; but it requires a great deal of
integrity to put the right question. We have put the right question:
isit possible for man, who haslived for so many centuries and
millions of years, who has pursued a path of violence, who has
accepted war asaway of life, indaily life aswell as on the
battlefield, who is everlastingly seeking peace and denying it - isit
possible for man to transform himself completely, so that he lives
totally differently?

Having put the question, who will answer it? Will you look to
someone to answer it, some guru, some priest, some psychologist,
or are you waiting for the speaker to answer it? If you put the
guestion rightly, the answer isin the question, but very few of us
have put that question. We have accepted the norm of life; and to
change that requires a great deal of energy. We are committed to
certain dogmas, certain beliefs, certain activities as the way of life.
We are committed; and we are frightened to change it, not knowing
what it will breed.

Can we, realizing the implications of all this, can we honestly
put that question? Surely, how we put it matters also. We can put
it, ask ourselves intellectually, Out of curiosity, out of a moment
which we can spare from the daily routine, but that will not answer
it. What will answer that question depends on the mind: how



earnest it is, how lazy it is, or how indifferent to the whole
structure and the misery of existence.

Having put that question, we are going to find out. We are
going to talk over together during these five more talks that are to
come, how to discover the answer for ourselves, not depending on
anyone. Thereis no authority, thereis no guru, no priest who will
answer this; and to come to the point where we are not dependent
on anyone psychologically isthe first, and probably the last step.
Then, when the mind has freed itself from all its diseases, it can
find out if thereisareality which is not put together by thought; it
can find out if there is such athing as God. Man has searched,
sought after, and hunted that being, and we have to answer that
guestion. Also we have to answer the question of what death is. A
society, a human being that does not understand what death is will
not know what lifeis, nor what loveis. Merely to accept or deny
something which is not of thought is rather immature, but if we
would go into it, we must lay the foundation of virtue, which has
nothing to do with social morality. We must understand the nature
of pleasure, not deny pleasure or accept pleasure, but understand its
nature, its structure. And obviously there must be freedom from
fear, and hence amind that is completely free from discontent and
wanting more experience. Then only, it seemsto me, isit possible
to find out if there is something beyond the human fear which has
created God.

Questioner: Would you please repeat that very important
guestion, the way you asked it?

Krishnamurti: I'm afraid | couldn't do that, could I? That means

going al over it again. | will perhaps another day.



Questioner: What is the state of the mind, body and brain which
is energy, the state in which self is not? Krishnamurti: It isvery
easy to ask questions, but who is going to answer them? Please do
take seriously what 1'm saying. Who is going to answer? To put the
right question demands a great deal of intelligence. I'm not saying
that you're not intelligent, but it requires agreat deal of
understanding. If you ask a question to confirm your own idesas, if
you're asking for confirmation, you're not really asking a question.
If you're asking the question to clarify your own confusion, will
you ask a question, if you know you're confused? Because out of
your confusion you may ask a question, and you will listen to the
reply only according to your confusion; therefore it's not an
answer. Or you ask a question because you can't ook, you can't
understand and therefore you want someone's help. The moment
you seek help from another psychologically, you're lost. Then you
set up the whole structure of hierarchical thinking, the gurus, the
priests, the analysts and al that.

To ask aright question is one of the most difficult things,; and
the moment you have asked the right question, there is the answer -
you don't have to ask it even. (Laughter.) No, please, thisisreally
Serious.

Questioner: Are you setting as the goal of human experience the
contemplation of infinity and perfection?

Krishnamurti: I'm afraid I'm not, sir. (Laughter.)

Questioner: What do you mean when you talk about the mind
being quiet, but not an induced quiet?

Krishnamurti: Sir, | can discipline the mind to be quiet, forceit,

control it, because | have an idea that the mind should be quiet,



because out of that quietness | hope to achieve something, or gain
something, or realize something or experience something. All that
Isinduced quietness; therefore it's sterile. But quietnessis
something entirely different, which we can't go into now, because
it requires agreat deal of examination and understanding. That
silence comes naturally when there is understanding, when thereis
no effort.

Questioner: What relation has the observer, my observer, to
other observers, to other people?

Krishnamurti: What do we mean by that word "relationship"?
Are we ever related to anyone, or is the relationship between two
images which we have created about each other? | have an image
about you and you have an image about me. | have an image about
you as my wife or husband, or whatever it is, and you an image
about me also. The relationship is between these two images and
nothing else. To have relationship with another is only possible
when thereis no image. When | can look at you and you can look
at me, without the image of memory, of insults and all the rest,
then there is arelationship, but the very nature of the observer is
theimage, isn't it? My image observes your image, if it is possible
to observeit, and thisis called relationship, but it is between two
images, a relationship which is non-existent, because both are
Images. To be related means to be in contact. Contact must be
something direct, not between two images. It requires a great deal
of attention, an awareness, to look at another without the image
which | have about that person, the image being my memories of
that person, how he has insulted me, pleased me, given me

pleasure, this or that. Only when there are no images between the



two is there arelationship.

Questioner: Could you comment on the present use of LSD..
Krishnamurti: Ah! (Laughter.)

Questioner:....for creating that state of imageless relationship?

Krishnamurti: LSD isthe newest drug to produce certain
effects. In ancient Indiathere existed another of these drugs called
Soma. The name doesn't matter. Man has tried everything to bring
about right relationship between man and man: drugs, escapes,
monasteries; dozens and dozens of ideals, which one hopes will
unify man - the communist ideal, thisideal or that ideal. Now there
isthis drug. Can an outside agency bring about right relationship,
which isimageless relationship? Y ou know we have tried, not
chemicals, but a belief as adrug. People in the West have had a
belief in Christ, the Buddhists in the Buddha, and so on. They all
hoped that their belief would bring people together, but it has not.
On the contrary, by their exclusive belief they have created more
mischief. Asfar as |'m concerned, no outside agency, such as a
drug, can bring about right relationship. Y ou cannot, through
drugs, love another. If you could, then everything would be solved.
Why do we give much more importance to a drug than to a belief,
to adogma, to the one Saviour who is going to bring right
relationship? Why emphasize adrug or abelief? Both are
detrimental to right relationship. What brings about right
relationship isto be totally aware of all one's activities, one's
thoughts, one's feelings, and to observe choicelessly what's going
onin all relationships. Then out of that comes a relationship which
IS not based on an idea

Questioner: Y ou spoke of the relationship of an observer of one



human being with that of another, saying that they were both
images. Would that not also hold true in yourself in the alienation
of the observer from the rest of the psyche?

Krishnamurti: Of course, surely.

Questioner: | believe that you said that aquiet mind is a natural
state; that | don't have to induce it.

Krishnamurti: Isaquiet mind a natural thing? Does it come
easily? Obvioudly not. We want little pills to achieve everything. |
said it isanatural outcome, when there is the right foundation.

Questioner: Y ou spoke of consciousness being limited. Do you
mean that this quiet mind is not limited?

Krishnamurti: I'm afraid one has to go into this question of
whether it is possible for amind to be quiet, from different facets,
different angles. Isit possible for the mind to be quiet? Must it be
everlastingly chattering? To understand that, one has to go into the
guestion of thought, and whether the mind, in which is contained
the brain, can be quiet, though it hasitsreactions. I'll go into all
that later.

Questioner: It's very hard to be honest, and | have the strangest
feeling that the only reason we're gathered herein thisroom is
because you are here. | think that's rather sad. Before we come
again, if we come again, | think we ought to be alittle bit clearer
about your role, because we come with amotive; we didn't come
here spontaneously.

Krishnamurti: | wonder why you attend any gathering of this
kind, any meeting at al. Isit out of curiosity, because you've heard
of someone's reputation, and you say, "Well, let's go", or are you

serious in wanting to find out? That of course depends on you; no



one can answer that. Questioner: | would like to know about the
people who go into Samadhi in India, or in America. Isn't that the
true aspect of the expression of the inner soul of man, and therefore
very important in his surroundings?

Krishnamurti: The gentleman wants to know what the Hindus
mean by the word "Samadhi". I'm afraid you'll have to look it up in
abook to find out, sir. | am not belittling the questioner, but what
matters most? Is it more important to find out what Samadhi is, a
trance, or whatever it may mean, or to find out for oneself the
misery in which one lives, the confusion, the endless conflict
within oneself, and to find out whether it can be ended? If it can be
ended, then you will find out for yourself whatever that word may
mean, and then it won't matter at all. We're always wandering off
from the central issue. The central issueis so colossal, so
enormous, so confusing that we'd rather not face it. But
unfortunately we have to seeit; we have to look at it; and by
looking at it very closely, without any image, perhaps the mind can
be free from this contagion of life, with its misery.

September 26, 1966
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As human beings we do not seem to be able to solve our problems
totally. We move from one problem to another endlessly. Man has
tried every way to escape from these problems, to avoid them or to
find some excuse for not resolving them. We probably do not have
the capacity, the energy, the drive to resolve them, and we have
built a network of escapes so cunningly that we do not even know
that we are escaping from the main issue. It seemsto me that there
must be atotal change, atotal revolution in the mind, not a
modified continuity, but atotal psychological mutation, so that the
mind is entirely free from all the bondage of time, so that it can go
beyond the structure of thought, not into some metaphysical
region, but rather into a timeless dimension where the mind is no
longer caught in its own structure, in its own problems. We see the
absolute necessity of complete change. We have tried so many
ways, including LSD, beliefs, dogmas, joining various sects, going
through various disciplines of meditation. The mind, at the end of
al this, remains just the same: petty, narrow, limited, anxious, but
it has had a period of enlightenment, a period of clarity. That's
what most of us are doing: pursuing avision, aclarity, something
that is not entirely the product of thought, but we come back again
and again to this confusion. There seems to be no freedom. Aswe
were saying the other day, isit possible for man to be totally free,
psychologically? We don't know what that freedom means. We can
only build an image, or an idea, a conclusion as to what freedom

should be or should not be. To actually experience it, to actually



come upon it requires agreat deal of examination, agreat deal of
penetration into our process of thinking.

Thisevening | would like to go into whether it is possible for
man, for a human being to have entire freedom from all fear, from
all effort, from every form of anxiety. It must be unconsciousin the
sense that it is not deliberately brought about. To understand this
guestion we must examine what change is. Our minds are bound,
conditioned by society, by our experience, by our heredity, by all
the influences that man is heir to. Can ahuman being put all that
aside and discover for himself a state of mind where thereisa
guality which has not been touched by time at all? After all, that is
what we are al seeking. Most of us are tired of the daily
experiences of life, its boredom, its pettiness; and we are seeking
something through experience, something much greater. We call it
God, avision or whatever name we can give it - the name doesn't
matter.

How can a mind that has been so conditioned by everyday
experience, by knowledge, by social and economic influences, by
the culture in which that mind lives - how can such amind bring
about atotal revolution, amutation in itself? Because if it is not
possible, then we are condemned to sorrow, to anxiety, to guilt, to
despair. It'savalid question, and we must find a right answer, not a
verbal answer, not a conclusion, not an ideation, but actually find
the answer to that question and live in that.

We have to go into the question of what change is, who the
entity isthat's going to change and who is going to be conscious or
aware that it has changed. The word "change" implies a movement

from what has been to what will be. There is a time sequence: what



was, what is and what should be. And in thistime interval, from
what isto what should be, there is effort to achieve the what should
be. What should be is already preconceived, predetermined by
what has been. So the movement from what has been to what
should be is no movement at all; it is merely a continuity of what
has been.

| think it would be worth while if we could treat this, not as a
talk to which you are listening and with which you are agreeing or
disagreeing, but rather as the means you can use to actually
observe the whole process of your own thinking, the process of
your own reactions. We are not trying to have group analysis, but
rather to investigate factually what is being said. If you are
investigating what is being said, then you are actually listening, not
coming to any conclusion of agreement or disagreement. It redlly is
amatter of examining yourself as atotal human being, not as an
American, or an Indian, and all the rest of that silly nonsense. Y ou
are actually observing the total movement of your own mind. If
you do that, it has enormous significance. The speaker isonly a
mirror in which, or through which you are observing the whole
content, the movement of yourself. The speaker doesn't matter at
al. What isimportant is to observe, to be completely aware,
without any choice - just to observe what's going on. Then you are
bound to find out for yourself the meaning and the structure of
change.

We must change. Thereisagreat deal of the animal in us:
aggression, violence, greed, ambition, the search for success, the
effort to dominate. Can those remains of the animal be totally

eradicated so that the mind is no longer violent, no longer



aggressive? Unless the mind is at complete peace, or completely
still, it is not possible to discover anything new. Without that
discovering, without the mind being transformed, we shall merely
live in the time process of imitation, continuing with what has
been, living always in the past. The past is not only the immediate,
but the immediate is the past.

What does one mean by change? That is an imperative
necessity, because our lifeis pretty shoddy, empty, rather dull and
stupid, without meaning. Going to the office every day for the next
forty years, breeding afew children, seeking everlasting
amusement, either through the church or the football field, to a
mature man all that really has very little meaning. We know that,
but we don't know what to do; we don't know how to change, how
to put an end to the time process. Let's go into it together. First we
must be very clear that there is no authority, that the speaker is not
the authority. Therefore the relationship between you and the
speaker changes entirely. We are both investigating, examining,
and therefore both of us are partaking of what is being said, like
taking a journey together. Therefore your responsibility is much
greater than that of the speaker. We can go into this, take this
journey, only when we are very, very serious, because it entailsa
great deal of attention, energy, clarity. For most of us change
implies a movement toward what is known. It isn't an actual
change, but a continuity of what has been, in amodified pattern.
All sociological revolutions are based on that. There isthe idea of
what should be, what a society should be, and the revolutionists try
to bring about that idea in action; that they call revolution. Thereis
society, with its classes, and they want to bring about atotally



different structure of society. They have the pattern of what should
be, and that's no change at all. It's merely areaction; and reaction is
aways imitative.

When we talk about change, it is not change or mutation from
what has been to what should be. | hope you are observing your
own process of your thinking and are aware not only of the
necessity of change, but also of your conditioning, the limitations,
the fears, the anxieties, the utter loneliness and boredom of life. We
are asking ourselves whether that structure can be totally
demolished and a new state of mind come into being. That state of
mind is not to be preconceived; if itis, it's merely a concept, an
idea; and an ideais never real.

We have thisfield in which we live, an actual fact. How can a
mutation take place in that fact? We only know effort to bring
about any change, through pleasure or through pain, through
reward or through punishment. To understand change in the sense
which we are talking about, in the sense of mutation, with atotally
different mind happening, we have to go into the question of
pleasure. If we do not understand the structure of pleasure, change
then will merely depend on pleasure and pain, on areward or a
punishment.

What we all want is pleasure, more and more pleasure, either
physical pleasure through sex, through possessions, through
luxury, and so on, which can easily be transcended, which can
easily be understood and set aside, or the psychological pleasure on
which all our values are based: moral, ethical spiritual. All our
relationship is based on that - the relationship between two images,

not two human beings, but the two images that human beings have



created about each other.

The animal wants only pleasure. And as| said, thereis agreat
deal of the animal in us. Unless one understands the nature and the
structure of pleasure, change or mutation is merely aform of the
continuity of pleasure, in which there is always pain.

What is pleasure? Why does the mind constantly seek this thing
called pleasure? By pleasure | mean feeling superior,
psychologically, feeling anger, violence and the opposite, non-
violence. Each opposite contains its own opposite; therefore non-
violence is not non-violence at al. Violence gives agreat dea of
pleasure. Thereisagreat deal of pleasurein acquiring, in
dominating, and psychologically in the feeling of having a
capacity, the feeling of achievement, the feeling that one is entirely
different from someone else. On this pleasure principle our
relationships are based; on this principle our ethical and moral
values are built. The ultimate pleasure is not only sex, but the idea
that one has discovered God, something totally new. We are
making constant efforts to achieve that ultimate pleasure. We
change the patterns of our relationships. | don't like my wife; | find
various excuses and choose another wife; and thisis the way we
live, in constant battle, in endless strife. We never consider what
pleasure is, whether there is an actual state such as pleasure,
psychologically, or we have conceived, formulated pleasure
through thought, and we want to achieve that pleasure; so pleasure
may be the product of thinking.

We must understand this very deeply, see the whole structure
very, very clearly, not get rid of pleasure - that's too immature.

That is what the monks throughout the world have done. We are



using the word "understand" non-intellectually, non-emotionally,
in the sense of seeing something very clearly asit is, not aswe
would like it to be, not interpreting it in a certain temperamental
fashion. Then, when we understand something, it isn't that an
individual mind has understood it, but rather there is a total
awareness of that fact. It would be rather absurd and not quite
honest to say to ourselves, "I'm not seeking pleasure”. Everyoneis.
To understand it, we must not only go into this question of
thinking, but into the structure of memory. This morning, very
early, on the reservoir there was not a breath of air, and there was
perfect reflection of all the trees, the light and the towers, without a
movement. It was a beautiful sight, and it has given me great
pleasure. The mind has stored that memory as pleasure, and wants
that pleasure to be repeated; because memory is already a dead
thing. The pleasure isin thinking about that light on the water this
morning; and the thinking is the response of memory, which has
been stored up through the experience of this morning. Thought
proceeds from that experience to gather more pleasure from what it
experienced yesterday, or this morning. Y ou have flattered me; |
have enjoyed it, and | want more of it. | think about it. (Laughter.)
Please don't laugh it away. Look at it. Go into it. That's why we
avoid talking about death. We want to repeat all the experiences of
youth. Pleasure comes into being through an experience in which
there has been adelight. That experience is gone, but the memory
of it remains. Then the memory responds. and, through thinking,
wants more of it. It is making constant effort. Thisis simple.
Thought, thinking over something which has given pleasure, keeps

on thinking about it, as sex, achievement, and so on. Of courseiit's



much more complex than that, but there is not enough time to go
into all the complexity of it; one can watch it; one can be aware of
it; one can seeit for oneself.

The problem then is: isit possible to experience, and not have
that experience |leave a memory; and therefore there is no thinking
about it? It's over.

Man has lived for so many millennia, thousands upon thousands
of years, and he isthe residue of all time; he isthe result of endless
time. Unless he puts an end to time, he is caught in thiswhedl, the
wheel of thought, experience and pleasure. We can't do anything
about it. If we do actually say, "l must end pleasure" - which we
won't - we do it out of desire for further pleasure. We must
understand and go into this question of action. Hereis an issue, a
great problem. All religions have tried, and vainly, to say that any
form of pleasure isthe same. The monasteries are full of these
monks who deny, suppress pleasure. Pleasure is related to desire,
so these people say, "Be without desire”, which is absolutely
impossible.

How isit possible for an action to take place with regard to the
structure of pleasure, an action which is not taken by the desire for
agreater pleasure? Action is the doing, the having done, or future
action. All our actions, if you observe very closely, are based on an
idea: an idea which has been formulated, and according to that
idea, according to that image, according to that authority,
experience, | act. To us, idea, the ideal, the prototype is much more
important than the action itself. We are always trying to
approximate any action according to the pattern. If we want to

discover anything new in action, we must be free of the pattern.



The culture in which one lives has imposed certain patterns of
behaviour, certain patterns of thought, certain patterns of morality.
The more ancient that particular culture is, the more conditioned
the mind becomes. Thereisthat pattern, and the mind is always
imitating, following, adjusting itself to that pattern. This processis
called action. If it is purely technological activity, then it's merely
copying, repeating, adding some more to what has been. Why do
we act with an idea? Why isideation so terribly important? | have
to do something; but why should | have an idea about it? | must
find out why | have aformula, why | have an example, an
authority. Isn't it because | am incapable, or do not want to face the
fact, the what is?

I'm in sorrow. Psychologically I'm terribly disturbed; and | have
an idea about it: what | should do, what | should not do, how it
should be changed. That idea, that formula, that concept prevents
me from looking at the fact of what is. Ideation and the formula are
escapes from what is. There is immediate action when thereis
great danger. Then you have no idea. Y ou don't formulate an idea
and then act according to that idea.

The mind has become lazy, indolent through a formula which
has given it a means of escape from action with regard to what is.
Seeing for ourselves the whole structure of what has been said, not
because it has been pointed out to us, isit possible to face the fact:
the fact that we are violent, as an example? We are violent human
beings, and we have chosen violence as the way of life, war and all
therest of it. Though wetalk everlastingly, especially in the East,
of non-violence, we are not non-violent people; we are violent

people. The idea of non-violence is an idea, which can be used



politically. That's a different meaning, but it isan idea, and not a
fact. Because the human being is incapable of meeting the fact of
violence, he has invented the ideal of non-violence, which prevents
him from dealing with the fact.

After al, thefact isthat I'm violent; I'm angry. What is the need
of anidea? It is not the idea of being angry; it's the actual fact of
being angry that is important, like the actual fact of being hungry.
There's no idea about being hungry. The ideathen comes asto
what you should eat, and then according to the dictates of pleasure,
you eat. Thereis only action with regard to what iswhen thereis
no idea of what should be done about that which confronts you,
whichiswhat is.

Thereisthe question of fear. There are various different forms
of fear, which we shan't go into now. There is the actual fear of
fear; and I've never met fear. | know what fear is; | have ideas
about it: what | should do, how | should treat it, how | should run
away from it, but I am never actually in contact with fear. The
ideation process is essentially the observer, the censor. | am afraid.
Can | deal with it totally, so that the mind is free completely of
fear, not with regard to a certain aspect of life, but in the total field
of existence, so that the mind is completely free? Inevitably the
guestion arises: if | am not afraid, won't | have an accident,
physically? We're not talking of physical, self-protective existence,
but rather the fear which thought has created with regard to
existence. Can the mind face that fact, without the formula of what
it should or should not do? And who is the entity who faces that
fact?

Let's put the question differently. You're there, and the speaker



is sitting on this platform. Y ou are the observer, and the observed
is the speaker. Y ou have your own temperament, your own
worries, your own tendencies, ambitions, greeds and fears. That is
the observer watching the observed, as you would watch atree,
which is objective. Y ou, the observer, are watching fear. Y ou say,
"I'm afraid". The"I" is different from the observed. Fear is
something outside of you, and you, who are the observer, want to
do something about that fear. Thisiswhat we are all doing. But is
the observer different from the observed? The observer is afraid,
and he says, "l am different from the observed". But the observer is
the observed. Thereis no difference between the observer and the
observed. He is afraid as well as the observed.

For instance, oneis afraid of death; and death is something
totally different from the observer. And one never inquiresinto
what is the observer. What is the observer, the "you"?who is
afraid? Being afraid, of course he has all kinds of neurotic ideas.
Who isthe observer, with regard to fear? The observer isthe
known, with his experiences, with his knowledge, with his
conditioning, with his pleasures, his memories - al that isthe
observer. The observer is afraid of death, because the observer is
going to die. What is the observer? Again, ideas, formulas,
memories - already dead. So, the observer the observed.

Thisisrea meditation, not all the phony stuff that goes under
the name of meditation. Thisrequires a great deal of attention; it
requires agreat deal of energy to discover this, discover it, not be
told. When you discover this, you will find that change through
will, through effort, through desire, through the fear of sorrow

disappears totally; because then action takes place, not action



through an idea. Action is change, and total action is mutation.

When we are talking about change, we have to understand what
pleasureis, not deny it. We aso have to understand this whole
accumulation of memory, which is always the known. Y ou may
take any drug, any exercise, do anything to escape from the known.
The escape is merely areaction, an avoidance of the known, and
therefore you fall into the pattern of another known. That'swhat is
taking place. You may take LSD. They do it remarkably well in the
East, much better than you do it here, because they have been
doing it for centuries; because they think that through that way
they are going to escape from this shoddy, miserable existence of
life. But I'm afraid you can't do it, because the mind is conditioned,
and a conditioned mind cannot experience the real under any
circumstances, give it whatever chemical you want. It must be free
of its conditioning - the conditioning of society, the influence, the
urges, the competition, the greed, the desire for power, position and
prestige. A petty, little mind, a shallow, little mind can take a drug
- itiscalled LSD here, another thing in India, and in other parts of
the world they have got it by other names - but it still remains a
petty, little mind. We are talking about atotal change, a mutation
in the mind itself.

Thisisaproblem of great awareness, not of some spiritual,
absurd, mystical state, but awareness of your words, of your talk,
of what you do, of what you think; to be aware of it, so that you
begin to discover for yourself the whole movement of your mind,
and your mind is the mind of every other human being in the
world. You don't have to read philosophy or psychology to

discover the process of your own mind. It isthere; you have to



learn how to look, and to look you must be aware, not only of the
outward things, but inward movements. The outward is the inward
movement; there is no outward and inward. It's a constant
movement of interaction. Y ou have to be aware of that, not learn
how to be aware by going to a monastery and watching to be
aware, but by watching every day when you get into abus, into a
tramcar, or whatever it is. That demands a great deal of attention;
and attention means energy. Y ou begin to discover how that energy
is dissipated by endless absurd talk, so you begin, through
awareness, just to be aware without any choice, any like or didlike,
without any condemnation - just to observe; to observe how you
walk, how you talk, how you treat people. Without any formula,
that very watching brings tremendous energy. Y ou don't have to
take drugs to have more energy. Y ou dissipate energy by likes and
dislikes. Then you will see for yourself that a mutation has taken
place, without your wanting it. Questioner: When you use the two
words "what is", isit metaphysical, isit something abstract, isit
intellectual ?

Krishnamurti: When we say "what is", we know what it is.
When | have atoothache, that iswhat is. When I'm afraid, that's
what is. When I'm hungry and have a great appetite for many
things, that's what is. When I'm ambitious, competing with
someone and talking about love and brotherhood - which is sheer
nonsense when I'm ambitious - the what isis the ambition. The
idea that there should be peace in the world is an ideation, which
has no reality. There is no peace in the world because as a human
being I'm aggressive, competitive, ambitious, dividing myself into
different groups, sociologically, morally and spiritually. | belong to



thisreligion and you belong to that religion. So the what isis very
simple.

Questioner: When the pleasure is not named, what remainsis
energy.

Krishnamurti: Have you observed your pleasure? Have you
observed what the content of your pleasure is, how that pleasure
arises, what isimplied in that pleasure? Look, sir; make it very
simple.

Thereisthe visual perception of awoman, abeautiful car, or
something or other. The perception evokes, stimulates sensation,
and from that sensation there isdesire. | think about that desire,
which gives me pleasure. We will find out what remains when
we've understood pleasure.

Questioner: If | see awoman without thought.....

Krishnamurti: The gentleman wants to know what happens.
(Laughter.) Go to bed! It is very important to understand the
guestion that we are discussing. Can you observe something
without pleasure, without pain? Can you observe anything? And
when you do, what takes place? Unless you are blind or paralysed,
you have reactions, surely. Y ou may have controlled those
reactions, suppressed them, denied them, avoided them; but thereis
areaction. And you must have that reaction, otherwise you're dead.
That reaction becomes desire, and the more you think about that
desire, the more it gives you either pain or pleasure. If it is painful
you try to avoid thinking about it, but if it is pleasurable, you think
about it. You can't say, "Wdll, | won't have pleasure”. Y ou haveto
understand the whole machinery of this very complex process, both

physiological and psychological. To observe very clearly demands



aclear perception.

Sir, have you ever watched a flower?

Questioner: For along time | have not been able to be clear
about ideaand action. If | am hungry and if | don't have the idea of
choosing between milk and bread, how can | make that choice?

Krishnamurti: Sir, you have to make a choice of different
dentists and different doctors, don't you? There is choice when you
choose a coat or adress. But isthere any other choiceat al? s
there choice when you see something very clearly? For instance,
when you see nationalism, which is rampant in the world, when
you see what it entails, what isinvolved in it, the limitation, the
guarrels, the battles, the pride and all the ugly business involved,
which is poison, then, if you realize that it's poison, it drops away.
Thereis no action; there is no choice. Choice exists only when
there is confusion. When the mind is not confused, thereisno
choice. Thereis direct perception.

We are using very simple words. There is no jargon behind
these words. When we use the word "pleasure”, we mean the
ordinary dictionary meaning of that word.

Questioner: Isit possible to arrive at direct perception and to
come to action in the way that you have described?

Krishnamurti: It isn't that | have described action. Thisiswhat
we do; thisis what takes place every day of our lives.

Questioner: | didn't hear the question.

Krishnamurti: Let me repeat again something. To ask the right
guestion is very important - not to me, not to the speaker. And to
ask the right question there must be a great deal of scepticism, and

not the absurd scepticism of an immature mind. To ask the right



guestion, there must be no acceptance, no authority; and to ask the
right question is one of the most difficult things to do, because we
have never asked aright question. We have asked many, many,
many guestions; but to ask the right question implies that thereis
no person who is going to answer that question. To ask the right
guestion implies that the mind is free from all authority and
comparison; thereforeit isin aposition to ask - and in the very
asking of that question isthe answer.

Questioner: What is spontaneous action, free from
conditioning?

Krishnamurti: First of all, there is no spontaneous action aslong
asthereis conditioning. The moment there is freedom from
conditioning - please, sir, you are dealing with this as though it was
one of the easiest thingsto get rid of our conditioning. Good God!
(Laughter.) You'll find out what isimplied if you go into it. Take a
person who has been conditioned for ten thousand years as a
Hindu, can he just throw it off? To be free of conditioning is not a
matter of time. It isn't agradual process. When you know you are
conditioned, and observe it, the very awareness of that fact is the
ending of the fact. Then you'll find out that there is no action at all.
You're just moving. Thereis no question of spontaneity. It isonly
the man in bondage who is always talking about spontaneity.

Questioner: At the start of your talk tonight, you asked if it is
possible for man to be totally free without returning to his
confusion, and | think that you answered "yes. At the end of your
talk you spoke about moving along the path of discovery, which
implies that there will be moments of experiencing what is, and

moments of not experiencing what is.



Krishnamurti: Most of us are unaware that we are confused.
When we are committed to a particular formula - communist,
Catholic, Hindu or whatever it is - or the latest fashion in thought,
we think we are clear of confusion. We are not, and confusion can
only cease when there is no movement of the observer. There are
moments when we think we are not confused and we think we are
very clear; the next moment we are confused. We think that we
have solved a problem completely, and that very same problem
arises another day. We are caught in confusion; and out of this
confusion we listen; we seek aleader, political, religious,
psychological or whatever it may be. What we choose is born out
of confusion, and therefore what we choose is also confused. It is
really a quite complex problem, and | hope we can go into it next
time. September 28, 1966
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We said that we would talk over together this evening the question
of confusion. Before we go into that we should understand what we
mean by freedom, whether there is such athing as freedom, and
also what we mean by choice. Freedom from something, which is
really areaction, is not freedom at all. Mere revolt against a certain
pattern of thought or a certain structure of society is not freedom.
Freedom implies a state of mind in which there is no imitation or
conformity, and therefore no fear. We can revolt and yet conform,
asis happening in the world now, and thisrevolt is generaly called
freedom. But that revolt, whether it isthe communist revolution, or
any other social revolution, must inevitably create a pattern. There
may be a different social order, but it is still a pattern of
conformity. When we are talking about freedom, surely we mean a
state in which there is no conformity at all, no imitation. Imitation
and conformity must exist when thereis fear; and fear invariably
breeds authority: the authority of the experience of another, the
authority of anew drug, or the authority of one's own experience,
one's own pattern of thinking.

We should be clear when we talk about freedom. The politicians
talk about freedom, and they really don't mean it at all. The
religious people throughout the world have talked about freedom
from bondage, freedom from sorrow, freedom from all the travails
of human anxiety. They have laid down a certain course, a certain
pattern of behaviour, thought and action to bring it about. But

freedom is denied when there is conformity to a pattern, religious



or social. Isthere freedom? Is there freedom when there is choice?
Choice, it seemsto me, is an act of confusion. When I'm
bewildered, uncertain, confused, then | choose; and | say to myself,
"I choose out of my freedom; | am free to choose". But is not
choice the outcome of uncertainty? Out of my confusion,
bewilderment, uncertainty, the feeling of being incapable of clarity
- out of this| act. | choose aleader; | choose a certain course of
action; and | commit myself to a particular activity, but that
activity, that pattern of action, the pursuit of a particular mode of
thought is the result of my confusion. If I'm not confused, if there
IS no confusion whatsoever, then thereis no choice; | see things as
they are. | act not on choice.

A mind capable of choosing isreally avery confused mind.
perhaps you may not agree with this, but, please, if | may suggest,
just listen to the very end of it, neither agreeing nor disagreeing. As
we said the other day, we're not doing any propaganda for any
particular philosophy, for any particular course of action, and we
are not laying down certain principles. All those are the indication
of an utter lack of freedom. When we are confused, bewildered, as
most people are right throughout the world, out of this confusion
we choose a political leader, areligious system, or follow the
dictates of the latest craze.

We must go into this question of what clarity is, and whether
the mind, which is so confused, uncertain, which thinksthat it is
incapable of real clarity, can seeclearly, sinceit is so conditioned
by various social influences, religious patterns, by the propaganda
that goes on incessantly to force us to think this way or that way,
conditioned by the innumerable political and religious leaders that



exist in the world, and by the various sects. All these have brought
about confusion in the mind. When | am dissatisfied with one
particular pattern of activity, or a course of thought, or a particular
philosophy or dogma, | move to another series; and so | am always
held, always committed. | think that there will be clarity, freedom
from confusion, when I'm committed to a particular course of
action. It seemsto me that if the mind is confused - and we know
the various reasons, religious and political for this confusion, the
philosophies, the theologians with their particular patterns of
thinking, telling us what to believe and what not to believe, with
their commitments - an ordinary human being is lost, does not
know what to do. It seemsto me that the first thing is not to be
committed to any organization: religious, political, sectarian; or to
any latest drug; not to be committed. And that's very difficult,
because all the pressure around us says that we must be committed.
We must do something: do this or do that, take the latest drug, or
go to this particular philosophy, or to that particular teacher.
Because they assert so clearly, so positively and with such clarity,
out of our confusion we accept, hoping that out of this acceptance
there will come about a certain clarity of thought, afeeling of
certainty. Can the mind be in a state of noncommitment?

Aswe said the other day, atalk of thiskind is only worthwhile
If we can go beyond the word, because the explanation and the
word are not the thing. there can be a hundred explanations of the
reasons for confusion; but a mind that wants, that demands
freedom from confusion, is not satisfied with explanations, with
words, or with any authority. Can we this evening find out for

ourselves whether it is possible for amind which realizesthat it is



confused, realizes it is committed to a particular course of action,
socia or religious, to cease to be committed; not because someone
tellsit to do so, but through understanding that any commitment to
any particular pattern of thought or action engenders more
confusion? If amind demands clarity, demands that it be free from
al confusion because it understands the necessity of freedom, that
very understanding frees the mind from commitment, and that's
one of the most difficult things to do. We are committed because
we think that commitment will lead usto a certain clarity, to a
certain facility of action. And if we are not committed, we feel lost,
because all around us people are committed. We go to this group or
to that group, to this teacher or to that teacher; we follow a certain
leader. Everyone is caught in this, and not to be committed
demands the awareness of what isimplied in commitment. If we
are aware of adanger and see it very clearly, then we don't touch it;
we don't go near it. But to seeit clearly is very difficult because the
mind says, "I must do, act; | can't wait. What am | to do?'. Surely,
amind that is confused, uncertain, disturbed, must first realize that
it isdisturbed, and also understand that any movement of this
disturbance only creates further disturbance. Not to be committed
implies to stand completely alone; and that demands great
understanding of fear. We can see what's happening in the world.
No one wants to be alone. | do not mean alone with aradio, with a
book, sitting under atree by yourself, or in a monastery with a
different name or a different label. Aloneness implies an awareness
of all the different implications of the various forms of
commitments of man out of his confusion. When a mature human

being demands freedom from confusion, then there is that



awareness of the facts of confusion. Out of that thereis an
aloneness. Then oneisaone. Then oneisreally not afraid.

What are we to do? We see very clearly that any action born of
confusion only leads to more confusion. That's very simple and
very clear. Then what isright action? We live by action. We cannot
but act. The whole process of living is action. We must again go
into this question of what action is. We know very clearly the
action born of confusion, through which act we hope to achieve
certainty, clarity. If we see that, then, not being committed to any
course of thought, philosophy or idedls, what is action? Thisis a
legitimate question after we have said all these things. The only
action that we know is the action of conformity. We have had
certain experiences, certain pleasures, certain knowledge, and that
has set the course of our action. We believe in certain things, and
according to that belief we act, conform. We've had certain
pleasures in our experience: sexual or non-sexual, ideological, and
so on. Pleasure dictates the course of our action. Most of our
action, the doing, is always the outcome of the past. Actionis
never in the present; it is always the result of the past. That action
iswhat we call positive, because it's aways following what has
been, in the present, and creating the future.

Please, we're not talking any deep philosophy. We're just
observing the facts. We can go very, very, very deeply. But first we
must clear the field.

The word "action" implies an active present. Action is always
action in the present, not "I have acted”, or "l will act". Our action
IS an approximation of an idea, a symbol, an ideology, a
philosophy, an experience which we have had, or of our



knowledge, accumulated experiences, traditions, and so on. Isthere
an action which is nonconforming?

Only in freedom do we have passion. I'm not talking of lust. Not
that it doesn't have its right place, but | am talking of freedomin
which there is intense energy and passion. Otherwise we can't act;
otherwise we're merely repetitive, mechanical machines - machines
set up by society, by the particular culture in which we have
grown, or by the religious organizational machine. If we see the
urgency of freedom, in that seeing thereis passion. Passion is
alwaysin the present, Not something that has passed or that you
will have tomorrow, which is the passion created by thought. |
have pleasure. Surely there is a difference between the passion of
pleasure and the passion which comes when there is complete
freedom from confusion, when thereistotal clarity. That clarity is
only possible, with itsintensity, with its passion, with its timeless
guality, when we understand what action is, and whether action can
ever be freed from imitation, from conformity to the dictates of
society, of our own fears, or of our own inherent laziness. We like
to repeat, repeat, repeat, especialy anything that gives us great
pleasure: the sexual act and al the rest of it. That becomes much
more important when society becomes more and more superficial,
which iswhat is happening in the world. When progressis
technological, outward, when prosperity is self-centred, then
pleasure becomes of the highest importance, whether it's the
pleasure of sex or the pleasure of areligious experience.
(Laughter.) Please don't laugh, because all these things are much
too serious. We are facing atremendous crisisin life. Some know

this crisis, which is not economic or social, but acrisisin



consciousness itself, and to break through that, to answer that crisis
as a challenge demands great seriousness.

We have to go into this question of action, because lifeisa
movement in action. We can't just sit still, but that is what we are
trying to do. We are in the movement of what has been; and young
people say, "We are the new generation”, but they're not. To
understand all this, we must go into this question of what action in
freedomis. Is there such athing as freedom? Can the mind be free
from its conditioning, and the brain cells themselves, which have
been so heavily conditioned for so many million years, which have
their own responsive patterns?

What is action? Action according to an idea we know very well,
and action according to aformula, either one imposed outwardly
on the mind or aformulawhich the mind itself creates for itself,
according to which it acts, aformula of knowledge, of experience,
of tradition, and of fear of what the neighbour says. That's the
action we know, but that action is always limited. It always leads to
more conditioning.

|s there any other action which is not conditioning? | think
inevitably one must ask this question for oneself. Knowing what is
taking place in the world - the misery, the wars, the political
divisions, the geographical divisions, the divisions created by
religions, by beliefs and dogmas - seeing all that, can there be an
action which is not of that pattern?

Aswe have said, to agree or disagree has no meaning. We can
turn our backs on the challenge, on the crisis, and amuse ourselves,
entertain ourselves in various ways. Each one of usis confronted

with a crisis, because we are totally responsible for the whole



structure of human society. We are responsible for these wars; we
are responsible for these national, geographical divisions; we are
responsible for the divisions of religion, with their dogmas, with
their fears, with their superstitions, because we have committed
ourselves to them. We cannot avoid them,; there they are. How will
we answer?

|s there any action which is not creating its own bondage? |
think thereis, and I'm going to go into it. Please, again, we're not
accepting any authority. The speaker has no authority whatsoever,
because there is no follower, nor isthere any teacher. The follower
destroys the teacher, and the teacher destroys the follower. What
we are trying to do is to examine, and in the process of
examination discover for ourselves what istrue. It really isnot a
process. Process implies time, gradually, step by step. But thereis
no step by step; thereis no gradual process of understanding. When
we see something very clearly, we act; and clarity of perception
doesn't come about through a gradual process, and time.

Aswe said, there is positive action, with which we are dll
familiar. We are trying to find out if there is an action which is not
positive at all in the sense which we have understood as positive,
which is conformity. To put it differently, we are confused. Of that
there is no doubt. In our relationships with each other, in our
activities, trying to decide which god to worship, if we worship at
al, we are confused. Out of that confusion any action is still
confusing. That understanding, if you observeit very carefully -
and | hope you are doing it now - brings about a negation of the
positive. Thereis an action which is not positive. The very denying

of the positive is negative action.



Let me put it around differently. Is there action which is not
based on a mechanical process? I'm not talking of spontaneous
action. There is no such thing as spontaneous action, except
perhaps when one sees some dangerous thing, or when achild is
drowning. One does not face something like that every day. One
must find this other type of action, otherwise oneisamere
machine, which most human beings are, with the daily routine of
going to an office for forty years, with the repetitive action of
pleasure, and so on.

We're trying to find out if there is an action which isnot at all
conforming. To find out, positive action must come to an end. Isit
possible for positive action to come to an end without any assertion
of the will? If thereis any assertion of the will, adecision that all
positive action must come to an end, that decision will create a new
pattern, which will be an action of conformity.

When | say to myself, "I will not do that", the assertion of will
Is the outcome of my desire to find something new; but the old
pattern, the old activity, is created by desire, by fear, by pleasure;
by denying the old pattern through an action of will, | have created
the same pattern in adifferent field. Isthisfairly clear, not verbally
clear? Explanation is never the thing. The word is not the real; the
symbol is never therea. What isreal isto see athing very clearly,
and when you see it, then positive action comes to an end. Freedom
istotal negation of the positive, but the positive is not the opposite
of the negative; it is something entirely different, at a different
dimension altogether.

Desath is the ultimate negation of life, ending. And the ending

we resist through positive assertion of the known "my family", "my



house", "my character", "my this' and "my that." We're not going
into the immense question of death now. That we'll have to do
another evening. What we're trying to find out is whether thereis
an action in total negation. We have to negate totally all the
structure of fear, al the structure that demands security, certainty,
because there is no security, no certainty. Thereis no certainty in
Vietnam. A man killed thereisaman, is you.

Can we, in the very denying of the total positive fragmentary
approach to life, deny that totally, not through any ideal or through
any pleasure, but because we see the absurdity of the whole of that
structure? Not belonging to any nation, to any group, to any
society, to any philosophy, to any activity - completely denying all
that because we seethat it is the product of a confused mind. In
that very denial isthe action which is not conforming. That is
freedom.

During the five thousand years since recorded history began,
man has chosen the way of war: nearly fifteen thousand wars, two
and a half wars every year, and we haven't denied wars. We have
favourite wars and not-favourite wars. We haven't denied violence,
which indicates that man does not want peace. Peace is not
something between two wars, or the peace of the politician. Peace
is something entirely different. Peace comes when thereis freedom
from the positive. When we totally deny war, or totally deny the
division of the religious absurdities, because we understand the
whole nature of it all, its structure, not because we don't like this or
that - it has nothing to do with like or didlike - in the very denial of
that is the negation, and out of that negation is an action whichis

never conforming.



A confused mind seeking clarity will only further confuse itself,
because a confused mind can't find clarity. It's confused; what can
it do? Any search on its part will only lead to further confusion. |
think we don't realize that. When it's confused, one has to stop -
stop pursuing any activity. And the very stopping is the beginning
of the new, which isthe most positive action, positive in a different
sense atogether. All thisimplies that there must be profound self-
knowing - to know the whole structure of one's thinking-feeling,
the motives, the fears, the anxieties, the guilt, the despair. To know
the whole content of one's mind, one hasto be aware, aware in the
sense of observing, not with resistance or with condemnation, not
with approval or disapproval, not with pleasure or non-pleasure,
just observing. That observation is the negation of the
psychological structure of a society which says, "Y ou must”, "Y ou
must not". Therefore self-knowledge is the beginning of wisdom;
and also, self-knowledge is the beginning and the ending of
sorrow. Self-knowing is not to be bought in abook, or by going to
a psychologist and being examined analytically. Self-knowledgeis
actually understanding what is in oneself - the pains, the anxieties,
seeing them without any distortion. Out of this awareness clarity
comes into being.

Questioner: How can one start to learn to know oneself.)

Krishnamurti: | wonder why we make everything so difficult.
First of all, we don't know ourselves at all. We are all secondhand
people. We are at the mercy of all the analysts, philosophers,
teachers. To know ourselves, we must understand what learning is.
Learning is something entirely different from accumulating

knowledge; learning is always active present. Knowledge is aways



in the past. A mind that learns alanguage is accumulating words,
storing up. Any technique is the same. From that accumulation the
mind acts. Learning is something entirely different. Learning is
never accumulating. | have to accumulate if | haveto learn a
technique; and from that technique, from that skill which | have
learned, | operate, and add more to the skill. That surely is not
learning. Learning is amovement, aflow; and thereis no flow the
moment there is a static state of knowledge, which is essential
when we function technologically. But life isn't technological
accumulation; lifeisamovement, and to learn it and to follow it,
one has to learn each moment. To learn, there is no accumulation.

That's the first thing one has to observe. If thereisto be self-
knowledge, there must be an act of |earning each minute; not
having learned | look at myself and then add more to that
knowledge after | have looked at myself. In that case the division
between the observer and the observed is sustained.

Look, sir; | want to know about myself. First of all, I've been
told so many things about myself: that | am the soul, that | am the
eternal flame, and God knows what else. There are dozens of
philosophies and ideas:. the higher self, the lower self, the
permanent reality and so on. | want to learn about myself, so | have
to discard all that, obviously. | have to discard by observing how
tremendously the mind has been influenced. We are the daves of
propaganda, whether religious, military or business. We are dll
that, and to understand it, we can't condemn it. We mustn't say,
"Thisisgood", "Thisisbad", "This| must keep", "This | must not
keep". We must observe.

To observe there must be no condemnation, no justification, no



acceptance. Then | begin to learn. Learning is not accumulation.
Then | watch. | watch to see what | am, not what | should like to
be, but what actually is. I'm not in misery; | do not say, "How
terriblewhat | amis!". It isso. | neither condemn nor accept. |
observe. | see the way, the pattern of my thinking, my feeling, my
motives, my fears, my anxieties.

Who isthe observer? This is not deep philosophy, but just
ordinary, daily occurrence. Who is the observe? Who isthe "|" that
says, "I look"? The"I" which islooking is the accumul ated
experiences, condemnations, observations, knowledge and so on. It
IS the centre, the observer. He separates himself from the observed.
He says, "l am observing my fear, my guilt, my despair”. But the
observer isthe observed. If heisnot, he recognize his despair.

| know what despair is, what loneliness is, and that memory
remains. The next timeit arises, | say that | see something different
from me. The division into the observer and the observed creates a
conflict; and then | go off at atangent, trying to find out how to
resolve that conflict. But the fact is that the observer isthe
observed. Thisis not an intellectual concept, but afact. When the
observer isthe observed, then learning is acting. | don't learn and
then act; but this action takes place only when the observer isthe
observed, and that action is the denial of what has been, the
mechanical process.

Questioner: |sthere a state of awareness where the past does not
continually re-assert itself?

Krishnamurti: Is there an awareness of the total process of time,
the total process, not the fragmentary process of yesterday, today

and tomorrow? Again, we have to go into the whole question of



time, but thisis not the moment. If there is atotal awareness of
time, then there is no continuity as"l am aware", or "I have been
aware", or "l will be aware". When you are completely attentive,
giving your mind, your heart, your nerves, your eyes, your ears,
when everything is attentive, thereisno time at all. Y ou then don't
say, "Wedll, | was attentive yesterday, and I'm not today". Attention
IS not a continuous momentum of time. Either you are attentive, or
you are not attentive. Most of us are inattentive, and in that state of
inattention we act and create misery for ourselves. If you are totally
attentive to what is taking place in the world, the starvation, the
wars, the disease, the whole, then the division of man against man
comes to an end.

Questioner: There are moments almost like that, but the next
day or the next moment it's gone. How am | to keep that memory
which | have had?

Krishnamurti: It'samemory, and therefore it's a dead thing.
Therefore it's not awareness, not attention. Attention is completely
in the present. That'sthe art of living, sir. When you are inattentive,
don't act. That requires agreat deal of intelligence, agreat deal of
self-observation; because it's inattention that breeds mischief and
misery. When you are completely attentive with all your being, in
that state action is instantaneous. But the mind remembers that
action and wants to repeat it, and then you are lost.

Questioner: Can you speak about the relation of action, energy
and attention?

Krishnamurti: | am doing it, sir. Inattention is a dissipation of
energy. And we are trained, through education, through all the

socia and psychological structure of the world to be inattentive.



People think for us; they tell us what to do, what to believe, they
tell us how to experience, to use a new drug; and we like sheep,
follow. All that isinattention. When there is self-knowledge, when
there is delving deeply into the whole structure, the nature of
oneself, then attention becomes a natural thing. Thereis great
beauty in attention.
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| would like to talk over something which seemsto meto be
extraordinarily important. | think a community or a society that has
not understood the problem of time, death and love will obviously
be very superficial; and a society or acommunity that is superficial
must inevitably deteriorate. | mean by that word "superficial”
merely to be contented with outward phenomena, with outward
success, with prosperity, having a good time and demanding
entertainment. Human beings who are part of that society must
inevitably deteriorate, whether they go to a church or to football
games. These are just the same. People go to them because they
need to be entertained, stimulated. Unless we human beings
resolve these fundamental questions, inevitably the mind will
deteriorate. The problemis: isit possible to stop this continuous
wave of deterioration, not only of the mind and the heart, but also
the deterioration which takes place when there is not earnestness,
an urgency, a passion. When we talk over this question of time,
death and love, | think it is most important to bear in mind that the
word, the explanation is not the fact. Most of us are so easily
satisfied with explanations; we think we have understood. Most of
us who have read a great deal or who have experimented with
many things are clever enough to explain anything away. We can
give an explanation for almost anything, and the explanation seems
to satisfy us, but when we discuss something very seriously, mere
satisfaction of verbal explanation seems to me utterly futile,

immature. Also, if | may go over it again alittle briefly, it isvery



important how we listen, because most of us do not really listen at
al. We listen either with pleasure, with distaste, or with aformula
of ideas, a philosophy which we have cultivated, or have learned.
Through these screens we listen, interpreting, translating, putting
aside what we don't like, keeping what we like, and the act of
listening never takes place.

| do not know if you have ever observed, when you are listening
to someone whom you have known for many years, with whom
you are fairly intimate, that you hardly listen; you already know
what he is going to say. Your mind is already made up; you already
have certain conclusions, certain images, which prevent actual
listening. To listen is an extraordinarily important act. | feel that if
you could listen, not only to what is being said by the speaker, but
also to everything about your lives, every day - listen to all various
noises, listen to the incessant chatter of your friend, your wife or
your husband, or to the rumblings of your own mind, the soliloquy
that goes on, neither condemning nor justifying, but actually
listening - then that listening would bring about in itself an action
which istotally different from the action of avery calculated,
drilled thought.

Perhaps, this evening, you can so listen, which doesn't mean
that you must agree or disagree. On the contrary, to listen the mind
must be extraordinarily sensitive, eager, critical, aware of itsown
functioning, which meansthat it isin a state of attention, and
therefore of passion. Only such a mind can actually listen and go
beyond verbal images and conclusions, hopes and fears. Then only
IS there communication between two people, which is actually - if |

may use that word which is so heavily laden and spoiled - love. |



hope we can establish that relationship between the speaker and
yourselves, so that we can discuss informally this question of time
and death.

| do not know if you have ever gone. into the question of death.
Most of us are afraid of thisthing called death, which isthe
unknown. We avoid it, put it away; or we have come to certain
conclusions, rationalize death, and are satisfied to live the alotted
time. To understand something which we don't know, there must
obviously be the end of fear. We must understand fear, not the
explanation of fear, not all the psychological structure of fear, but
the nature of fear.

Our first concern, it seems to me, when we are dealing with
deep subjects. and deep redlities, should be to approach them with
afresh mind, with amind that is neither hoping nor in despair, a
mind that is capable of observing, facing facts without any tremor,
any sense of fear or anxiety. Unless fear istotally resolved, neither
suppressing it nor escaping from it, we cannot possibly understand
the nature of death. The mind must be completely and entirely free
of fear, because amind that is afraid, that isin despair, or has the
fantasy of hope, which is always looking to the future - such a
mind is a clouded mind, is a confused mind, isincapable of
thinking clearly, except along the line of itstrained, drilled,
technologica knowledge; it will function mechanically there. But a
mind that is afraid lives in darkness; a mind that's confused, in
despair, in anxiety cannot resolve anything apart from the
mechanical process of existence, and I'm afraid that most of us are
satisfied to live mechanically. We would rather not deal with
deeper subjects, deeper issues, deeper challenges. Isit possible to



be free in the whole area of the mind, in what is called the
unconscious, as well as in the conscious? As we said the other day,
there is no such thing as the unconscious. Thereis, only thisfield
of consciousness. We can be aware of a particular area of the field,
and not be aware of therest of it. If we are not aware of the rest of
it, then we don't understand the whole. area. Unfortunately it has
been divided into the conscious and the unconscious; and we play
this game between the conscious and the unconscious all the time.
It has become the fashion to inquire into the unconscious. Whereas,
if we are at all aware of the whole field, thereis no need for the
unconscious at all; and therefore there is no need for dreams. It is
only the mind that is aware of a particular corner of the field and
totally unaware of the rest that begins to dream; and then there are
al the interpretations of dreams, and all that stuff. If we are aware
during the entire day of every thought, every feeling, every motive,
every response aware, not interpreting it, not condemning it, not
justifying it, but just being aware of the whole process - then we
will see that thereis no need for dreams at all. Then the mind
becomes highly sensitive, active, not made dull.

When we inquire into this question of fear, when we examine it
- and | hope welll do it together this evening - we have to cover the
whole area, the whole field, not one particular form of fear, not
your particular, favourite fear, or the fear which you are avoiding.
Fear, surely, exists only in relationship to something. It doesn't
exist by itself. I'm afraid of you; I'm afraid of an idea; I'm afraid
my belief will be shattered because of anew idea, and so on. It'sin
relation to something. It doesn't exist per se, by itself. And to

understand the total fear, we must look at it non-fragmentarily, not



as a particular, neurotic fear which we have. We must look at it as
we look at the total map of the world. Then we can go to the
particular. Then we can take in detail and look at the particular
road, the particular village we're going to. We must have total
comprehension, and that's somewhat arduous, because we have
aways been thinking in terms of the particular, in fragments.

To contact fear, total fear, requires total attention. By that word
"attention” | do not mean concentration. Concentration is the
easiest thing to do, but to attend demands your compl ete energy.
To give your complete attention, everything must be at its highest
point - your body, your mind, your heart, your nerves. Only thenis
there attention. With that attention you can look at fear; in that
attention there is no fragmentary, broken concentration on a
particular subject; you see the whole of it, the totality of fear, its
structure, its meaning, its significance, itsinwardness. If you xxxgo
that far, then you'll see that fear comes to an end, totally,
completely, because you are not caught by the word, by the
symbol, by the word "fear", which creates fear also, like the word
"death" createsits own fear. Y ou become attentive when problems
are urgent, when the challenge is immediate. Y ou fedl that
challenge instantly, come into contact with it completely.

Ordinarily we are never in contact with a problem, with a
challenge, with an issue, because, when an issue arises, we already
have an answer for it. We already have a conclusion, averbal,
cunning mind which meets that word, that challenge and has
aready answered the challenge. So thereis no contact. To bein
contact means to be directly in touch with something; and you

cannot come into touch with something directly if thereisan idea



between.

To come into contact with fear, one has not only to understand
the word which stimulates fear, but also to understand how the
mind is caught in words, for all our thinking is formulated in
words, in symbols. To come directly into contact with fear, one
must be free of the verbal structure which the brain, the mind has
created. If one wants to come into contact with that, one hasto
touch it. To touch it is not the word, is not a conclusion; it's an
actual fact. If oneiscunning, clever, erudite, full of knowledge and
intellection, one doesn't touch it at all; thereis no direct contact
with it.

If you do listen to what is being said in that direct sense, then
you will discover the total area of the mind, and the mind will have
understood the nature of the word, how the word creates the
feeling, and how the image foreshadowswhat it is afraid of. The
verbal, the symbolic, the process of thinking in terms of word, all
have come to an end, and you are able to come directly into contact
with that thing which you call fear.

Aswe were saying the other day, we are never in contact with
any other human being: our wife or our husband, our children or
whoever it may be, because we have images of the husband, the
wife, the boss, and so on. These images have relationships with
each other, but there is no actual relationship at all. These images
are everlastingly in battle with each other. We also have images
about fear, about death, about love, and all the deeper issues of life.

To understand the question of time is very important. | am using
the word "understand" in the sense of coming directly into contact
with something which the mind through thought cannot possibly



comprehend. Y ou cannot comprehend love through words, through
ideas, through the experiences which you have had. This question
of time isimportant because to understand death you must
understand time; and to understand death and timeis to know, to
understand what love is. Without understanding these three things,
these fundamental issues, life has very little meaning. Y ou may go
to the office and have plenty of money, but it actually has very
little meaning. When life loses its deep significance, then you are
satisfied with superficial activity which leads to more confusion
and to more sorrow. That's what is actually taking place in the
world, not only in this country, but in the whole of Europe, in India
and elsewhere.

These questions must be solved by each human being, because a
human being is part of society. A human being is not separate from
society; heis conditioned by society, which he has created. To
create a new society or anew community, the fundamental issues
of life must be solved.

When we are talking about time, we do not mean chronological
time, time by the watch. That time exists, must exist. If you want to
catch abus, if you want to get to atrain or meet an appointment
tomorrow, you must have chronological time. But isthere a
tomorrow, psychologically, which is the time of the mind? |s there
psychologically tomorrow, actually? Or is the tomorrow created by
thought, because thought sees the impossibility of change, directly,
immediately, and invents this process of gradualness? | see for
myself, as a human being, that it is terribly important to bring
about aradical revolution in my way of life, thinking, feeling, and

in my actions, and | say to mysdlf, "I'll take time over it; I'll be



different tomorrow, or in amonth'stime". That is the time we are
talking about: the psychological structure of time, of tomorrow, or
the future, and in that time we live. Time is the past, the present
and the future, not by the watch. | was, yesterday; yesterday
operates through today and creates the future. That's afairly smple
thing. | had an experience ayear ago that left an imprint on my
mind, and the present | translate according to that experience,
knowledge, tradition, conditioning, and | create the tomorrow. I'm
caught in thiscircle. Thisiswhat we call living; thisiswhat we
call time.

Please, | hope you are observing your own minds, and not
merely listening to the speaker.

In this process of time, memory is very important. memory of a
happy childhood, memory of some deep experience, memory of a
pleasure which I've stored up, which | want to repeat tomorrow;
and the repetition of the pleasure tomorrow is continued through
thought. So thought is time; because if | do not think,
psychologically, of tomorrow, there is no tomorrow. Please, thisis
not oversimplification. To understand something very complex,
something that needs deep examination and penetration, you must
begin very, very ssimply; and it is the first step that matters, not the
last step.

Thought, which isyou - with al its memories, conditioning,
ideas, hopes, despair, the utter loneliness of existence - all that is
thistime. The brain is the result of time chronologically: two
million years, and more. It has its own reactions of greed, envy,
ambition, jealousy, anxiety. And to understand a timeless state,

when time has come to a stop, one must inquire whether the mind



can be freetotally of all experience, which is of time.

| hope I am not making it complicated. Explanations are
complicated, but not the actual fact; and if one is aware, attentive,
one sees this process. Life is a continuous process of challenge and
response; and every response is conditioned by its past. Every
challenge is new, otherwise it is not a challenge, and we're always
responding from the past, except on rare occasions which we
needn't even discuss. They are so rare that it doesn't much matter.
Into the brain every challenge and response as experience is being
accumulated; and from that accumulation we act, we think, we
feel, we function psychologically, inwardly, inside the skin, asiit
were, and that istime.

One asks oneself whether it is possible to live so completely
that there is neither yesterday, today, nor tomorrow. To understand
that and liveit, not theoretically but actually, one must examine the
structure of memory, of athought. One has to ask oneself what
thinking is. What is thinking, and why should one think? | know
it's the habit to think, to reason, to judge, to choose. To do thisat a
mechanical level is absolutely necessary; otherwise one couldn't
function. But isit possible to live from day to day freed from
psychological time as yesterday, today and tomorrow? This doesn't
mean that one lives in the moment; that's one of our absurd
fallacies. What mattersisto live now. The now isthe result of
yesterday: what one has thought, what one has felt, one's
memories, hopes, fears, all that has been stored up. Unless one
understands that and dissipates it, one can't live in the now.

Thereis no such thing as the now, by itself, for lifeis atotal

movement, an endless movement, which we have divided



psychologically into yesterday, today and tomorrow, and hence we
have invented the process of gradual achievement for freeing
ourselves. It's like a man who smokes or drinks: he'll giveit up
gradually; he'll take time over it. It's like a man who is violent, but
who has the ideal of non-violence. He is pursuing non-violence,
and sowing the seeds of violence in the meantime. That's what we
actually are doing, which is called evolution. I'm not a
fundamentalist, please!

The mind, the brain, the whole structure can only understand
the state of mind which has no time at all when it has understood
the nature of memory and thought. Then we can face and begin to
understand the nature of death. Death now is something in the
distance, over there. We turn our backs on it; we run away from it;
we have theories about it; we rationalize it; or we have hopes
beyond it. In Asia, in Indiathey believe in reincarnation, and that's
their hope. This doesn't mean that we have understood the whole
beauty of death. The speaker is not being sentimental about death
when he uses the word "beauty”. Theissue involved in afuturelife
isthat there is a permanent entity, the soul, something which
continues. They have given various names to that in the East and in
the West, but in essence it is the same thing: something permanent,
something that has a continuity. There is the death of the physical,
the organism wearing itself out through strains, stresses, through
various misuses, drugs, overindulgence in everything. The
mechanism gradually wears out, dies. That's an obvious fact, but
hope comes in and says, "There is a continuity. It isn't the end of
everything. I've lived, struggled, accumulated, learned, developed a

character” - | don't know why one develops a character, which is



neither here nor there; character is merely aresistance - " and that
permanent entity will continue till it becomes perfect”, whatever
that may mean.

|s there a permanent entity at al? | know the believers, but the
believers are not the speakers of truth. They are merely dogmatists,
theologians, or people who are full of fanciful hope. If you
examine yourself to find out if thereisathing that is permanent,
obviously there is nothing permanent, both outwardly and
inwardly. Though each one of us craves security outwardly, we are
denying it by our nationalities, by wars. They are denying security,
total physical security, in Vietham, though each side craves
security. |s there such athing as permanent security, except an idea
about it? If thereis not, and there is no such thing as "thereis’,
then what is it that continues? Isit memory, experiences which are
dead, ashes of things that have been? If you believein
reincarnation and its different forms, such as resurrection, then it
matters tremendously how you live today, what you believe today,
how you act, what you do. Everything matters immensely, because
in the next life you are going to pay for it, whichisjust an
avoidance of the real fact of what death is. There isthe death of the
physical organism; and to find out what is beyond that, can the
whole psyche, with al the tendencies, pleasures, idiosyncrasies,
memories, experiences, die each day, completely, without
argument, without restraint - just die?

Have you ever tried to die to a pleasure, something that you
want tremendously, that gives you great satisfaction, delight;
without any reason, without any motive, without any argument;

just to dieto it? If you can, you will know what death means: to



empty the mind totally of everything of the past. It can be done; it
should be done. That's the only way to live, for loveisthat, isn't it?
Loveis not thought. Love is not desire, pleasure. Pleasure, desire
continues through thought; and when thought thinks about a
particular pleasure, sexua or otherwise, then it seeksto be loved.
It's an appetite. An appetite has its own place, but unfortunately
thereisagreat deal of talk about love: in the churches, in books, in
cinemas.

If we loved there would be no war. We would educate our
children entirely differently, not merely condition them to certain
technological knowledge. Then the whole world wouldn't be mad
about this thing called sex, as though it had discovered something
totally new. We only know love as sexual appetite, with itslusts,
demands, frustrations, despairs, jealousies and all the travail of the
human mind in what is called love. Love has nothing whatsoever to
do with the formula of thought; and it comes into being only when
memory as thought, with all its demands and pleasures, comes to
an end psychologically. Then love is something entirely different.
We cannot talk about it; we cannot write everlasting books about it.
Love of God and love of man - this division doesn't exist, but to
come to that, we must not only be free from fear, but also there
must be atime-ending, and therefore an understanding of life. We
can only understand life when we understand death. The thing that
we call living isthis anxiety, this despair, this sense of guilt, this
endless longing, this utter loneliness, this boredom, this constant
conflict, this battlefield. In the world of business, in our daily
existence at home, on the battlefields all over the world, we are
destroying each other - thisiswhat we call living. Actualy itisa



frightful mess, a deadly affair. When that so-called living comes to
an end - and it can only come to an end when one dies to the whole
of it, not partially or to certain fragments of it - then one lives.
Death and living go together; and for death and life to continue
together, there must be dying every day to everything. Then the
mind is made fresh, young, innocent. That innocency cannot come
through any drug, through any experience. It must be beyond and
above all experience. A light to itself does not need any
experience.

Questioner: Why were we put here? Why are we alive?

Krishnamurti: Please, as we said the other day, don't let's ask
irrelevant questions. What is relevant is how to live, not why we
are put here. Obviously, you know how we have come into being:
father-mother. But we are here, and we are dying slowly or rapidly,
deteriorating, with our prosperity, with our self-centred activities.
|sit possibleto live in thisworld, and not in a monastery, not
isolating ourselves in some conclusions, beliefs and dogmas, or in
some nationality, or in good works? Can one live? That's the real
issue.

Questioner: How does one die each day?

Krishnamurti: Is there a method? If there is a method, then the
method produces its own end. If | follow a particular method, if
you tell me how to die every day and give me a method, step by
step, what happens? Do | die actually, or am | practising a certain
method of dying? It is very important to understand this. The
means is the end; the two are not separate. If the meansis
mechanical, the end is mechanical. If the meansis away of

assuring pleasure, gain, profit, then the end is also that. The means



creates its own end, and one has to completely deny that means, or
the total means, which istime. So thereisno "how" to die.

Sir, look. Y ou have a certain habit: sexual, or a certain habit of
drinking, smoking, talking; mannerisms, temperaments. Can you
die, can you completely put away, on the instant, smoking,
drinking, pleasure? | know there are the methods of how to give up
smoking little by little, one by one. There is no ending to that.
Ending means finishing it, completely ending it; and that does take
place when death actually comes. Y ou don't argue with it.

Can one live so completely each day, each minute, that thereis
no yesterday or tomorrow? To do thisrequires agreat deal of
meditation and inward awareness. It is not a matter of agreeing or
disagreeing, or asking how it isto be done. No oneis going to tell
one whether one has or has not done it. This demands a great deal
of energy, insight, understanding, awareness, and the highest
quality of sensitivity, which isintelligence. Drugs, LSD and all the
rest - not that | have taken them - make one sensitive in a particular
corner of that vast field of life. In therest of thefield oneis
insensitive, dull; and because one becomes highly sensitivein a
particular area, seeing colours, visions and having experiences, one
thinks that is the whole substance of life. But to understand the
totality of life, one must be totally sensitive, both physiologically
and psychologically. One thinks that one can be highly sensitive
psychologically, but physically brutal, heavy and insensitive. Life
is not to be divided into fragments, with each fragment in conflict
with the others. We only know this conflict, this endless effort till
we die. Inthe family, in the office, even in the quiet moments of

our lives, thereis never amoment of silence, a state without effort.



Questioner: The other day you said that the man dying in
Vietnam is you. Would you speak further on that?

Krishnamurti: We are not talking of the man dying in Vietnam;
we are talking of the man living here, now. The man dyingin
Vietnam is the result of our life. We do not want peace. We talk
about it endlessly, but to have peace, we must live peacefully. That
means no competition, no ambition, no division as nationalities, no
colour-prejudice. That'swhat it means to live peacefully. Aswe
don't live peacefully, we have warsin Vietnam, in India, in Russia
and elsewhere. Really, we educate our children to die, to be killed,
whether in the office, in the family, or on a battlefield; and thiswe
call living. We are supposed to be highly civilized, sophisticated
people. Too bad! Sorrow isthelot of us, and to end sorrow, we
must end time; we must understand the nature of death. Where
thereislove, thereis no sorrow, for the neighbour, for someone
beside you, or ahead of you. Where there is love, thereis an ending
of sorrow, not the worshipping of sorrow.

Questioner: Sir, if oneis not to make any effort, then it must all
be a matter of accident whether anything is understood.

Krishnamurti: Why do we make effort? First let's understand it,
and not try to find out if we are not to make effort. We are making
effort. From the moment we are born till we die, thereis effort,
struggle. Why? If we rightly understand this struggle
psychologically, inwardly, then outwardly existence will have a
totally different meaning. We must understand effort, this constant
striving. Thereis an effort when thereis contradiction. Thereis
effort when there is comparison: you are better than |, you are

much more clever, you have a better position, you're famous, and |



am no one, so | must reach you. That's afact, not a supposition.
That is how we function every day of our lives. We worship
success. Every magazine is filled with success stories, and from the
moment we start going to school till we die, we are comparing,
struggling, in incessant conflict, because thereisadivision, a
contradiction between the one who compares and that which heis
compared to. Through comparison we think we understand, but
actually we don't.

To live without comparison requires tremendous intelligence
and sensitivity, because then there is no example, thereis no
something that should be, no ideal, no hero. We begin with what
actually is; and to understand what is, there is no need for
comparison. When we compare, we destroy what is. It's like
comparing a boy to his elder brother who is very clever; if you do
that you destroy the younger boy. That's what we are doing all the
time. We are struggling, struggling for what, psychologically? To
end violence? To have more experience? To end violence isto
come directly into contact with it in yourself, and you cannot come
into contact with it if thereis an ideal, such as non-violence or
peace. This opposite creates conflict, but if you can look at that
violence completely, with total attention, then there is no conflict,
no striving. It comes to an end. It isthese absurd, idiotic ideals
which destroy the direct contact with readlity.

Y ou can live alife without conflict, which doesn't mean that
you become a vegetable. On the contrary, the mind then becomes
highly aware, intelligent, full of energy, passion. Conflict
dissipates this intelligence.

Questioner: Is there any difference between love and



understanding?

Krishnamurti: One word will cover everything; but the danger
of oneword isthat it becomes ajargon. Y ou can use the word
"love" or the word "understanding". It doesn't really matter which
word you use, because every word is loaded, like God, death,
experience, love - heavy with the meaning which people have
given to the words. When one realizes that the word "love" is not
the actual state, then the word doesn't matter at all. Questioner: The
world is so densely populated that | wonder how we can exist
without politics and participation in the direction of the
community.

Krishnamurti: Thereisonly one political problem, which isthe
unity of mankind. Y ou cannot have the unity of mankind if there
are nationalities, if there are armies; if there is not one government,
neither democratic, nor republican, nor labour; until we are
concerned with human beings, whether they livein Russia, in
India, in Chinaor in England. We have the means of feeding,
sheltering and clothing all peoples, now, but we don't do it, and
you know the reasons: our nationalities, our religious prejudices
and all therest.

Questioner: Are not technical knowledge and psychological
knowledge tied together? Can they be separated?

Krishnamurti: Thisis atremendously important point. How isa
human being, living in this utter chaos, how can he live supremely
intelligently, so that he is a good citizen, not of a particular
community, but of the world? The world isnot Americaor Russia
or India. How can helive in thisworld, with such chaos and misery

around him? That is the issue. Should he join the communist party,



the democratic party, or some other party? There must be action.
How shall we act together? With which end shall we begin? Shall
we begin from the technological end, or from atotally different
end, from an end which is not of time, which is not of class, which
is not of any experience? If we can come to grips with that, then
we shall solve all our problems.

Questioner: What's the name?

Krishnamurti: Do you think, sir, that a name will be really
satisfactory? Call it X, call it God, cal it love any name. The name
is not the real. Will naming it be sufficient? Thousands of people
have named it.

Questioner: Give usaformula. (Laughter.)

Krishnamurti: We have talked about formulas, an ideology. A
community based on an ideology is no longer acommunity. The
people battle with each other for position, prestige in that
community. We are talking of something entirely different. We
said that anew mind is necessary, not a new technique, a new
method, a new philosophy or a new drug; and that new mind
cannot come into being unless there is a dying to the old,
completely, emptying the mind totally of the past. Then you don't
want a name; then you are living it; then you know what blissis.
Living in thisworld with all the chaos round it, it isonly the
innocent mind that can answer these problems, not the complicated
mind.
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Most of us must have noticed, not only in this country but alsoin
Europe and in India, that though the mechanical part of the brainis
rapidly increasing, there is a deterioration taking place in other
fields of life. The general relationship of man to man, morally and
ethically, is usually deteriorating. We must, as human beings, not
only come to grips with this problem, but go beyond it, see what
we can do, seeif it is possible to stop the deterioration, the
disintegration of avery capable mind. We have spent many, many
years in cultivating the mechanical, technological side of life. The
problems that exist there can easily be solved, but we have other
problems, and we never seem to resolve them. Throughout life we
go on increasing, or running away from, our problems, and we die
with them. Isit possible for a mind to be totally free from all
problems? It is the problems which remain unsolved that bring
about the destruction, the deterioration of the mind.

Isit possible to resolve every problem asit arises, and not give
to the problem aroot in the mind? We are talking about non-
mechanical problems, the psychological, the deeper issues of life.
The more we carry these problems with us, the more heavily we
are burdened with them, the more obviously the mind and the
totality of our human existence become more and more complex,
more and more confusing. There are greater strains and greater
confusion. Naturally the brain, as well as the totality of the mind,
which is consciousness as a whole, deteriorates. Can a human

being, living in thisworld, with all itsinfluences, resolve his



problems?

A problem exists only when there is an inadequate response to
the challenge; otherwise we have no problem. When we are
incapable of responding totally to a challenge, whatever that
challenge may be, then, out of that inadequacy, we have a problem.
These challenges being always new, we respond to them
mechanically, or with the accumulation of knowledge or
experience, and there is no immediate response.

All over the world thisis taking place. Outwardly we are
making great progress, outwardly there are great changes taking
place, but inwardly, psychologically, thereis no change at al, or
very little. There is a contradiction between what is going on
within, and the vast changes taking place outwardly. Inwardly we
are tradition-bound; our responses are animalistic, limited. One of
our great problemsis how to renew, make new the psyche, the
whole of consciousness. Isit possible?

Man has always tried to go beyond his problems, either
escaping from them through various methods, or inventing beliefs
which he hopes will renew the mind that is always deteriorating.
He goes through various experiences, hoping that there will be one
experience which will transcend all others and give him atotal
comprehension of life. He tries so many ways - through drugs,
through meditation, through worship, through sex, through
knowledge - and yet through all these methods he doesn't seem to
be able to solve the central factor that brings about this
deterioration. Isit possible to empty the mind totally, so that it is
fresh every day, so that it is no longer creating problems for itself;
so that it is able to meet every challenge so completely, so totally,



that it leaves no residue, which becomes another problem? Isit
possible to have every kind of experience that human beings have,
and yet at the end of the day not have any residue to be carried
over to the next day, except mechanical knowledge? Don't let's
confuse the two issues. If thisis not possible, the mind then
deteriorates, naturally; it can only disintegrate. Our question is. can
the mind, which is the result of time, of experience, of all the
influences, of the culture, of the social, economic and climatic
conditioning, can it freeitself and not have a problem, so that it is
always fresh, always capable of meeting every chalenge asit
comes? If we are not capable of this, then we die; amiserable life
has come to an end. We haven't resolved our sorrows; we haven't
ever satisfied our appetites; we have been caught in fulfilment and
frustration; our life has been a constant battlefield.

We must find an answer to this question, not through any
philosophy, for of course no philosophy can answer it, although it
may give explanations. To answer it is to be free from every
problem, so that the mind is tremendously sensitive, active. In this
very activity, it can throw off every problem that arises.

We understand what we mean by a problem: the inadequate
response to a challenge. There are endless challenges going on all
the time, consciously or unconsciously. The more aert we are, the
more thoughtful we are, the more acute the problems become.
Being incapable of resolving them, we invent theories; and the
more intellectual we are, the more cunning the mind isin inventing
astructure, a belief, an ideology, through which it escapes. Lifeis
full of experiences which constantly impinge on the mind. As most

of our lives are so utterly empty, lonely, boring - a meaningless,



sorrowful existence - we want more and more, wider and deeper
experiences. The peculiarity of experienceisthat it is never new.
Experience is what has always been, not actually what is. If you
have had an experience of any kind, you have recognized it and
you say, "That is an experience”. Recognition implies that you
aready know it, that you have already had such an experience, and
therefore there is nothing new in experiencing. It is alwaysthe
known that is capable of recognizing any experience, the past that
says, "That experience |'ve aready had", and therefore it is capable
of saying it is an experience.

Both in Europe and in this country LSD is giving new
experiences to people, and they are pursuing these new
experiences, "taking atrip", asit iscalled. These experiences are
the result of their own conditioning, of their own limited
consciousness, and therefore it is not something totally new. If itis
something totally new, they would not recognize it as an
experience. Can the mind be in such a state of activity that it isfee
from all experience?

We are the result of time; and, during that time, we have
cultivated all the human tendencies. Culture, society, religions
have conditioned the mind. We are always tranglating every
challenge in terms of our conditioning, and so what happens
generaly is, if we observe ourselves, that every thought, every
movement of the mind, is limited, is conditioned, and thought
cannot go beyond itself. If we did not have experience, we would
go to seep. If there was no challenge, however inadequate the
response s, with al the problems that it brings, we would go to
sleep. That's what is happening to most of us. We respond



inadequately; we have problems; the problems become so
enormous that we are incapable of solving them, and so these
problems make us dull, insufficient, confused. This confusion and
this inadequacy increase more and more and more, and we look to
experience as a measure for bringing about clarity, bringing about
agreat, fundamental change.

Can experience of any kind bring about aradical changein the
psyche, in consciousness? That is the issue; that is the problem.
Our consciousness is the result of the past; we are the past. And a
mind functioning within the field of the past cannot at any time
resolve any problem. We must have atotally new mind; a
revolution must take place in the psyche. Can this revolution come
about through experience? That's what we are waiting for; that's
what we want. We are looking for an experience that will
transform us. That's why we go to church, or take drugs, or sit in
meditation - because our craving, longing, intensity, isto bring
about a change within ourselves. We see the necessity of it, and we
look to some outside authority, or to our own experience.

Can any experience, through any means, bring about this total
revolution in the psyche? Can any outside authority, outside
agency, such as God, an idea, abelief bring about this
transformation? Will authority as an idea, as grace, as God - will
that bring about a change? Will authority transform the human
mind? Thisis very important to understand, because to us authority
is very important. Though we may revolt against authority, we set
up our own authority, and we conform to that authority, like long
hair, and so on.

There is the authority of the law, which obviously one must



accept. Then there is the psychological authority, the authority of
one who knows, as the priest. Nobody bothers about the priest
nowadays. The so-called intellectual, fairly clear-thinking people,
don't care about the priest, the church, and all their inventions, but
they have their own authority, which is the authority of the
intellect, reason or knowledge, and they follow that authority. A
man afraid, uncertain, not clear in his activities, in hislife, wants
some authority to tell him what to do; the authority of the analyst,
the book, or the latest fad.

Can the mind be free from authority, which means free from
fear, so that it is no longer capable of following? If so, this puts an
end to imitation, which becomes mechanical. After all, virtue,
ethics, is not arepetition of what is good. The moment it becomes
mechanical, it ceasesto be virtue. Virtue is something that must be
from moment to moment, like humility. Humility cannot be
cultivated, and a mind that has no humility is incapable of learning.
S0 virtue has no authority. The social morality isno morality at all;
it'simmoral, because it admits competition, greed, ambition, and
therefore society is encouraging immorality. Virtue is something
that transcends memory. Without virtue there is no order, and order
is not according to a pattern, according to aformula. A mind that
follows aformulathrough disciplining itself to achieve virtue,
creates for itself the problems of immorality.

An external authority which the mind objectifies, apart from the
law, as God, as moral, and so on becomes destructive when the
mind is seeking to understand what real virtue is. We have our own
authority as experience, as knowledge, which we are trying to

follow. Thereisthis constant repetition, imitation, which we all



know. Psychological authority - not the authority of the law, the
policeman who keeps order - the psychological authority, which
each one has, becomes destructive of virtue; because virtue is
something that is living moving. As you cannot possibly cultivate
humility, as you cannot possibly cultivate love, so aso virtue
cannot be cultivated; and there is great beauty in that. Virtue is non-
mechanical; and without virtue there is no foundation for clear
thinking.

That bringsin the problem of discipline. For most of us
discipline is suppression, imitation, adjustment, conformity, and
therefore thereis a conflict al the time, but thereisadiscipline
which is not suppression, which is not control, which is not
adjustment. That discipline comes when it becomes imperative to
see clearly. We are confused, and out of that confusion we act,
which only increases confusion all the more. Realizing that we are
confused, to not act demands great discipline in itself.

To see aflower demands agreat deal of attention. If you really
want to look at aflower, at atree, at your neighbour, at your wife
or your husband, you have to look; and you cannot look if thought
interferes with that look. Y ou realize that; you see that fact. The
very observation of the fact demands discipline. Thereisno
imposition of amind that says, "I must be orderly, disciplined, in
order to look". There is the psyche that demands authority to guide
itself, to follow, to do the right thing. Such an authority ends all
virtue, and without virtue you cannot possibly think clearly, live a
life of tremendous sensitivity and activity.

We ook to experience as a means to bring about this revolution

in the psyche. Can any experience bring about a changein



consciousness? First of al, why do we need experience? We
demand it because our lives are empty. We've had sex; we've been
to churches; we have read; we have done hundreds of little things;
and we want some supreme experience that will clear away all this
mess. What do we mean by experience, and why do we demand it?
Thisisavery serious question; do go into it with me. Find out for
yourselves why you want experience, not only the experiences that
L SD gives, but also other forms of experience. Obviously these
experiences must be pleasurable, enjoyable; you don't want
sorrowful experiences. Why? And who isit that is experiencing?
When you are experiencing, in a state of experience, isthere an
experiencer who says, "I am enjoying it"? All experiences are
awaysin the past, never at the moment, and any experience that
you have is recognizable, otherwise it is not an experience. If you
recognizeit, it is aready known; otherwise you can't recognize it.

A mind that demands experience as a means to bring about a
radical revolution in the psyche is merely asking for a continuity of
what has been; and therefore it is nothing new in experience. Most
people need experience to keep them awake; otherwise they would
go to sleep. If there was no challenge, if there was no response, if
there was no pleasure and pain, we would just become vegetables,
cow-like. Experience keeps us awake, through pain, through
suffering, through every form of discontent. On one side it actsasa
stimulant; and on the other it keeps the mind from having clarity,
from having arevolution.

Isit possible to keep totally awake, to be highly active,
intelligent, sensitive? If the mind is sensitive, tremendously active,

it doesn't need experience. It isonly adull mind, an insensitive



mind that is demanding experience, hoping that through experience
it will reach greater and greater and greater experiences of
enlightenment.

The mind is the result of many centuries, thousands upon
thousands of years. It has functioned always within the field of the
known. Within that field of the known there is nothing new. All the
gods it has invented are from the past, from the known. Can the
mind by thought, by intelligence, by reason bring about a
transformation? We need tremendous psychological change not a
neurotic change; and reason, thought cannot do it. Neither
knowledge nor reason, nor all the cunning activities of the intellect,
will bring about this radical revolution in the psyche. If neither
experience nor authority will bring it about, then what will? Thisis
afundamental question, not a question that can be answered by
another; but in examining the question, not in trying to find an
answer to the question, we will find the answer. To put that
guestion, we must be tremendously earnest; because if we put the
guestion with a motive, because we want certain results, the motive
dictates the answer. Therefore we must put the question without
motive, without any profit; and that's an extraordinarily difficult
thing to do,because all our activities, all our demands, have
personal motives, or a personal motive identified with a greater
motive, whichis still amotive.

If thought, reason, knowledge, experience will not bring about a
radical revolution in the psyche, what will? Only that revolution
will solve al our problems. I'm examining the question; I'm not
answering the question; because there is no answer, but in

Investigating the question itself we will come upon the answer. We



must be intense, passionate, highly sensitive and therefore highly
intelligent, to pursue any investigation, and we cannot be
passionate if we have amotive. Then that passion is only the result
of wanting to achieve aresult, and therefore it becomes a pleasure.
Where there is pleasure there is no passion. The very urgency of
putting that question to ourselves brings about the energy to
examine.

To examine anything, especially non-objective things, things
inside the skin, there must be freedom, compl ete freedom to |0ok;
and that freedom cannot be when thought as the response of
previous experience or knowledge interferes with looking. If you
are interested, just go with the speaker alittle, not authoritatively;
just look at it. If you would look at aflower, any thought about that
flower prevents your looking at it. The words "the rose", "the
violet", "it isthis flower, that flower", "it isthat species’ keep you
from observing. To look there must be no interference of the word,
which is the objectifying of thought. There must be freedom from
the word, and to look there must be silence; otherwise you can't
look. If you look at your wife or husband, all the memories that
you have had, either of pleasure or of pain, interfere with looking.
It is only when you look without the image that thereis a
relationship. Y our verbal image and the verbal image of the other
have no relationship at all. They are non-existent.

May | suggest something? Please listen. Don't take notes. This
isnot aclass. We are taking ajourney together into one of the most
difficult things, and that demands all your attention. If you take
notes, it means that you are going to think about it later, which

means that you are not doing it now, and therefore there is no



urgency; and a mind that has no urgency about fundamental
problemsisadead, dull, stupid mind, although it may be very
cunning, very erudite. The urgency of a problem brings about
energy and passion to look.

To observe, there must be freedom from the word, the word
being the symbol, with all the content of that symbol, whichis
knowledge, and so on. To look, to observe, there must be silence;
otherwise, how can one look at anything? Either that silenceis
brought about by an object which is so immense that it makes the
mind silent; or the mind understands that to look at anything it
must be quiet. It is like a child who has been given atoy, and the
toy absorbs the child. The child becomes completely quiet; so
interesting is the toy that he is absorbed by it, but that's not
guietness. Take away the object of his absorption, and he becomes
again agitated, noisy, playful. To look at anything there must be
freedom to look; and freedom implies silence. Thisvery
understanding brings about its own discipline. Thereisno
interpretation on the part of the observer of what he's looking at,
the observer being all the ideas, memories, experiences, which
prevent hislooking.

Silence and freedom go together. It isonly amind that is
completely silent - not through discipline, not through control, not
through demand for greater experience, and all that silly stuff - that
can answer this question. When it is silent, it has already answered
the question. Only complete silence can bring about a total
revolution in the psyche - not effort, not control, not experience or
authority. That silenceis tremendously active; it is not just static

silence. To come upon that silence, you have to go through all this.



Either you do it instantly, or you take time and analysis, and when
you take time through analysis, you have already lost silence.
Analysis, which is psychoanalysis, analysing yourself, does not
bring freedom; nor does the analysis which takes time, from today
to tomorrow, and so on, gradually.

The mind, which isthe result of time, which is the residue of all
human experience - your mind and my mind - is the result of our
human, endless struggle. Y our problems are the problems of the
Indian, in India. He goes through immense sorrow, like yourself.
This demand to find the truth, whether there can be aradical
revolution in the mind, can be answered and discovered only when
there is complete freedom, and therefore no fear. There is authority
only when thereis fear. When you have understood fear, authority,
and the putting away of all demands for experience - which is
really the highest form of maturity - then the mind becomes
completely silent. It isonly in that silence, which isvery active,
that you will see, if you have gone that far, that there is atotal
revolution in the psyche. Only such amind can create a new
society. There must be a new society, a new community, of people
who, though living in the world, are not of the world. The
responsi bility for such a community to come into being is yours.

Questioner: Earlier you said that we must accept the authority
of law. | can understand this with respect to such things as traffic
regulations, but the law would have me become a soldier, and that |
cannot accept.

Krishnamurti: Thisis a problem all over the world.
Governments demand that you join the army, take some kind of

part in war. What are you going to do, especially when you are



young? We older people are finished. What happens to the young
people? Thisis aquestion that is asked everywhere in the world.

Now, there is no authority. I'm not advising what you should do
or not do, whether you should join or not join, should kill or not
kill. We are examining the question.

In India at one time in the past there was a community within
that society which said, "We will not kill". They didn't kill animals
for their food. They thought a great deal of not hurting ancther,
speaking kindly, having always a certain respect for virtue. That
community existed for many, many centuries. It was especidly in
the south as the Brahmin. But all that's gone. What are you to do:
to help war or not to help? When you buy a stamp, you are helping
the war; when you pay atax, you are helping the war; when you
earn money, you are helping the war; when you are working in a
factory, you are producing shells for the war; and the way you live,
with your competition, ambition, self-centred prosperity, you are
producing war. When the government asks that you join the army,
either you decide that you must, or must not and face all the
consequences. | know a boy in Europe. There every boy must go
through the army for ayear, or ayear and a half, or two years. This
boy said, "I don,t want to do it". I'm not going to do it". And he
said, "l am going to run away". And he ran away, which means that
he can never come back to his country. He left his property with
the family. He can never see his family again. Whether you decide
to join or not to join becomes avery small affair when there are
much larger issues concerned.

The larger issue is how to stop wars altogether, not this

particular war or that particular war. Y ou have your favourite war



and | may have my favourite war. Because | may happen to be a
British citizen and hate Hitler, therefore | fight him; but | don't
fight the Vietnamese, because it's not my favourite war; it doesn't
pay me politically, or whatever the reasons may be. The larger
issue is; man has chosen the way of war, conflict. Unless you alter
that totally, you will be caught in this question in which the
guestioner is caught. To alter that totally, completely, you must
live peacefully, not killing, either by word or by deed. That means
no competition, no division of sovereign governments, no army.
You say, "It isimpossible for meto doit; | can't stop the war; |
can't stop the army". But what isimportant, it ssemsto me, isthat
when you see the whol e structure of human violence and brutality,
which expresses itself ultimately in war, if you see that totally,
then, in the very act of seeing, you will do the right thing. The right
thing may produce al kinds of consequences; it doesn't matter. But
to see the totality of this misery, you need great freedom to 100k;
and that very looking is the disciplining of the mind, bringsits own
discipline. Out of that freedom there comes silence, and you'll have
answered your question.

Questioner: What do you mean when you say that we must
accept the authority of law?

Krishnamurti: Like traffic.... Questioner: Oh.

Krishnamurti: Taxes....

Questioner: Oh, all that.

Krishnamurti: Don't put me in a position or yourself ina
position where | rgject, or you reject accepting law. We purposely
said the issue is greater than this. Man has lived for five thousand

yearsin war, and can man live peacefully? To live peacefully every



day demands an astonishing alertness, an awareness of every issue.

Questioner: Can an attempt to revol utionize the psyche also be
termed "expansion of consciousness'?

Krishnamurti: To expand consciousness there must be a centre
which is aware of its expansion. The moment there is a centre from
which you are expanding, it isno longer expansion, because the
centre always limits its own expansion. If thereis a centre and |
move from that centre though | call it expansion, the centreis
aways fixed. | may expand ten miles, but since the centreis
awaysfixed, it is not expansion. It iswrong to use that word
"expansion”.

Questioner: Doesn't revolution also imply a centre?

Krishnamurti: No, that's what | carefully explained. Sir, look, let
me put it very briefly. Y ou know what space is. When you look at
the sky, there is a space, and that space is created by the observer
who islooking. Thereisthis object, the microphone, which creates
space round itself. Because that object exists, there is space around
it. Thereisthishall, thisroom. There is space because of the four
walls, and there is space outside. We only know space because of
the centre, which is creating space around himself. Now, he can
expand that space by meditation, concentration, and all the rest of
it; but the space is always created by the object, like the
microphone creates space around itself. Aslong asthereisa
centre, as the observer, it creates a space round itself; and he may
call that space ten thousand miles, or ten steps, but it is still the
space restricted by the observer. Expanding consciousness, which
is one of the easiest tricks to do, is aways within the radius which

the centre creates. In that space there is no freedom at all, because



itislike my being free in thisroom, this hall. I'm not free. Thereis
freedom, and therefore space which is not measurable, only when
there is no observer; and the revolution of which we aretalking is
in the psyche, in the consciousness itself, in which there is now
always the centre who istalking in terms of "me" and "not-me".

Questioner: "In the beginning was the word". What does this
mean to you?

Krishnamurti: Why should what another says mean anything to
you? If you are investigating, looking, observing, then these
guestions don't arise. Even if it saysin the Bible "the word" and all
therest of it, if you understand what authority is, then you can be
free of authority to look, and you go beyond the word. To find out
that ultimate reality which man has called God for thousands upon
thousands of years, you must be free from belief; you must be free
from authority. Then only can you find out if there is such athing
as God.
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This evening we will go into something that may be rather
abstruse. In explaining things we must bear in mind that the
explanation is not the fact. We are easily persuaded by
explanations to believe or not to believe, to accept or to deny, but
we must neither accept nor disregard the explanations. When we
are talking over together certain psychological facts, we must
remember that the word and the explanations become barriers, that
they hinder rather than help us to discover for ourselves. We are
going together into something that needs a great deal of attention, a
sensitivity of careful observation. It seemsto me that erudition and
being familiar with various philosophies and ideals do not in any
way resolve our immense psychological complexities and
problems. To understand these problems, one must have a serious
intention to examine very closely, not what is being said so much
aswhat actually istaking place when oneis listening. As has been
said, listening is one of the most difficult things to do: to actually
listen, with neither pleasure nor displeasure, not bringing in one's
idiosyncrasies, knowledge and petty little demands, which actually
prevent listening. When one goes to a concert - and | don't know
why one goes - one listens with pleasure. One says, "l have heard
that music before; | like to hear it again; there are memories,
certain pleasurable experiences that one has had; and these
memories prevent the actual fact of listening to anote, or to the
silence between two notes. The silence is far more important than

the note; but the silence becomes filled with the noise of memory,



and therefore one ceases to listen altogether.

To actually listen one needs attention, but not a forced,
cultivated, drilled attention. Attention, and therefore listening can
only come when there is freedom, not when there is a motive.
Motive always projects its own demands, and therefore thereis no
attention.t Attention is not interest, either. If one us interested, then
that attention becomes concentration, and concentration, if one
observes, is always exclusive, limited. With alimited
concentration, one seems to hide every thought and every feeling
in order to listen, which prevents the actual act of listening. When
onereally listens, an actual transformation takes place. If one ever
observes oneself, one will see that one never actualy listens. It is
only when oneisforced, cornered, bullied into listening that one
listens with aresistance, or with pleasurable anticipation.

Aswe are going to examine together several issues, we must
examine them without the interest which always has a motive
behind it. We can examine only afact; the fact of what is actually
taking place. To examine there must be observation, to look and
therefore to listen. If we listen, which is an act of total observation,
al the interference of thought ceases. Then that very observation is
the catalyst. Thisisimportant to understand, because most of us
are so conditioned that we accept what we are told. We want
something positive, adirective, a method, aformula, a system; and
if we see the whole significance of a system, of aformula, whose
pursuit only brings about a mechanical activity, then we can
discard this so-called positive method. Aswe are so heavily
conditioned, through propaganda, and also by our own fear and

uncertainty, we easily accept. We want to be told what to do, how



to think and what to think about. We are not going to do that at all
tonight, because this mechanical thinking leads to immaturity, not
to freedom at all. Following someone who gives a positive
direction has been required for centuries upon centuries by the
churches, by every kind of sect, religion, guru, and all the rest of
that business. That's too crude, too obvious; and when we see that
whole structure and its destructive nature, we discard it totally.

Aswe are not thinking in terms of formulas, direction, we have
to be sensitive and put aside this mechanical approach to life, to
action. Perhaps this evening we can ook without a positive
demand, and can observe or listen, not merely to the speaker, but
also to our own intimations, to our own movement of thought and
feeling, neither accepting nor rejecting, neither being depressed nor
being elated by what we see. Without knowing, without observing
the total movement of our own selvesinwardly, every movement
of thought, feeling, word, gesture and what lies behind the word,
behind the thought - this whole structure of the psyche - we have
no actual foundation to anything. What we have is merely
acceptance of what has been, or what will be, the inevitable. But
when we begin to learn about the whole structure, the meaning of
ourselves, then we have the foundation deeply laid; then we can
move, or not move.

Self-knowing is very important: Knowing for yourselves, not
what you have been told about yourselves. Y ou have to relearn
about yourselves. Learning is not a movement of what has been
accumul ated as knowledge. Learning can only bein the active
present all the time, and not what you have learned through

experience, through your previous activity, through memory. |If



you are merely accumulating, there is no actual fact of learning, no
seeing something for yourselves and moving from there. Unless
you do this, action then becomes merely an idea; you divide action
and idea, and hence the conflict, the approximation of action to the
idea.

If thisis somewhat clear, not verbally, not as an idea, but as an
actual fact, then we can proceed; then we can take the journey
together And we have to take the journey; because we are going to
delve into something very, very deep and urgent. Most of us do see
the utter futility of the meaningless existence that we lead. The
intellectual s throughout the world invent a philosophy: how to live,
what to think, what kind of world it should be, and so on. That's
their amusement. So do the theologians; and of course, inevitably,
the priests. But our life, the actual fact, our daily existenceis
monotonous, utterly meaningless. Not that we don't have
memories, pleasures and amusements - but that's avery small part
of our existence. Deep down, if we can strip off that particular
layer, there is this enormous discontent with our lives, with our
shoddy little existence; and it breeds despair. Being in despair, we
seek; we say there must be something; we want some hope,
something by which we can live. So we give, intellectually or
emotionally, asignificance to our life - which prevents us from
actually looking, observing, listening to the whole content of our
entity. Being discontented, in despair, we turn to various
philosophies, various methods of meditation. We begin to seek; we
try this; we try that; we take this special drug, LSD, or another
drug, and keep on experimenting, hoping that we will some day
discover the key to all this. That's what we are al doing. We want



truly religious experiences, something supernatural, something
mysterious, because our own lives are so empty, so dull, so
meaningless, so utterly petty. We seek because we are
discontented; and we don't know where to ook, because no one
believesin any of the things that anyone says any more. The
religions have all gone up in smoke; that is not even worth
discussing.

Being discontented, eaten up with this absurd triviality of
existence which has no meaning whatsoever - except that
technologically we must earn alivelihood and have some money;
beyond that it has no meaning - there is discontent, a desperate
loneliness; and we seek. Thereis this emptiness, thisloneliness,
this despair; and, to fill that, we are seeking. Probably you are
listening this evening, seeking something to fill that void of
nothingness. This search is aterrible thing, because it will lead
nowhere. Y ou have knocked at many doorsin your despair,
loneliness and misery: Eastern philosophies, Zen, this new person
to whom you are listening, who is sitting in front of you and
talking. You listen to all of them, and you knock at every door.
Actually, what takes place is that when you are seeking you find
what you want. So the first thing, it seemsto me, isto realize that
there must be no seeking at all. That's a hard pill to swallow,
because most of you have been accustomed, conditioned to seek,
psychologically, inwardly. You say, "If | can't seek, if | seethereis
no meaning in seeking, then what am | to do? I'm lost!". Seeking
becomes another escape from the actual fact of what you are.

It israther crucial that you should understand this. Because any

movement of seeking gives the ideathat you're actually moving,



acting; but-actually what takes place is that you're not moving at
al. What is taking place when you are seeking is a mental process
which you hope will satisfy. Seeking is a static state; it isnot an
active state. The actual state isthis terrible loneliness, emptiness,
this incessant demand to be happy, to find a permanent reality.
Seeking is by amind that is frightened of itself, of what itis. A
man who is alive, in the deep sense of that word, completely
fearless, isalight to himself; he has no need to seek.

In the midst of this loneliness, this sense of an utterly
meaningless existence, can one find out - not through philosophies,
not through psychoanalysts, nor through any organized religion -
actually for oneself, beyond any shadow of adoubt, if life hasa
significance at all? And what is that significance, if thereis one?
Man, historically, has been seeking this thing called God. It is not
the fashion nowadays to talk about that entity; He's not worth
talking about even, because no one isinterested. It has been the
monopoly of the organized religions, and the organized religions
have gone up in smoke, or in incense. It has no meaning at all any
more. Y et man is seeking, wanting to find out, and without finding
that out, life has no significance, do what one will - invent every
kind of philosophy, or take the very, very latest drug to give a
certain stimulation so that one will have a certain experience
because in another corner of the field one has become slightly,
extraordinarily sensitive.

If one relies on stimulation of any kind, including the speaker
here, that stimulation inevitably leads to dull minds. One hasto
find out. One has to examine, and through that very examination,

discover a certain reality. If one projects from one's conditioning,



from one's fear or from one's hopes, then one is back again to the
same old circle.

First, we must realize the utter shallowness of our lives; not
because someone tells us, but the actual fact of what is: the
meaninglessness of going to an office for the next forty years; or if
we have already been doing it for forty years, struggling,
struggling, struggling, and at the end, dying; or filling the odd
moments when we are not occupied with earning money with some
philosophy, with someideg; or if we have money, going to certain
places and learning meditation and how to be aware. It all becomes
so utterly meaningless and childish. But we have to find out; we
have to discover if thereisarea significance, not invented by the
mind. That's very easy. To find out if thereis a significance, there
must be an end to seeking, and then we face what actually is within
ourselves.

Because of our despair and anguish, we have invented a
network of escapes, beliefs, dogmas; or we just live for thetime
being, and die, rationalizing our whole existence. The mind must
be free of belief to examine. To examine there must be freedom,
obviously; otherwise we can't examine. To look, to listen, there
must be extraordinary freedom from all our conditioning, all our
demands, so that we can look at our own demands, at our own
fears. It is extraordinarily arduous to have no movement of seeking
or achievement, because we want to succeed; we want a quick
answer to everything. We take a drug and we think we have
answered the whole of existence because we have certain
experiences. Those experiences are the shadow of the real, so why
play along those lines?



To see dl this structure, and not escape either through a
conclusion, through aword or through the movement of seeking an
answer demands astonishing attention; and this attention is not to
be gained by practising attention - that becomes mechanical. One
realizes for oneself the utter futility of what one is doing, which
must be done at acertain level. One realizes that the marvellous
escapes which man has invented to run away from himself and so
prevent him from looking at himself - concerts, paintings and so on
- are not the whole substance of life. All consciousnessis always
limited, however much one may expand it through drugs, through
the practice of certain disciplines, hoping to expand consciousness.
There is dways the observer; the observer is the centre; and where
there is a centre, the expansion is always limited.

As we were saying the other day, an object creates space around
itself. | have space round me physically, because the object is here.
This hall, with these four walls, creates this space; and thereis
space outside the wall. We only know space from the centre. When
we look at the stars of an evening, a beautiful sunset, we know the
space because there is the observer; and that space is dways
limited. We can expand it through various tricks of memory, drugs
of variousforms, but it is always limited, and therefore thereisno
freedom. But there is space in which there is complete. freedom,
when there is no observer, when there is no centre.

Aswe were explaining the other day, the experiencer isthe
experienced, or the experience. The observer, the thinker, the
experiencer is always creating space around himself; and that's the
only space he knows. Within that he is doing everything to escape

from that prison which the observer has created. But the observer,



the experiencer is the experienced, the observed, and therefore his
experiences which heis seeking, wanting, longing for, hoping for,
are always within the limitation of that space which the observer
creates. We can see thisfor ourselves very simply when we
observe ourselves, when we observe a building, aflower by the
wayside, or when we have an experience or want an experience;
there is always the observer. But the observer is the observed; the
two are not separate. It's very important to understand this. Then
the observer doesn't create or demand any experience; thereisno
centre from which to observe, to experience, to gather memory
from which to move.

When one says oneis afraid, there is the observer who says,
"I'm afraid", and he wants to do something about that fear. That's
irrelevant. But isthe fear different from the observer? The observer
is the observed. The observer, the centre, by his thought, by his
memories of pleasure and pain, has bred this fear, which he has put
outside of himself. Helooks at it and says, "l must get rid of it".
Thereis conflict between the observer, the centre which says, "|
must be different. I'm angry, and | must get rid of anger", and the
observed. Thereis a separation between the observer and the
observed, and hence conflict. A mind in conflict, at any level, even
physically in conflict, brings about a certain dullness, weariness. It
loses sharpness. It isno longer active in its sensitivity. It iswearing
itself out through conflict, and that's al one knows, both outwardly
and inwardly. Outwardly this conflict manifestsitself aswar, as
success, as competition; and inwardly we are doing the same; we
arein that state; we want to achieve, we want to become this or
that. There isthis everlasting struggle, this conflict, and the mind



deteriorates. But when the mind realizes, understands the nature of
the observer and the observed, conflict comesto an end; and the
cessation of conflict is essential, because then the mind becomes
completely peaceful. Then we can find out what the significance of
existence is; not before, not when we are ambitious, greedy,
envious, acquisitive, seeking more and more and more experience.
All that immature stuff ceases when the observer realizes that what
he observes is the observer; the seeker is the sought. If one sees
that, then there is atotally different kind of action - not this
restless, meaningless activity. The mind has examined, has
understood the whole meaning of seeking, and also it isrid of fear.
Therefore there is complete quietness, stillness, silence of the mind
- which hasn't come into being through drill, through mesmerism,
through self-hypnosis. It comes because we have understood all
this. Then meditation becomes a tremendous activity. An agitated
mind, amind that has problems, amind that is everlastingly,
restlessly seeking, searching, asking, questioning, being critical
and not critical, accepting, and all the things that it goes through,
comes to an end when the observer, who is creating this
movement, realizes that the experiencer is the experienced, isthe
experience.

Thiswhole processis a kind of meditation, not a self-hypnosis,
because there is no demand, no desire, no seeking, no saying, "l
want this; | don't want that". Then only can one come upon that
thing which man has sought for centuries upon centuries, which
has nothing to do with belief, with organized belief or religion,
with al that immature nonsense. To come upon it, there must be,

naturally, love. Loveisnot desire, nor isit pleasure. One hasto



understand it, not become puritanical about not having desire or
pleasure, which merely means suppressing. To understand this
unfortunate word "love", one must also understand the nature of
dying; because life is dying. One cannot understand the full depth
of lifeif thereis no dying to the past, and the past is memory,
which is the observed. Without understanding this, life has no
meaning. One can have more cars, more bathrooms, more
prosperity and more wars; but life has no meaning. One can invent
ameaning for it, but actually it has no meaning. To come to that
significance, to that immense redlity - and there is such athing as
that, not because the speaker says so, but there is, apart from every
assertion or non-assertion - to cometo it there must be freedom
from the animal, the animal which is aggressive, violent, killing,
and all the rest of the things one is. Without that, do what one will,
go to al the analysts, to al the temples, to all the new philosophies,
one'slifewill still be empty and meaningless.

Questioner: The Lord Buddha, | think, did it without killing the
animal in him.

Krishnamurti: Sir, one must really be rather careful inthis. It is
no good quoting authorities. One really does not know what the
Buddha said or did, or Christ, and so on. Discard all authority and
find out for oneself. | did not say to "kill" the animal in one. Man
has tried that. Every monk in the world has done that, either that or
indulgence. But one must understand the whole structure of the
animal in one, not intellectually, not sentimentally, not verbally but
actually, come directly into contact with it: the petty little
jealousies, anxieties and hopes.

To understand it, to look at it, you need care; and to care, you



must have affection for it. Y ou can't care for achild if you have no
affection. It may be ugly; it may be silly; it may be whatever it is;
but you have to look at it; and to look you have to care - which
doesn't mean you destroy something in you, or suppressit, or
control it, or run away from it. That's one of your conditionings,
that you suppress, or indulge. Y ou must understand the nature of
pleasure, which is desire; understand it, not suppressiit, not
sublimate it, not run away from it; and to understand it, you must
look at it with care.

Questioner: If |, the observer, look upon atree as the thing
observed, are the tree and | one and the same thing? Krishnamurti:
Y ou have heard that the observed is the observed. Y ou have heard
it; you haven't listened to it. Thereis avast difference between
hearing and listening. Y ou haven't learned about it; you have heard
it, and it has become an idea. Immediately that's what takes place:
an idea, and that ideaistrying to say, "Isthe tree me? 1, the
observer, look at the tree, and the treeis me". But the tree's not
you, obviously.

Have you ever looked at atree, at acloud, at the beauty of the
sunset - looked at it - and there is no observer at all? Ordinarily
when you look at it, what actually takes place? Y our memories
come pouring in. "Ah, that marvellous sunset | saw the other day in
Cadlifornia; that light on the mountain!". Or you are absorbed by the
sunset and for the moment you are silent; and in that silence you
remember and say, "By jove, I'd like to repeat that", like sexual
pleasure. That's what you do: it becomes a repetition, because you
think about it, you want that pleasure repeated, and in that you are

caught. But to really look at atree, its movement, or the folds of a



mountain, thought as memory must come to an end. Though you
have mechanical knowledge, that knowledge prevents you from
looking at that tree. When you do look at the tree without the
observer, the tree is not you, and you are not the tree; thereis no
space between the observer and the observed. Then you don't say,
"Am | thetree", or "l shall attempt to identify myself with the
tree". All that becomes meaningless.

Questioner: Does this separation between the observer and the
observed exist in the mind of a baby or asmall child?

Krishnamurti: I'm afraid we can't go back to childhood.
Actually we are discussing what takes place with grown-up people,
with you - what takes place when you look. Y ou always have a
space between you and your wife or your husband; between you
and your neighbour. In this space all conflict exists, all separation
exists; not only between the black skin and the white skin, the
brown skin and the yellow skin; but also there are the images you
have built through memory, through fear, through flattery, through
insult, and therefore there is a separation. Separation isan
indication of alack of love. A lumberman, looking at atree, looks
at it with adifferent eye from that of a scientist. The sentimentalist
looks at it differently; so doesthe artist. But you never actually
look, because you look through space which is created by observer;
there is quite adifferent relationship if there is no observer, when
the observer realizes that the thing he observes is the observer.

When you know that you love, when you know it as an
observer, as an entity loving something - atree, awoman, aman, a
child - isthat love? We have divided love into divine and

mundane, sexual and non-sexual, something sublime and



something absurd. We live in fragments. Our fragmentary
existence is the curse of our life. Lifeisatotal movement, not a
fragmentary movement in conflict with another fragment. To
understand this total movement, the maker of fragments must come
to an end. Questioner: When you see a thing the way you say, isit
not attention?

Krishnamurti: The questioner asks, "What istotal attention?'.
Why do you ask? Not that you shouldn't ask; but why do you ask?
Can't you find out for yourself what total attention is?

Let's begin with avery simple thing: to be aware. What does it
mean? |'m aware of the size of this hall, the lightsin it, the shape of
it, the height of it, and I'm aware aso of the colours worn by the
people sitting here, their faces, how they ook, how they smile,
with their glasses, and so on and so on. I'm aware. Then | begin to
say, "l like", "I don't like", "Thisisnice", "Thisisnot nice". I'm
aware with choice. | say, "Thisisanice hall, or anot nice hall;
that's a nice colour, or anot nice colour”. Choice begins, and where
thereis choice, thereis confusion. That's afact that is going on all
the time, not only outwardly but also inwardly. Can | look, be
aware, without choice, without choice of any kind? Of course |
have to choose between this coat and that coat, or something el se,
physically; but inwardly, why should | have a choice? Can | look at
anything, be aware of anything, without choice?

When you put that question, no one can answer it. You have to
doit! Andif you doit, you will find out that there is an awareness
without choice. When there is that awareness with choice, go into
it deeper; then you will begin to discover what concentration is.

Concentration is aform of resistance, exclusion, either with a



motive of pleasure, profit or fear. If you go into it still deeper, you
will seethat there is attention in which thereis no effort at all,
because there is no motive which makes you attend. When you are
totally attentive, which means with your nerves, with your body,
with your ears, with your heart, with your brain, with your mind,
completely attentive, in which there is no success, no motive,
nothing, completely attentive, you will find that there is no
observer a al. To be so attentive isits own discipline, not the
discipline of compulsion, imitation, fear, adjustment to a pattern.

Questioner: |'ve experienced these states of choiceless
awareness, and | have longed to get back to them, but | wonder
very much if they are really meaningful.

Krishnamurti: Choiceless awareness has a meaning, and you
can examine only in that state - examine what the politician says,
what the priest says, what propaganda says, what your wife or your
husband says, or what your own memory, your promptings, your
intimation, your dreams, everything says. It has tremendous
meaning if you're aware choicelessly; because then your thinking
becomes highly clear. Y ou are no longer persuaded or influenced
by your own motives, or the motives of society. Then you can look
and not distort what you're looking at. Y ou do this when you're
really in acrisis. When you're shocked, your whole attention is
there; you're watching. Of course, if the shock istoo great, you are
paralysed. That's different. The questioner says further that he has
had this experience of choiceless awareness, and he wantsto go
back to it.

Questioner: | know choiceless awareness is meaningful, but |

wonder if the whole life process is meaningful.



Krishnamurti: Sir, | have explained all this evening that the
whole life has a meaning, significance, when that thing that man
has been seeking is found. Otherwise it has no meaning. That thing
cannot be found if the mind is confused, is at war with itself. And
the questioner would like to go back to that state of choiceless
awareness. If you are aware of this demand to go back, or to gain
again that state of choiceless awareness, then you arenot in a
choiceless state of attention. The moment you say, "I want
something repeated"”, what you want repeated is something that you
have had, that is a memory, that is not actual. The pleasure of that
experience remains and you want that pleasure repeated. The
repetition of any pleasure becomes mechanical, and choiceless
awarenessis not at all mechanical. On the contrary, it is attention
from moment to moment. When there is no attention, thereis
inattention; and in inattention all our misery comes.

Questioner: What effect does arevolution in the mind of a
single person have on the whole human race?

Krishnamurti: Aswe explained before, the individual isthe
local entity, the American, the Russian, the Indian - the local,
conditioned, modern entity. The human being is much older. Y ou
are asking, if there is a mutation in the human mind, whether it will
affect the whole consciousness, not only of the individual, but of
man.

There are severa thingsinvolved in this question: first, how to
change society. Y ou see that society must be changed, but how?
And isit possible? Realizing the vested interests of the politicians,
of the army, of the priests, of the business men, isit possible? Y ou
are society, psychologically. Y ou have created this society; you are



part of it. The psychological structure of society iswhat you have
psychologically created. It is not something different from you.

Y ou have conflict; your life, your daily existence is a battlefield;
and the battlefield in Vietnam is the extension of your daily life.
You say, "I want to change all that". Can it be changed, or should
you be concerned with the total human being, the human being
who is ten thousand or two million or whatever years old? If there
can be mutation there, then everything will come right. Merely
changing alocal entity, the individual, is not going to affect it a
very great deal. Cultivating your backyard isn't going to do very
much. But when you are concerned with the total man, then in that
mutation of the psyche, perhaps the mutation will affect society.

Questioner: Isit not true that in modern society one must have
accumulated knowledge, technological knowledge, and this brings
about inattention?

Krishnamurti: No, sir. | have very carefully explained that you
must have technological knowledge. Y ou must have knowledge of
where you're going tonight, where your homeis, what your name
IS.

Questioner: You have said that we must have this basic
technological knowledge, but that we must also have complete
attention.

Krishnamurti: Y ou must have knowledge; and also you must be
free from the known, otherwise you're merely continuing in the
known. Y ou may take adrug, hoping to go beyond the known, but
you can't. Those are all cheap tricks. Questioner: Why are the
sunset and the tree easier to observe as an observer identified with

the object?



Krishnamurti: That's very smple. The tree and the sunset do not
interfere with your life. (Laughter.) | can look at the tree, but | can't
look at my wife or husband, my neighbour. (Laughter.) | know it's
quite funny, but do look at it sometime; look at yourself, at your
wife or husband, at your neighbour. Look. Do not identify yourself
with what you see, but look, and you will see a great miracle there.
Then you are looking at life totally anew; you are looking at the
tree, at the person for the first time as though you had never looked
at anything before. Questioner: | understand that to observe oneself
brings clarity. When the body dies, isthe clarity lost also?

Krishnamurti: Death is a most complex thing. Y ou can't answer
aquestion like thisin two minutes, and then go to the next subject.
It's like understanding life. Life is an immense thing, with all the
pain, the despair, the anxiety, the pleasure, the joy. Itisa
tremendous thing, and to understand living, you must care for
living; you must listen to the whole movement of living. When you
understand this thing, this enormous movement of life, then this
movement is part of dying.

Questioner: Doesn't the child have more choiceless awareness
than the adult, and less prejudice?

Krishnamurti: It depends on the child. (Laughter.) And it
depends on the adult.

Questioner: | am speaking of the condition of childhood. I'm not
speaking of any particular child.

Krishnamurti: The child is conditioned by the parents, by
society, by the culture in which helives, by the school he goes to,
and by the children around him. He is conditioned; and this

conditioning increases as he grows older. The walls thicken by his



own ambition, by his own greed. He becomes more and more non-
observant, non-curious, non-aware. Thisiswhat takes placein
modern education. Technologically the child istrained, and
practically the whole of life is neglected.

Questioner: Are you saying that when one has technological
knowledge, in that moment one cannot possibly be aware?

Krishnamurti: Quite the contrary, sir! Of courseit is possible to
be choicelessly aware when you are being trained technologically.
The more non-mechanistic you become, even technologically, the
more active you are, the more you produce. If you give aworkman
the same layout day after day, he gets bored with it, and produces
less. If you give him the same work and help him to learn abouit it,
he'll produce more. That's what they are al doing in factories.
That's one of the gadgets, the tricks they are playing. | divide
technologica knowledge and awareness only because the
inevitable question arises: what shall we do if we destroy all this?
To prevent that, | divided it, and also went into it and said that the
thing cannot be divided. Life cannot be divided into fragments.

Questioner: Sir, so many millions of people are caught up in
confusion and in amaterialistic type of life that it seemsto me
almost hopeless to think that there will ever be enough people with
enough clarity to do any good.

Krishnamurti: Why are you so concerned about the multitude?
Are you one of the "do-gooders’, and not really concerned about
yourself and your relationship with the world?

We have produced this world by our thought, by our feelings.
The total human being, which is each one of us must change, must
bring about the mutation we talked about. L eave the others alone.



We have done enough propaganda; and propagandais never the

truth; it'salie. When there islove we will know for ourselves what

relationship is between man and man. Without that we want to

bring about a change in society; we want to change man; we want

to do good; we want to put up the various flags. When we love,

then there is no problem; then, do what we will, there isno harm.
October 7, 1966



OJAI 1ST PUBLIC TALK 29TH OCTOBER 1966

| do not know how you regard these meetings. It isreally quite a
serious gathering, not an afternoon picnic, nor have we gathered to
have an amusing time here. Presumably we have come together to
talk over the many problems that every human being throughout
the world is faced with. And as we are going to go into it, not only
in detail, if thereistime, but also to go into it seriously, with a
deliberate intention one must come to these talks and discussions,
not in any sense of being entertained intellectually or emotionally
excited, but rather to go into the many human problems seriousdly,
with agreat deal of hesitation and understanding. Then perhaps
these meetings will be worthwhile.

First of al, | think we should be clear that we are not discussing
any particular philosophy. The speaker does not belong to the
orient or to the occident. He has no particular philosophy, nor
formulated ideas which one must accept or rgject. But what is, it
seems to me, necessary is that we should together examine the very
complex problems of our lives, the very urgency of these problems.
Most of ustry to run away from them, because we do not
understand, or escape has become such a habit that we easily dlip,
without thought, without any intention, into this network of
escapes that man has cultivated through centuries upon centuries.

What is necessary isto examine unemotionally, not merely
intellectually. Because the intellect doesn't solve any problem; it
can only invent alot of ideas, theories. Nor can emotion dissipate
the urgency of the problems that one has to face and resolve. What

IS necessary, it seemsto me, isamind that is capable of



examination. To examine there must be freedom from personal
views, with amind that is not guided by one's own temperament,
inclination, nor is compelled by circumstances. And that's quite a
difficult task, because we are accustomed to examine everything
from a personal point of view of like or dislike, to certain
commitments, to certain philosophies, to certain formulas. And
therefore we're always translating these problems according to our
particular limitation; but if we would translate or understand these
problems deeply and fully, it seemsto me that one must look at
them, not as an individual, but as a human being. | think thereisa
vast difference between the two. The individual isthe local entity,
the American, the man who lives on the West Coast or the East
Coadt, or in the Midwest. Theindividual isthe Indian, far away,
with his outlook, with his limitations, with his superstitions, with
his innumerable religions and doctrines and beliefs. The individual
Is caught in his nationalities, by the division of the sectarian spirit,
whether it be Catholic or Protestant; or the various nationalistic
divisions with their democratic, republican political parties, and so
on and on and on. In that frame the individual exists. But | think
the human being supercedes the individual. Whether they livein
Russia, China, India, America or in any other part of the world,
human beings have the same common factor of sorrow, of joy, of
unresolved miseries, despairs, the immense loneliness of modern
existence, the utter meaninglessness of lifeasit islived now
throughout the world; the wars, the continuation of hatred, the
national divisions, the utter despair of life. At that level isthe
human being, though the individual does partake of all that; but if

we merely consider the individual, we shall not inquire much, very



deeply. It islike cultivating one's own little backyard; and to
cultivate that little backyard is necessary. But that little land isin
relation to the whole of the earth upon which man lives as a human
being in travail, in despair, in agony; this endless sorrow, this
fleeting love, and the ending of life. So if we could consider these
problems as human beings, not as an American unrelated to the rest
of the world, unrelated to the vast hungry East, but rather asa
human being with all the innumerable problems, then perhaps we
can intelligently, with care, resolve our problems. And into that we
are going together, taking ajourney together. When we take a
journey, both of us give attention to every step that wetake. It isn't
that you are listening this evening to a speaker, but rather sharing
together the whole of life's problems. And to share together, the
responsibility isyours as well asthe speaker's. Y ou can't just sit
there and be told what to do, or not to do, what to believe and what
not to believe, or what to follow, and so on - which becomes rather
immature and rather childish - but to share together any problem,
both of us must, both the speaker and you must, not only be alert,
attentive, see the urgency of the problems, and give one's mind and
heart, everything that one has, to find out, to inquire. Because what
we are going to do in all thesetalks and discussionsisto inquire, to
examine, and thereby find out for oneself. Because thereis no
guide, no philosopher, no teacher; no one can lead you, because all
that has been tried. There have been teachers; there have been
gurus; there have been systems, saviours, priests, little sectarian
leaders with their particular idiosyncrasies and philosophies, but al
these priests, leaders, teachers, saviours have not solved the human

problems of war, of our daily misery, of our despair, our innermost



agonies and loneliness. They have helped to escape, to bring about
some kind of narcotic which will give us some vague hope, or give
visions of anew life; but actually the change does not take place. It
is like those people who take LSD, hoping thereby to escape into
some reality of alife of agreat vision, but actually these
innumerable drugs, or many drugs, do not fundamentally, radically
ater the human mind.

So, what we are going to attempt to do isto explore; and to
explore there must be freedom. That's the first thing: freedom to
inquire, which obviously means freedom from any commitment,
intellectual or otherwise, from any philosophy, from any dogma, so
that the mind can look. And amind can only look, explore when it
is not caught, for the time being at least, in its own problems, or in
its own hopes. It is not committed to any philosophy, to any
dogma, to any church. And this, it ssemsto me, is one of the most
difficult things to do. To look attentively at our own problems as
human beings demands not only freedom, but attention. To attend
implies, surely, doesn't it?, to give your mind and heart to it,
totally, with your nerves, with your ears, with your eyes, with your
heart, with your mind - to give totally to understand something.
And to give so attentively, totally, there needs to be no motive, no
persuasion. Y ou do it naturally, because the urgency of the
problem is so great that it must be solved. But if we have amotive
- and all our urgency generally is based on some limited motive -
our problems continue.

Thetask for the listener, for you, is very great, because most of
us don't want to solve these problems - the problems of love, death,

and how to live. And that's what we're going to discuss; that's what



we're going to inquire into: whether it is at all possible for human
beings to be totally rid of all despair, which meansto be totally free
of all fear, and therefore to lead alife, not in the future, but alife
that is not limited by time as yesterday, today and tomorrow; and
whether itis at all possible to free the mind from all the centuries
upon centuries of conditioning by the propaganda of churches,
religions, by the propaganda of society, the whisper of the
neighbour, of the magazines, of the newspapers, of the politicians,
of the priests, so that the mind is free. Otherwise man will live
everlastingly in pain, misery and sorrow. We are asking ourselves
whether it is at all possible for human beings, living in thisworld -
not running away into a monastery or to some peculiar philosophy,
or taking drugs - to change radically. Because the more intelligent
you are, the more aware you are of the world's problems, the more
there is despair, there is no meaning, and so drugs are away of
escape. By escape we think we are going to resolve the problems.
On the contrary. So, can we bring about aradical change in our
way of thinking, living, feeling?

Obvioudly, considering what the world is, the more aware one is
of these extraordinarily complex problems, the more one wants a
change; one wants a deep, revolutionary change - not at the
economic or social level, because they never do really solve any
human problem, as the communist revolution has proved. After
killing millions and millions of people, they've come back to the
same pattern. But what we are talking about isarevolution at a
totally different level arevolution in the psyche, in the mind itself;
and whether it is at all possible to bring about that change, that

revolution, not guided by our inclination, by our temperament, or



compelled by circumstances, society.

One can see that one does change a certain amount, to acertain
degree, by circumstances, by influence, through some form of
compulsion, an invention. That's going on al thetimein our life.
Some environmental compulsion makes us, whether we are willing
or not willing to change, modify; but such modification doesn't
ater the fundamental issues of life. First, one of the fundamental
issues of lifeisfreedom; and it requires tremendous inquiry,
intelligence, sengitivity to find out what it isto be free. Revolt is
not freedom. Revolt against the present structure of society, which
is completely bourgeois, middie-class, the revolt against prosperity,
going about with long hair, dirty, and all the rest of it - that's not
freedom, surely. And we always, it seemsto me, regard freedom as
from something - from despair, from psychological states. We
aways regard freedom as going from one state to another state;
thiswe call freedom. If we examine it alittle closely, such freedom
ismerely areaction; and areaction invariably produces other
reactions; and in that one is caught, and therefore it is not freedom
at all. Therefore freedom is not from something, but per se, in
itself. One is aware of the utter meaninglessness of life. One may
have money, property, live in acomfortable house, with three
meals aday, and all therest of it, but through all that runs a thread
of utter hopel essness, the utter meaninglessness of going to an
office every day for the next forty years, or spending the rest of the
years cooking, cooking, cooking and washing dishes. | know one
does it automatically, or one is compelled to do it, or one says,
"That's part of life and one has to go through with it". At the end of

it al, life has no meaning, except that one has had pleasure, sexual



or otherwise - pleasure looking at the blue sky, the light through
the leaves, the stars of an evening, and the movement of water in
the moonlight. Thereis great delight in all that. But that soon
passes away and becomes a memory, an ash, ashes. One wants to
be free from this utter boredom of life, and therefore that freedom
istrandlated into revolt, saying that there are the young and the old,
that the old do not understand the younger generation, and so on,
and all the rest of that business.

Freedom comes not through revolt. It comes naturally when
there is the intention, when there is the urgency and attention in
examining the social, psychological structure of what we are,
examining as human beings what we are. Because we are the result
of asocial structure. The society isyou, and you are the society.

Y ou have built this society according to your particular
idiosyncrasies, greed and all therest of it. The psychological
structure of what we are is the result of thousands of years of
society, of communities, with their beliefs, dogmas, superstitions;
with their hopes; with their gods, and all the rest of it. It is that one
has to understand, and one has to go very deeply to be free from
the turmoil of the social structure, this psychological structure of
what we are. Y ou may run away, taketo drink, start new religions,
take LSD and all therest of it; but unless you are free of this
psychological structure, there will be no escape. There can be
understanding only when there is tremendous urgency. And when
there is an urgency, thereis attention; and out of that comes
freedom. Then you can look. Then you can go much further. Then
you can begin to inquire if there is any truth. There is something
far beyond that which thought has put together. Man, throughout



the historical process, has aways inquired into the something
beyond this everyday, monotonous, routine life. And when he
inquired, it was an escape from the daily existence, with al its
despairs, miseries and conflicts. When he inquired it was an
invention, a projection of his own desires, hopes. And it'sonly a
free mind, and therefore a new mind, that can discover something
far beyond that which man, out of hisfear, despair and boredom
created, something which man calls God.

Our task, during these talks here, is not to be stimulated to
inquire. If you are relying on being stimulated in order to inquire,
then you depend on another. Y ou are already committed, and
therefore you cease to examine. One inquires because of the
urgency. Know what is happening in the world. There'sawar;
people are killing each other. And there are those who say, "Thisis
not my war, my favourite war; | like another war". There are those
who justify killing. And this has been going on for five thousand
years. An archaeologist said that in Babylon on a brick, a man had
written that he hoped this would be the last war - five thousand
years ago. And man, till now, has chosen war as the way of life -
not only war outwardly, but inwardly. Our lifeis abattlefield of
resentment, hate, conflict, struggle, endless competition. We may
deny the outward war - intelligent people generally do; and when
they do, they do not belong to any religion, to any class, to any
group, to any nationality, to any system of thought. We may reject
outward war, but inwardly we are in battle with ourselves and with
another; and that's our life. And that we are incapable of facing and
understanding and going into and being utterly free of. We are

afraid to understand it, go into it, because it may produce atotally



different kind of revolution from that which we want. So we avoid,
and hence we continue with war; and that's our way of life. And
one may talk of love, talk about it, go to church, and all that
immature, idiotic stuff, but we continueto livein away that
produces wars. To live without war meansto live peacefully,
without competition, without envy, without resentment. People
store resentment and carry on for years.

So, if we would bring about a different world - and we must;
that's man's only hope - we must have adifferent mind, a mind that
has observed all this, observed how man has divided the world into
nationalities, into races,into colours, into religions. Observing all
these inventions, putting them all aside completely, then only can
one live peacefully. Then only can there perhaps be a world where
there will be no wars, where there will be no envy. In this country
there is immense prosperity. And in the East there is nothing at all.
Thereis hunger, misery. Naturally they are envious; and the self-
centred prosperity will only lead to further wars, further misery.
Thereisonly one political problem, which isthe unity of mankind
- not according to the democratic, or the communist, or this or that
policy, but actual unity of mankind. All thisis not possible when
thought is guided by inclination and temperament, or compelled by
circumstances. What will bring about aradical revolution in the
mind? A radical, fundamental mutation of the mind is only
possible when we are capable of examining, not something else,
but ourselves; not through a psychologist or analyst - that will lead
nowhere; it may temporarily alleviate the problems of certain types
of people who are neurotic, and so on, but even then that's another

problem. To resolve anything one has to watch without time, to see



the thing immediately, and thereby bring about a total mutation in
ourselves,

| think I've talked enough for this afternoon. Perhaps you'll ask
guestions.

Questioner: If you had to choose between the church within and
the war, which way would you go?

Krishnamurti: The questioner says: the church within, between
that church and war, what would you choose?

First of al, we must understand this word "choice". I'm not
quibbling, please. Where there is choice, thereis confusion. It's
only the confused mind that chooses. A clear mind that sees things
clearly has no choice. (Laughter.) No, sir, please, don't pass it off
by laughing and being amused by a statement. Most of us are very
much confused, because we have been told so many different
things by so many experts, specialists, by the priests, by the books,
by religions, by propaganda; everything is contradictory, and we
are the result of all that contradiction. So out of that contradiction,
out of that confusion we say, "I must choose between this and that,
between thisinward church - follow it, sir, right to the end, follow
it, sir - and the war. Before | choose | must inquire, surely, what
the element is, the factor that chooses. Who is the chooser? The
chooser isthe centre who says, "I will" and "I will not", "I will do
this, | will join thewar", or "I won't join the war". And can a
confused mind choose? And when it does choose, will not its
choice always be confused? Please do listen to this alittle. Please
listen to it; I'm not asking you to agree with me.

Y ou know, one of the most difficult thingsto do isto listen.

Because, after all, sir, you have your own opinion; you have your



"Thisisright". But we are not trying to convince you of anything;
we are just examining. We said that when amind is confused - and
most minds are confused - out of that confusion to choose only
produces more chaos, more confusion. Whereas, if oneis capable
of looking, if one looks very clearly, with aclear mind, with a
mind that is not burdened with personal views - and that's very
difficult, to be free of personal views - with amind that is capable
of giving its whole attention, then there is no choice. Then you
don't choose between this church inside and the war outside. Then
thereis only one action; and that action comes when thereis no
choice at all.

Questioner: You say it is necessary for people to think clearly.
How isit possible for them to think clearly when they are not very
healthy, and they are continually getting sicker every day all over
the world, especialy in this country?

Krishnamurti: Sir, | have to repeat the question, so would you
mind making the question short?

Questioner: Yes. The peoplein this country, and all over e
world, are sick and getting sicker. How can they think clearly when
they are sick?

Krishnamurti: Obviously not. Obviously, physical sickness does
confuse the issue. But to be physically healthy, you also have to be
psychologically very healthy. Mere physical health doesn't solve
the problem. Y ou cannot separate physical health from
psychological health. Questioner: Y ou spoke of urgency when
speaking of freedom. Would you explain further what you meant
by urgency?

Krishnamurti: When we are in acute physical pain, thereis an



urgency, and you act. Thereisnot all the tremendous intellectual,
complex motivation, and all therest of it. You act. And the
psychological urgency - and that urgency is much more important
than the physical urgency - we neglect; we postpone the urgency of
aman who is frightened, the urgency to resolve it, and to find out if
itisat al possible, psychologically, to be totally free from fear.
And that is the urgency, to inquire into this whole question of fear,
whether it is possible to examine, to find out what isinvolved in
the question of fear. Thereis not only fear, which we shan't go into
now, because it's avery complex problem. In that problem is
involved the whole process, the machinery of thinking; what brings
on fear, whether it's thought, or purely physical danger. So, to
inquire into it and to resolve it demands urgency, and that's what
we mean by that word "urgent”.

Questioner: Krishngji, historically thereis an urgency at this
time. Historically we are coming to the end of an age, the Judaic-
Christian age, and we will be entering a new age of man. Now, do
you see this mutation that you speak of coming about rather
automatically, if we just don't stand in the way of it?

Krishnamurti: First of all, | don't quite see how this historical
thing is coming to an end, because the churches have tremendous
vested interest; vested interest in property and also in each one of
us. If we disregard a particular church, or a particular group of
beliefs, we'll invent our own, because we are frightened people. A
mind, if it is not free from fear may see the futility of a particular
organization of churches, but because it is afraid, because it seeks
comfort, because it seeks various answers for its despair, it will

invent another. This has happened historically. Our concern,



surely, is not whether certain forms of religious activities come to
an end, but rather whether man, the human being, can be free from
fear, totally, right through his being. To go into that - perhaps we
shall do it the next time we meet here - requires agreat deal of
understanding, a great deal of open inquiry, not persona prejudice
of fear and hope.

Questioner: When there is urgency, fear, or some other kind, it
demands action, and at that moment, how can there be awareness?

Krishnamurti: Again, those two words "action" and "awareness'
need a great deal of inquiry. What is action? And what isit to be
aware? To be aware implies to be aware of the trees, of the colours,
of the people, and so on and so on and so on, al that, externally,
objectively to be aware; and also inwardly to be aware of what is
going on: one's own preudices, one's own inclinations, tendencies,
compulsions, al the rest of it - to be aware both outwardly and
inwardly. It is not that I'm aware outwardly, and totally unaware
inwardly. If | am outwardly aware, and not inwardly aware, thereis
acontradiction; and that contradiction obviously leadsto
confusion, and so on. Thisrequires agreat deal of not only verbal
exposition but also actual experimentation, because awareness
implies choicelessness. To be aware of atree, you can be aware of
it botanically, with knowledge, with thought, aware of it; but with
that awareness you don't see the whole tree; you are never in
contact with that tree. Y ou are in contact with the image that you
have created about that tree; or the person you have created in your
relationships, and so on. One may be aware of that person, but
actually you are aware of the image which you have created about

that person. Again, to go into awareness one hasto spend alittle



time. And also action; again, that's a tremendous word, so heavily
loaded. Most of our action is based on an idea, on aformula. | have
an idea of what | should do or should not do, or an action based
upon atechnique which | have learned, and so on and so on. So
there is the formula, the idea, and action corresponding to that idea.
There isadivision between the idea and action; and to find out
what action is, one must ask: isidea necessary at al?

Sir, just aminute; | haven't finished yet. I've not finished this
particular question. Sir, please, if you would kindly listen. One
guestion rightly asked will answer al the rest of the questions. And
also, please, if | may request you, don't take photographs and all
therest of it. Thisisn't acircus. We are supposed to be serious
people.

Y ou know, sirs, to ask a question is very easy. And one must
ask questions, endlessly; because questioning implies acertain
scepticism. There must be scepticism, not accepting - which
doesn't mean that you deny everything. To ask aright question is
one of the most difficult things; and in asking the right question, in
the very asking of it is the answer. But we never ask fundamental
guestions; we never ask afundamental question and remain with
that question, not easily finding an answer. Nobody, no one on
earth or in heaven can answer afundamental question except
yourself, and to ask aright question demands a great deal of
intelligence and sengitivity, which doesn't mean that the speaker is
preventing you from asking questions.

We're asking just now: what is awareness and what is action?
The action that we know is always based on this formula: first the
idea, the concept, the what-shoul d-be, what-has-been, and from



that, act in approximation to that. Thisis our life. We are violent -
that's an obvious fact - and we have an idea of non-violence. And
we're always approximating violence in terms of non-violence.
Whereas, theideaisidiotic, isunreal. Non-violence is unreal to a
man who is violent. The understanding of that violenceis urgent,
immediate, and the action of amind that is pursuing non-violence
and yet isviolent, is merely sowing violence all thetime.

What is essentia is the understanding of violence, and the
understanding of violence is not through non-violence. Y ou have to
faceit; you haveto look at it. And when you know, when you are
aware of the whole implication of violence, then it comesto an end
immediately - which means inquiry into the whole question of
time, because we use time as a means of solving our problems, and
so on. Thisis not the time to go, into it.

Questioner: Would you like to enlarge your thoughts of love,
that you mentioned several times before?

Krishnamurti: We'll go into it perhaps during the next few talks,
but | would have thought that most of us. would ask, "l see the
urgency of change, radical revolution, mutation in the mind. | see
it. It isnecessary. How isoneto doit?' | should have thought that
would be the most urgent question, wouldn't you? Is it possible for
a human being who is so heavily conditioned, either asa
communist, or acapitalist, or a Catholic, or whatever you will, to
break down that conditioning completely, not at some future date,
but immediately? Isit at all possible? It isonly possibleif you
understand, first, what the nature and the structure of this
conditioning is, the meaning of it. Then one also has to inquire into
time; and what the entity isthat is going to bring about this change,



and so on. These are the problems involved in this.

| think we had better stop. We have done over an hour. Perhaps
we'll continue tomorrow morning at eleven o'clock.

October 29, 1966,
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California has one of the most beautiful climatesin the world,
perhaps rather hot, especialy in the south; and it seemsto meit
should produce a marvellous society, a society which is totally
different from that which is now; a society which is highly
disciplined - I am using that word with great care, and we shall go
into the meaning of the word presently - a society that's not wholly
materialistic, asit is now; a society that is not self-centred in its
progressive acquisitiveness; a society that has deep inward life, not
everlastingly seeking entertainment, amusement and various forms
of thrills. It seemsto me, as |'ve been all over the world, except
behind the red curtain and all the rest of that, the world islooking
and more or less copying America, trying to bring about prosperity.
The world of cinema, the world of entertainment, football, and all
the rest of those things are being imitated all over the world. And
one asks onesdlf, if oneisat all serious, asthose who live in this
climate must have asked themselves, this real question: what is
America producing, apart from cars, going to the moon,
technological advancement, prosperity, great concerts, museums,
and all the rest of that; what isit actually giving? Apart from
literature, which isaform of entertainment, apart from new
sectarian dogmatism, or experimentation in the field of narcotics
and LSD and all therest of those things, what actually isthis
country bringing about? Shouldn't we know, shouldn't we ask,
shouldn't we demand, not only of ourselves, but also of those

people who are attempting to create a different world, a different



society, especially the politician? And the politician, obvioudly,
will never create a new world, nor the priests. One has to ask
onesdlf, it seemsto me, and ask oneself not out of curiosity, but out
of some deep despair and anxiety, ask oneself what it is all about.
Where are human beings going? We have asked this question of
some very prominent people, Americans, and unfortunately they
have no answer; nor have they an answer in the East, either. They
have some speculative formula, a hope; but you cannot build a
society on hope, or on aformula. A society can only be built by a
small group of people, a dedicated people who are not persuaded
by ambition, greed, by the principle of pleasure. And so, asyou are
going to listen to these talks and discussions, unfortunately, |
wonder what your own answer is, not a speculative answer, not an
answer based on hope, on some fantastic myth.

If you examine the world, not only in this country, in Europe, in
Asia, but in Russiawhere also there are great changes taking place,
where they are leaning more and more to the right, when you look
at all this, surely one asks oneself where the new seed istaking
place, anew culture, a new society, a new mind, not fashioned in
the mould of the old pattern, not belonging to any particular
religion, group, class, sect, nor doing al the immature things that
one does. | do not know if one has asked that question; oneis,
maybe, too occupied with one's own problems; or one is caught up
in the trap, going round and round, having no time, no leisure, no
mind to investigate. Of course they cannot answer this question.
But of those who have perhaps put this question to themselves
serioudly, especialy in aclimate like this, where there is a great

deal of leisure, where you can sit under atree and look at the blue



sky, where the climate is gentle, where there is plenty of food,
clothing, great prosperity; what is the outcome of this? Isit lost? Is
this country already on the decline, never having matured? And
that's a difficult word also, maturity. And who is going to answer
this question? Some philosopher? Some scientist? Someone who
has studied history deeply and has all the information, what this
society should be, what it will become? Or shall one turn to some
clairvoyant, some visionary, some phony individual with some
ideas? Who is going to answer this? And it seems to me, we human
beings right through the world have no faith in anything any more,
neither in the gods that man has invented out of hisfear, nor in the
scientist, nor in the politicians, nor in the books and the theol ogians
with their conditioned thoughts. As one cannot possibly put faith in
any of these people, and having no fundamental faith in oneself,
because one is so uncertain, confused, torn by innumerable desires;
as one cannot possibly allow oneself to be led by another, or follow
another, one has to find an answer for oneself as a human being. If
you answer it as an individual - please do pay alittle attention to
this- if you answer it as an individual, then you are answering it
from a personal point of view, from an inclination, from a
temperament, from a conditioned, narrow little individual
experience, anarrow little hope; and your answer will invariably
be rather infantile, immature; it has no meaning at all, because the
problem is much greater than the individual mind that is tackling it.
The challenge isimmense; and to meet that challenge one hasto
meet it with the understanding of the whole of the human world:
the wars, the starvation, the under-devel oped countries, the

overpopulation, the extravagance of the rich and the difference of



the poor class, and so on and so on; the world, what isgoing on in
the world actually at the present time. If one can look at it totally,
not partialy as an individual, as an American, as a Catholic, asa
Hindu, as a Buddhist or acommunist, and all that; but look at the
whole phenomenon totally, then | think we shall find the answer -
which may not be according to your like and dislike, what you
want it to be. Otherwise, if one doesn't find areal, significant
answer to this, our lives become rather shoddy, meaningless.

To understand this thing - | mean by that word "understand” not
an intellectual comprehension; that's fairly easy, intellectually to
see why all the civilizations, cultures have ended, and from that
study come to a conclusion and say, "America should be this’, or
"The world should be that". That's. not understanding; that's merely
an intellectual analysis of what should be. Nor does understanding
come into being with an emotional, sentimental, hopeful outlook.
Understanding has nothing whatsoever to do either with the
intellect or the emotions kept apart; and as most people are rather
emotional, their response is sentimental, rather cruel, thoughtless.

We are using that word "understanding". This takes place only
when the crisisis great and you have no answer to it, and therefore
your mind becomes completely silent; and in that silence thereis
an understanding. This must have happened to all of us. When you
are faced with something to which you cannot possibly find an
answer, you try everything; you consult, you talk it over, you
inquire, you go through all the analyses, and so on, and yet thereis
no answer. Suddenly, when you have put it aside, asit were, there
IS an understanding, thereis clarity, because the mind at a certain

moment has become extraordinarily quiet with regard to that



problem, and it is only then that there is an understanding.

But to answer this question, which is atremendous challenge
that's going on right through the world, you have no answer. Y ou
can pretend you have an answer, or answer according to the
Catholic or the Protestant ideas; then we are back again with the
same old issue. But to understand this immense problem, to bring
about that complete quiescence of the mind so that it can observe,
not from a particular individualistic point of view, demands a great
discipline. We are using that word "discipline" not in the military
sense nor in the orthodox religious sense. Generally that word
implies conformity, cultivating certain habits, suppressing, forcing,
adjusting; and all that isimplied in that word "discipline”,
generaly, but we are using that word quite differently. The root
meaning of that word "discipline" isto learn; and you cannot
possibly learn if you are merely conforming, or suppressing, or
controlling. So one has to understand again the meaning of the
word "learning". Because if there is no right discipline, the mind
cannot possibly find an answer to this, the answer in whichis
implied the meaning, the structure, the whole of life.

To understand there must be discipline. Please follow thisa
little bit; give your attention. Understanding is not the outcome of
the intellect, or of emotion, of sentiment. Aswe said,
understanding comes when the mind isreally very, very quiet; has
no movement at all in any direction. When you observe atreg, if
you have ever done it, when you look at atree, your mind never
observesthe treg; it observes the image it has created about atree;
and that image is always moving; it is never quiet. It is being added

to and taken away from. It is only when the mind is very quiet,



really observant, without any movement, that it observes the actual
fact of the tree.

Any problem, especially this problem that is confronting us, the
crisis in the whole consciousness of man, can only be understood,
and therefore answered radically, when that understanding is the
outcome of discipline; and by discipline we do not mean drill,
conformity, enforcement, adjustment through fear, through
punishment, all that. Discipline comes naturally when thereis
learning. S0, one hasto go into this question of what learning is.
Learning, surely, isawaysin the active present. | am always
learning, always in the present, active. That active present of
learning ceases when it has become the past: | have learned.

Please do follow this, if you will; because we are going to go
into something which will be rather difficult if you don't
understand thisfirst thing.

What we generaly do is, having learned, having accumulated
knowledge, atechnology and so on, with that we act; or in that
acting after we have learned, we learn more, and add more to what
we have already known. Right? Thisis what we are doing all the
time. | learn from an experience, and store that experience as
memory, as knowledge, and a further experience is translated
according to what | have accumulated, and so I'm always adding,
and therefore never learning. Learning is an active present, an
action, aprocess always in the present; and therefore learning is
action - not having learned, act. Then action has atotally different
meaning. Then you are always learning; therefore life is always
new; therefore there is never a moment of having learned, and

acting from that past; and therefore conflict with the present or



with the future.

That demands great attention, great awareness. It's very easy for
most of us having gathered information, experience, storing that
up, which we call knowledge, and from that knowledge to act.
That's mechanical. That doesn't need great energy. That doesn't
need great attention, awareness, intensity. But if one understands
the meaning of that word "learning", then it is an actual movement
in the present all the time, and therefore never a moment of
accumul ated knowledge, and acting from that.

To learn isto be extraordinarily aware, not aware of what you
aready know, which becomes - please follow all this - the so-
called unconscious. Y ou are following this? Isthis al rather a
puzzle? Bien. To methereis no unconscious. The unconsciousis
one of the fashionable things nowadays - to investigate it, to go
into it, to analyse it, to examine it, examine your dreams; you know
al that circus that goes on. Thereis only consciousness. It'slike a
field. Either you take the whole field into view, into observation, or
you take one corner of it and call that the unconscious, this the
conscious; this action, that something else, which we'll go into.

L earning becomes extraordinarily vital, and it brings great
energy, because in that there is no conflict. Y ou follow? Because
now our energy is dissipated, lost, between what has been
accumulated through learning, through experience, through
information, and so on, and the action; and hence thereisa
contradiction, the action approximating itself to the knowledge.
Where there is a contradiction, there is awaste of energy; and our
lifeisacontradiction. and therefore it is a constant dissipation of

energy.



Please, | hope you are not merely listening to the words, but
rather observing your own activity of your own mind. Because it
will be utterly meaninglessto listen to these talks, just hearing to
words, going away either appreciating it or saying, "Well, that's old
stuff". But if you are aware, not only of what the speaker is saying,
but also aware of yourself in relation to what is being said, then the
act of listening has great significance; then you are discovering for
yourself actually what is taking place. It is of great importance also
to find out how to listen. We hardly ever listen. Either we are too
occupied with our own problems, with our own point of view, with
our own amusements, with guarding ourselves, protecting
ourselves - the "ourselves' being the image that we have built
about ourselves, or, when we do listen, we are interpreting,
agreeing or disagreeing, coming to a conclusion, or comparing
with what we already know. So actually you're never in the act of
listening. If you are aware of al this, that very awarenessis
discipline. Aswe said, the word "discipline" implies learning -
never having learned. That's what modern education is doing:
having learned, apply. But learning, as we said, demands a great
deal of awareness - awareness of the machinery of your own
thought and feeling; awareness without choice, obviously. The
moment you choose, or say, "This| like; this| don't like", you are
introducing afactor of choice. Whereas, if you are merely aware of
your own machinery of thought, feeling, pleasure, displeasure,
experience, knowledge, and all the rest of it, just to be aware
without any choice, then you are in a state of learning; and in that
learning there is not a dissipation of energy. On the contrary, your

mind becomes astonishingly alert, alive, and therefore very



sensitive; and such amind that is alive, sensitive, learning, and so
energetic, needs no drug of any kind, no stimulation; because then
learning is a challenge itself, and the response to that challengeis
the act of learning.

Such amind can answer this question, this challenge: isthere
actual significance to living, not an invented significance, either of
the existentialists, of the Catholics or of the drug fiends, and so on
and so on, but an actual, deep significance which you have found
out for yourself? Then out of that a different society can come into
being.

Our society, asit is, has no meaning; three meals a day, a house,
comforts, and all the rest of it. If you would go further into this,
one has to understand this whole principle of pleasure. Would you
like to ask questions, or shall | go on?

Audience: Go on; go on.

Krishnamurti: It's very easy for you to tell meto go on.
(Laughter.) All that you will doisjust to hear. But if you were
actually working, working together, going step by step into it, then
you wouldn't ask me to go on. Then you'd be asking questions to
find out. Y ou know, we are so used to being entertained: on the
football field, in the cinema, in the churches, in the magazines, and
S0 on, entertained. That's what you want. But to actually work
hard, one has to be serious; and that's why one hasto go into this
guestion of pleasure, which cannot be discussed in ten minutes,
which we'll perhaps go into on another occasion. Without
understanding pleasure, learning, discipline, and the whole

structure and meaning of all this, we'll never find out as a human



being the real issue, the right response. So perhaps now we can ask
guestions bearing on what we have talked about this morning, and

through guestions go into the problems.

Questioner: If it's a question of the individual learning for
himself, doing for himself, by learning what the necessary thing is
in the moment as it arises, if he's busy occupied in that, how can he

be going out to life to form a society?

Krishnamurti: The gentleman asks: if the individual is occupied
in the observation of learning, and therefore learning, how can he

go out and form a society?
Questioner: Going after life.
Krishnamurti: Going after life?
Questioner: Thisisforming society.

Krishnamurti: Sir, lifeislearning, isn't it? Life is a movement,
an endless movement. It'slike avast river of great depth, with a
great volume of water, moving endlessly. And to learn about it isto
observe it choicelesdly, to be with it endlessly; and that movement
of being with it is the creation of a new society. Y ou don't have to
learn, and then go out. Y ou see, sirs, one does not actually - I'm not
criticising you as apersonal criticism at al, but one does not
actually - observe what one is thinking, feeling; one's motives.
When oneis aware of al that, if thereisan awareness, and if itisa
discriminative awareness, then it ceasesto be awareness.

Awareness isto be aware of everything: to be aware of the people



sitting here, the colours, the trees, the light on the |leaf, the noise; to
see the mountains, the movement of wind among the leaves.
Awareness is not concentration. Again we can't go into all that
now. But to separate life and the individual, and to learn about the
individual, isto create a chasm of contradiction and misery. The
individual, the human being is life; is you and me. Unfortunately
that life has been divided into nationalities, into groups, into sects,
into beliefs, into this and into that.

To learn about the whole movement of existenceisto be aware
of thisvast field. The question is not a division between life and
action, learning and creating, but rather how to look at thiswhole
field of life. Y ou understand, sirs? | hope my question is clear. Just

aminute, sir. | know you're full of questions and responses.

Questioner: It's the same question; | wanted to word it
differently.

Krishnamurti: I'm answering the same question, sir. Y ou know,
to look at the whole world, whether in Vietnam, in Russia, the
Chinese brutality, and so on, to look at all thisworld as awhole,
not as America, as an individual, or as a Christian, as a Catholic, as
aHindu, as a Buddhist, and so on; but to see this whole enormous
movement, which is the human movement, the agony, the despair,
the love, the tragedies, the jealousies, oh, al the travail of human
anxiety, just to see the whole of that, that isthe real problem. Isit
possible to see the whole of it, not intellectually? If you see the
whole of it at one look, with one glance, then you'll have the
answer. Then you are no longer looking at the world as an

individual; then you are no longer thinking of the world in terms of



East and West, communist and non-communist, and so on and so
on.

The questionis: isit possible for usto look at this whole thing,
this whole division, contradiction, this misery, this battle as a
whole? If you are capable of looking at it as awhole, totally, then
the answer will be total, not particular. And it's only that answer
that's going to solve any problem, whether it's an individual
problem, or a political, economic problem, but to see the whole of
it demands your compl ete attention.

When you are really very attentive - we mean by that word
when you are giving your mind, your heart, your nerves, your ears,
your eyes, your brain, your mind, everything - in that attention
thereis no observer at all; and therefore the observer isthe
observed. Thereisonly attention. Again, we'll go into that on a

different occasion.

Questioner: Isit ever possible to change, to create a new

society if you use force? |s not force the outcome of fear?

Krishnamurti: The questioner asks: isit ever possible to create a
new society out of force, out of compulsion, out of threat and
punishment, for all that is based on fear”? Obviously you can't

create anew thing. . ..

Questioner: | have burned my ego, so | would liketo ask - I, not
the small, but | the capital - how do you make this world so
desperate that they receive the transformation of the mind? And the

second question would be. . . .



Krishnamurti: Oh, sir; one question! (Laughter.) The questioner
asks: how isit possible to bring about atotal transformation of a
society?

Questioner: No. How do you make this world so desperate that
they recelve the transformation of the mind?

Krishnamurti: Who is going to give this transformation? The
priests have tried it; the theologians have tried it, for centuries upon
centuries, as though you were going to receive this transformation
from an outside agency. This transformation - they have threatened
with hell and heaven to bring it about; they haven't succeeded, and
nobody believes that somebody else is going to transform you.
That's al too immature; that's gone, finished. One has to transform
oneself:

Questioner: You said, and | quote you: "To methereisno
unconscious'. Now, my question to you is. for methereisan
unconscious, this bubbling up that comes up from within for most
of us. My question is. how can we reach this point of awareness so

it is only consciousness, without the unconscious?

Krishnamurti: Sir, What is the unconscious? Not according to
Freud and Jung and all the analysts and so on, but actually, what is
your unconscious? Have you ever gone into it? And the question is
also: how will you find out what your unconsciousis, not have
somebody tell you what it is? Y ou understand the difference? If
somebody tells me I'm hungry, that's quite a different state from
being really hungry, isn't it? So can | find out what my unconscious

is, and what is the instrument that's going to find out, the censor,



the observer, the analyser, the thinker; and is the thinker different
from the analysed? When one |ooks into the so-called unconscious,
what isit, and why isit so tremendously important? It isastrivial,
as petty, as shoddy as the conscious mind. Why do we give it such
extraordinary importance? The question is: how to analyse the
unconscious, first of all - wait, sir, I'm coming to that - and having

observed it, transform it completely into the conscious. Right, sir?
Questioner: Yes.

Krishnamurti: That'sit. First one hasto look at this very
carefully. How will you examine the unknown? Y ou understand
my question? We say the unconscious is buried deep down. People
say that; and you want to examine it. How will you examine it?
Through dreams? Through various intimations that it projects,
intimations, hints? And why do you dream at all? Why should you?
One hasto find out, first, how to meet the unconscious, how to
look at it. Isit possible for the conscious mind to ook at the
unconscious? Please follow this, sir. When the conscious mind
looks at the unconscious, the conscious mind is already
conditioned, already has its own desires, its own purposes, its own
motives, its own anxieties, securities, and with that it looks; and
what it looks at isits own self. Therefore the question is, then: isit
possible to look at something which is hidden, which cannot be
perceived by a conscious mind? Y ou understand my question?

L ook, sir; there is something hidden which we call the
unconscious. How am | to know about it? That is, how am |

actually to come into contact with it, not through ideas, not through



what people have said, but actually come into contact with it? To
come into contact with something actually, immediately, there
must be complete quietness of the conscious mind. Right?
Obvioudy! And then, when the conscious mind is completely still,

IS there the unconscious?

Questioner: How isthis achieved? How? The word "how" isthe
most important part of my question.

Krishnamurti: First see, sir, What has taken place, if you have
followed. The moment the conscious mind is completely quiet,
without any movement of pleasure, experience, knowledge, and all
the rest of it, then there is no unconscious. Now, the questioner
says, how isthisto be achieved? The "how" is the most
mischievous question; because in asking how, you want a method,
a system. And the moment you follow a system, a method, a
practice, you're already caught in that practice, system, method,
and therefore you never discover. You're caught. But if you see the
thing actually, if you see that only the completely quiet mind can
observe, if you understand that, if you see the truth of that
immediately, then the unconsciousis not. But if you said, "Tell me
the path along which | must go in order to achieveit", it'slike

going to college to become intelligent. (Laughter. )

Questioner: | would like to know, along with the quiet, still
mind, what happens to the body?

Krishnamurti: The body is also quiet. We divide the body, the
mind, the brain, the heart, the feeling and thought; you follow?

Y ou know, sir, thisisreally avery complex question. Y ou can still



the body by doing various kinds of tricks: by tranquillizers, pills or
your own particular inward tranquillizer; by thought, repetition of
words and sitting in a certain posture, breathing in a certain way;
you can absolutely bring about a quietness of the body. That has
been done, but the mind remains at the end of it equally petty and
shoddy. We are concerned with the whole process, not just one part
of it.

Questioner: What is the place of memory in education?

Krishnamurti: I'm afraid we have talked for an hour and a
guarter. | think that will be enough, won't it? We'll take up that
guestion, perhaps, if you'll be good enough to ask next time.
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Shall we continue with what we were talking about when we met
here last Saturday and Sunday? We were saying how very
important it isto bring about in the human mind aradical
revolution. The crisis - and there are always crises in the world,
especially now - it seems to me, isacrisisin Consciousness, acrisis
that cannot any more accept the old norms, the old patterns, the
ancient traditions, a particular way of life, whether it isthe
American way, the European way, or the Asiatic way. And
considering what the world is now, with all the misery, conflict,
destructive brutality, aggression, the tremendous advancement in
technology, and so on, it seems to me, though man has cultivated
the external world and has more or less mastered it, inwardly heis
still as hewas: agreat deal of animal in him; heis still brutal,
violent, aggressive, acquisitive, competitive, and he has built a
society along these lines. The more one observes - and | think
amost everyone seesit, unless heistotally blind, deaf and dumb -
the more one is aware of the extraordinary contradictions of human
beings, and of the great demands, intellectual as well as a demand
at adifferent level; ademand which is not emotional, not built on
enthusiasm, not sentimental, but factual. And to understand the
factual, which is neither intellectual nor emotional, there must be a
great deal of passion.

For most of us, passion is merely mental or physical
gratification, which soon fades and has to be renewed. All passions

generally are evoked by external circumstances, or by our own



particular temperament, idiosyncrasy and appetite. Such passion
soon withers away. Any passion with a motive is bound to come to
an end. And to understand this extraordinary, complex problem of
existence, one must have tremendous passion, which cannot
possibly be supplied by the intellect, or by casual sentiment or
emotionalism; or the passion aroused by committing oneself to a
particular course of action, or belonging to a particular political or
religious group. That does give a certain quality of intensity, a
certain elan, a certain drive. But we are talking about a passion that
is not easily come by; because any passion for any action must be
without motive. Most of us seek gratification, intellectual,
emotional, physical, and various forms of comfort; ideologically or
psychologically we demand this gratification, and aslong as this
gratification is fulfilled, that arouses a certain quality of intensity.
But that intensity soon fades away, and it has to be renewed,
stimulated, pushed, driven; and hence we are always seeking a
certain perpetuated purpose, a certain continuity of passion. A life
without this intense drive, passion, has no meaning at all.
Generally one seeks an idea, a concept, aformula, to which one
can give oneself over, and from that there is a certain intensity, a
certain passion. But through it all there is the demand for
gratification, for pleasure. And it seemsto me that society, of
which we are a part, as human beings - and society is not different
from the human being; psychologically they are one - the whole
structure of society, with its morality, with its gods, with its
culture, with its entertainment, is based on pleasure. There may be
arare occasion when mind functions without a motive, and without

the demand for gratification, but most of our life and our conduct is



based on the demand and the search for the continuity of pleasure.
| hope when oneislistening to thistalk, or to the various other
talks that are coming, that one does more than hear alot of words;
hearing many wordsis not listening. It is like a noise among the
leaves. It soon passes away. When we hear, we either accept or
rgject; or we translate what we hear according to our knowledge,
our background; or we compare what is being said with what is
already known; or we oppose one idea by another. All these
characteristics of hearing deny the act of listening. The act of
listening is entirely different. When one listens, thereis no
comparison; there is no acceptance or rejection. The quality of
listening is attention; and when you attend totally with your whole
mind, with your heart, with your nerves, with your eyes and ears
completely, in that state of attention there is the act of listening.
And that act of listening puts away anything that is not true, when
you give your whole attention to something, that is, when you are
completely listening. You listen to the totality of the thing. When
you attend, there are no borders of inattention. When you so
intensely listen, you are listening to the birds, to the wind, to the
breeze among the leaves; you listen to the slightest whisper that's
about you. In the same way, when you listen, that very act of
listening brings about a total attention in which you see the totality
and the whole significance and structure of what is being said; not
only what the speaker is saying, but also when you are listening to
your wife, to your husband, to your children, to the politician, to
the priest, to everything about you. Then thereis no choice. Then
thereisonly clarity. Thereis no confusion, but right perception.
We hope that you will so listen to what is being said, not hear a



lot of words, alot of ideas; because ideas and words are not the
fact. Ideas and words never bring about aradical revolution, a
mutation in the mind. I'm not dealing with ideas and opinions and
judgment. What we are concerned with is bringing about a radical
revolution in the mind; and that revolution must take place without
effort, because all effort has behind it amotive; and arevolution
with amotiveisnot arevolution at all, achange. It becomes
merely a modified continuity when thereisamotive. But a
mutation, aradical transformation of the mind, can only take place
when there is no motive, and when we begin to understand the
psychological structure of society, of which we are, which is part
of us; and to understand it, there must be the act of listening - not
listening to the speaker, but listening to what is actually taking
place in ourselves.

How you listen isaresponsibility, if | may use that word, on the
part of the listener, because we are taking ajourney together. We
are taking ajourney together into the whole psychological structure
of man; because In understanding that structure, and its meaning,
we can perhaps bring about a change in society. And society, God
knows, needs atotal change, atotal revolution.

Aswe were saying earlier, our whole concept, action and urges
are based on pleasure; and until one understands the nature and the
structure of pleasure, there will always be fear - fear, not only in
our relationships with each other, but fear of all life, the totality of
existence. So without understanding pleasure, there can be no
freedom from fear. We are not denying pleasure; we are not
advocating a puritanical way of life, a suppression of pleasure, or a
substitution for pleasure; or denying that thing that we call great



satisfaction. We are examining it; and in examination there must be
freedom from opinion; otherwise you can't examine. Y ou can't say,
"Well, how will I liveif thereis no pleasure?'. W hen you are
certain that one cannot, or can, live without pleasure, you are
already blocking all examination, and therefore al discovery; all
understanding of something, understanding of the problem totally
anew. We are examining pleasure; we are not condemning it. And
without really, radically, seriously understanding that pleasure
principle in man, asin the animal, we shall live within the borders
of fear aways - which isfairly obvious.

First of al, pleasure is an extraordinary thing to understand. It
needs a great deal of attention, a swiftness of mind, a subtle
perception. Thereis pleasure in aggression. Thereis pleasurein
violence. Thereis pleasure in ambition, in self fulfilment, in
domination, in asserting, in pursuing any gratification. There are
various forms of pleasure which we don't have to go into in detail;
but one can see that the totality of our deep thinking, feeling, is
based on this extraordinary principle of pleasure. Our relationships
are based on it, and our morality; and the gods that the mind
through fear has invented, the Saviours, the Masters, the leaders,
and so on are essentially based on that pleasure which gives
gratification. The assertion of will is part of that pleasure; and
denial, sacrifice is also based on pleasure. So one has to understand
it; and to understand it there must be neither withholding nor
denying that quality, that principle of pleasure. And that's very
difficult to do, because we are so heavily conditioned to accept and
to function with the motive of pleasure, with gratification; and

therefore we are always limiting our total attention. We look at life



in fragments - as a business man, as an artist: as a psychologist, as
ascientist, asapolitician, asa priest, as ahousewife, asa
professor, and so on and so on and so on. All in fragments; and we
try to relate one fragment to the totality of other fragments, which
is called identification. Aslong as the particular fragment exists,
one cannot possibly see the total. If one says, "I must have a certain
pleasure, and | am going to hold on to it at any price", then we will
not comprehend or see the total pattern of pleasure. We are
concerned with seeing the totality of pleasure, what isinvolved in
it: the pain, the frustration, the agony, the remorse, the ache of
loneliness when all pleasure is denied; and naturally we try to
escape from al that through various forms, which again is the
continuation of pleasure. A mind that is caught, that is conditioned
by this principle of pleasure, obviously cannot see what is true; it
cannot think clearly, and therefore it has no passion. It transates
passion as sexual, or achieving some fragmentary activity, and
fulfilment in that fragment. Where there is no understanding of
pleasure, there is only enthusiasm, sentimentality, which evokes
brutality and callousness, and all the rest of it.

So, what is pleasure? Because, without understanding pleasure,
thereisno love. Loveis not pleasure; love is not desire; love is not
memory. And pleasure denies love. Therefore, it seemsto me, itis
important to understand this principle. Surely pleasure is desire -
desire, which comes into being very naturally when you see
something which gives you a stimulation, a sensation, and from
that sensation there is desire; and the continuation of that desireis
pleasure; and that pleasure is sustained by thought. | see

something, and in that contact with it, there is a sensation; the



sensation is the desire sustained by thought. Please, you can see
thisin yourself. You are not listening to something extraordinary.
Thisisan obvious, daily fact. Y ou see abeautiful car, a nice house,
a beautiful face, and there is the sensation, there is contact; contact,
sensation and desire. Then thought comes in; because thought is
the response of memory; that memory is based on other
experiences of pleasure and pain, and thought gives to that desire
the sustenance, the quality of pursuit and fulfilment. One can see
thisin oneself very simply. One doesn't have to read psychological
books about all this. | don't know why one reads psychological
books anyhow, or goes to analysts, and so on. If one observes, it's
al there in front of you; and the quality of observation cannot be
taught by another. If you are taught how to observe, you cease to
observe. Then you have merely the technique of observation,
which prevents you from actually seeing.

This whole concept of going to somebody to be taught, to be
analysed, to be psychologically informed about yourself, seemsto
me to be so utterly immature. | know what we are saying goes
contrary to all the present fashion, but if one observes, not
somebody else, but yourself for yourself is the whole of mankind,
with all the aches and the miseries, with the solitude and
loneliness, despair, the utter loneliness of existence, the
meaninglessness of it all - in that observation you are so anxious to
resolve everything quickly. We haven't the patience nor the
intention to observe clearly; and when you do so observe, it
unfolds endlessly, which islifeitself Then you are not dependent
on anybody, on any psychologist, on any theologian, on any priest,

on any dogma. Then you are looking at this movement of life,



which is yourself. But unfortunately we cannot look with clarity
because we are driven by this principle of pleasure.

To understand pleasure one has to understand the structure of
thinking, because it is thought that gives continuity to pleasure. |
had the experience of pleasure yesterday, of different kinds, and
thought thinks about that pleasure, and demands its continuity. The
memory of that pleasure of yesterday is reacting, demanding that it
be renewed through thought; and thought is time.

| hope all thisis not becoming too difficult and abstract. | don't
think it is abstract, but it may be rather complex. But it's not even
that, really, if you're actually following, not so much what the
speaker is saying, but what is actually taking place in yourself.
After all, what the speaker is saying isamirror in which you are
looking at yourself. And when you do look, you see that pleasureis
sustained by thought. There is thinking about the past pleasure,
past gratification; yesterday's delight and enjoyment; and that
thought demands its continuity now. Thought projects tomorrow's
pleasure; and thought creates the past, the present and the future,
which istime. There istime by the clock, chronological time.
We're not concerned with that. If you have to keep an appointment,
and so on, you must have the chronological time of yesterday,
today and tomorrow. But we're talking about the psychological
time which thought has bred; and that time is the product of
thought. | have had that pleasure; | am going to haveit; and | shall
haveit. Thistime-quality is created by thought; bred, put together
by thought; and thought istime; and it is time that creates fear. And
without probing into this time, pleasure, thought, we are always

bound by time; and therefore time has never a stop. It is only when



there is an end to time that there is something totally new;
otherwise it ismerely a continuity of what has been, modified
through the present, and conditioned by the future.

As one can observe, loveis not of time. It has nothing to do
with memory. And pleasure denies love. Where there is love you
can do what you will; it's only pleasure that is destructive.

For a human being to be free of fear, fear about the future, fear
about - there are dozens of fears that human beings have, conscious
or undiscovered; fear of the neighbour, fear of death, fear of being,
lonely, insecure, uncertain, fear of being confused, fear of being
stupid and trying to become very clever - you know, fear. Fear is
awaysin relation to something; it doesn't exist by itself. To be
totally free of fear, not partially, not free of afragment of that
totality of what is considered fear, but psychologically to be totally,
completely free of fear, one must understand thought, time and
pleasure. And this understanding is not intellectual or emotional.
Understanding can only come when there istotal attention, when
you have your complete attention to pleasure, how it comesinto
being; what time is, time which thought has created. | was, | am, |
will be. | must change thisinto that. Thisidea of agradual process,
thisidea of the gradual psychological evolution of man isvery
gratifying; we'll gradually, all of us, become extraordinarily kindly;
we shall gradually lose al our violence, aggression. We'll all be
brotherly at some time, much later. This gradual concept, which
psychologically is generally called evolution, seemsto me so
utterly false. We are not offering an opinion. Thisis afact. because
when you give your attention to something completely, thereis no
timeat all. You don't say, "I'll beit tomorrow". In that state of



attention there is neither yesterday, today nor tomorrow; therefore
time has come to an end. But that ending of time cannot possibly
be when there is the center as the principle of pleasure. Pleasure
hasin it pain. The two things cannot be separated. Pleasure is pain,
if you have observed.

So you cannot possibly psychologically avoid pain if you are
psychologically pursuing pleasure. We want the one, and we don't
want the other. The demand for the continuation of a certain
pleasure is the center from which we think, function and act - call it
the ego, the "me", the personality; it doesn't matter what you call it.
W here there is a center, there is always the space round the center
in which there is action of fear and pleasure. Right?

| hope we are somewhat following al this. If not, it doesn't
matter. (Laughter. ) Because probably most of us have not given
total attention - not for ten minutes or half an hour, but for along
period of time. We function emotionally, of want and not want;
when deep issues, fundamental problems are concerned, to give
your mind totally to them is rather difficult when all your life has
been dissipated - dissipated in fragmentary action. When we do act
totally, we only do it when thereis acrisis. Then you wake up and
give your whole attention. And thisisacrisis. A talk of thiskind is
acrisis, isachallenge. You can't just push it aside. And therefore it
may be rather difficult, may be perhaps arduous, to follow all this,
but it won't be arduous if you are following your own state of
mind. Y ou know, it's like sitting on the bank of ariver, and
watching the river waters go by; and when you so watch thereis
neither the observer nor the observed. Thereis only a movement.

But to observe that, there must be no fear, no time, no sense of



pleasure and no demand for gratification. In that state you can
observe the whole movement of life, which is agony, despair, the
ache of meaningless existence, the routine, the boredom, the great
fears, as of death, which we'll talk about another day. Y ou can
watch all this; and when you so observe, the observer is that which
he is observing; and then you can go beyond al this. The mutation
can only take place in the mind when time, pleasure and fear have
come to an end, and therefore there is a certain dimension or
quality which cannot be approached through thought.

Perhaps you can ask some question: about what we have been
discussing, and we will see if we can't go into these questions.

Please, would you mind making the questions short.

Questioner: I'm confused about what you said about pleasure,
because | don't see the distinction between pleasure and the desire
for gratification. | would like to know what the sensation is that
you get when you look at a painting; because | would define that as
pleasure without desire, and that's a good kind of pleasure. Pleasure

is good.

Krishnamurti: The questioner says that pleasure is good, when
you look at a picture, when you look at a sunset, when you look at
a beautiful face with alovely smile. Pleasure, the questioner says,
is gratification. | don't see the difference between gratification and

pleasure.
Questioner: | said your distinction.

Krishnamurti: What? Questioner: I'm sorry. | didn't see your

distinction between the two. | thought you were equating the two



of them, and | was saying that desire for gratification is something

very different from pleasure.

Krishnamurti: Y es, that's right. The questioner says that
pleasure and gratification are two different things, not disagreeing
with what the speaker has said. Isn't that it?

Questioner: No.
Krishnamurti: Oh, | beg your pardon. (Laughter.)
Questioner: Pleasureislove.

Krishnamurti: What? Questioner: That kind of pleasure brings

love.

Krishnamurti: When we are examining something of this kind,
don't come to any conclusion. Don't say, "Pleasure islove", or "not
love". We are examining. And if you have a conclusion, or if you
have come to a conclusion, and start to examine the question from
aconclusion, then that question is already answered by your

conclusion.
Questioner: | beg your pardon, sir.

Krishnamurti: Not beg my pardon, please. What we are trying
to do isto examine; and to examine there must be freedom from
any conclusion, from any knowledge, from any demand. Otherwise
you can't look; you can't examine. And that's one of the most

difficult thingsin life to do; because we all have opinions, dozens



of them; and we are so willing to offer opinions. Y ou know, it's
only fools who offer opinions. The wise man has no opinions.

It's avery difficult problem to answer this question. When you
look at a sunset, it gives you great pleasure, a delight. That delight
at that moment is intense, and your mind and your whole being are
absorbed by the beauty of it. Then that experience remains stored
up, and the next evening you demand that same experience to be
repeated. It's like taking that drug, LSD; it gives you an
extraordinary experience, and that experience is a great delight; but
when that is gone, you're back to yourself with your tawdry little
mind; and you take another dose, and so keep that going, till you
become cuckoo. (Laughter.) No, no, don't laugh, please. Just a
minute. We'll go into that at another time.

So, there is the cultivation of memory, which is sustained by
thought - or, thought sustains itself. Like yesterday | saw a
beautiful sunset, marvellous colours, the extraordinary tranquillity
that comes of an evening at the time of sunset; the light is entirely
different, and al that I've retained. The mind hastaken it in, and
next day, in an office or in a school, or in the kitchen, or when I'm
by myself, | look to that delight. It comes up in me naturally; and 1
look out of the window, hoping to see that again. But it never
happens again, because the mind looks at the new sunset with the
old mind, with old memories. But if you can die to the sunset of
yesterday, totally, then you can look at the new sunset. Thenitis
no longer this cloying gratification of pleasure.

Questioner: I'm confused about the difference between pleasure
and joy. Would you speak about joy, and tell us how it islike and

unlike pleasure?



Krishnamurti: What's the difference between pleasure and joy?
Don't we know it? Pleasure has a continuity; joy has not. When we
say, "I amjoyful" it's already finished, but pleasure you can
continue. Therefore pleasure is a continuity of that which was,
which gave you gratification or pleasure yesterday, which, through
thought, you can continue today, tomorrow and sustain it. Whereas
joy is something that comes immediately, naturally, and goes away
naturally, but if you cling to it, it has already become a memory, a
pleasure. It's finished.

Questioner: Isn't life painful in any case?

Krishnamurti: It all depends. If you have abad liver, itis. If you
have pain, continuous physical pain, itis. If you have
psychological pains from being hurt, being lonely, having no
fulfilment, being unloved, and so on and so on and so on, life does
become atorture. Going to an office daily for the next ten years,
forty years, is adreadful torture. (Laughter.) But that you put up
with, because that brings you money, comfort and so on and so on.

That you don't call torture.
Questioner: But not going to the officedso. . . .

Krishnamurti: One moment, sir; we have not finished that

guestion yet. (Laughter.) Sirs, please; thisis not an entertainment.
Questioner: Well, how do you fit. . . .

Krishnamurti: Wait a minute, madam. Wait aminute; I'm trying



to answer. Y ou know, if we understand one question rightly, all
guestions are answered. But we don't know how to ask the right
guestion. To ask the right question demands a great deal of
intelligence and sengitivity. Here is a question, a fundamental
guestion: islifeatorture? It is, asit is; and man haslived in this
torture centuries upon centuries, from ancient history to the present
day, in agony, in despair, in sorrow; and he doesn't find a way out
of it. Therefore he invents gods, churches, all therituals, and all
that nonsense, or he escapes in different ways. What we are trying
to do, during all these discussions and talks here, isto seeif we
cannot radically bring about a transformation of the mind, not
accept things as they are, nor revolt against them. Revolt doesn't
answer athing. You must understand it, go into it, examine it, give
your heart and your mind, with everything that you have, to find
out away of living differently. That depends on you, and not on
someone else, because in this there is no teacher, no pupil; thereis
no leader; thereis no guru; thereis no Master, no Saviour. Y ou
yourself are the teacher and the pupil; you are the Master; you are
the guru; you are the leader; you are everything. And to understand
isto transform what is.

| think that will be enough, won't it?
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Thismorning | would like to go into several problems, and to
really grapple with them. To go very deeply and extensively in
comprehension about hem, one needs a great deal of energy; not
only physical energy, but psychological energy. Generally one has,
if oneisfairly healthy, sufficient physical energy, impetus, to
investigate; but it's much more difficult, it seemsto me, to have
psychological energy, the energy that will pursue theissueto its
very end, and not be distracted on itsway. To have thisenergy in
abundance, one must understand the nature of conflict and effort.
Oneis so much used to this conditioning of effort. All our life,
from childhood till we die, we are making constant effort, struggle;
and where there is struggle, obvioudly, there is distortion; where
thereis effort, there is no clarity of examination. Where thereis
effort thereisastrain; there is adesire to achieve an end, which
precludes every form of investigation, every form of
understanding, delving deeply. Aswe said yesterday, the desire to
achieve is essentially based on comfort, pleasure, satisfaction,
gratification. What we are going to deal with this morning does not
need any kind of effort at all; effort exists only when thereis
contradiction - contradiction within, though there is contradiction
without which can be understood; tolerated, and perhaps gone
beyond. But there is this inward contradiction of various
competing, contradictory desires; and it is these contradictory
desires that bring about conflict; the wanting and not-wanting,

what is and what should be; the what is trying to conform to a



pattern of what should bee, and so there is always conflict.
Apparently that's part of our daily existence, from getting up in the
morning, going to the office, struggling till we go back to bed, and
from the moment we are born till we die, there is this constant
effort and battle; and to make effort to get rid of effort is still
further effort.

Please, as we said yesterday, it's no good merely hearing alot of
words and ideas. What we are concerned with is the understanding
of the whole process of life, with al its complexity, with its
aggressions and miseries, with its sorrows and confusions and
agonies. To understand this vast field of life, which is a constant
movement, one must not only hear the words, but also go beyond
the words; because words, the explanations, are not the fact. But
most of us are caught in words. To us, words are extraordinarily
important. Like the word "socialist” is something extraordinary to
an American, or to acommunist. The word has become so
extraordinarily important that we see the word first, and then the
fact afterwards. What is actual iswhat is, not the word; and to go
beyond the word, one must also realize, it seems to me, how
slavish the mind is to words. Thought is expressed in words.
Without words, is there thinking? And without the word, isthere
comprehension? To understand something totally, to see the whole
process of life, one must be free of the word - the word, the
symbol, the idea, the conclusion. Then one can look; then one can
listen, and that act of listening isreally a miracle. Perhaps it's the
greatest miracle: when one can listen totally, without any defence,
without any barrier, neither agreeing nor disagreeing - which

doesn't mean that the mind isn't open. On the contrary. The mind is



extraordinarily alert then.

Aswe were saying, the word is not the fact, and that'sa very
difficult thing to realize. The symbol is never theredlity. The
things that we are going to discuss this morning, as| said, need no
effort at all. What is needed is atotal perception of the whole
process of life, and to perceive this whole phenomenon of life, one
needs energy. That energy is denied when thereisthisdrive, this
effort to achieve something.

It's only when the cup is empty that it can befilled. It isonly
when the mind and heart are totally empty that they can
comprehend; then they can live. But to be so completely empty is
not a negative phenomenon. On the contrary, it is the highest form
of intelligence. It isthe highest form of love to be so completely
empty that there is not a scratch of memory, not aword, not a
conclusion that distorts perception. What we are going to discuss
or talk over together this morning demands a quality of mind that
has no fear of any kind. So one has first to understand fear, because
what we are going to discuss, talk over together, is this problem of
death. But to understand it, to go very deeply into it, the mind must
be extraordinarily subtle, sensitive, alert, full of attention. And to
understand this enormous problem which has faced man from the
beginning of time, one has to be free of fear.

There are so many forms of fear: fear of darkness, fear of what
somebody says, fear of being hurt, fear of insecurity, fear of
loneliness, and the ultimate fear, which is death. And fear, aswe
said, isadwaysin relation to something; it doesn't exist by itself.
I'm afraid of you or you're afraid of me; or I'm afraid of an idea; or

| have committed myself to a certain activity in which | find great



comfort and security, and I'm frightened that that security should
be destroyed, that comfort should be taken away - that comfort in
relationship, inajob, or inideds.

There are many forms of fear, and fear is essentially the result
of time. Oneisnot afraid of the immediate; one is afraid of what
will happen, or what has happened. Please examine what is being
said. Not that you must agree with the speaker, which would be
rather absurd, but rather use what the speaker is saying to inform
yourself of your conditioning, of your ways of thought and your
ways of thinking.

Fear isthe product of thought. Fear in every form isthought in
action with regard to the past through the present and to the future.
| am afraid of what will happen, and I'm afraid of something which
| have done in the past which | want to cover up. So thought, fear
Is the movement of time; and it's very important, if we would be
free of fear, to understand this movement of time, whichis
essentially the process of thinking. The now, the actual, living
present, isthe result of yesterday and athousand yesterdays, so
thereis no actual now, or the moment. But the moment, the
actuality, thewhat is, isthe result of yesterday; and that yesterday
is the result of many, many, many yesterdays; and the now isthe
product of yesterday, which is going to move to the future, to
tomorrow. And fear is this movement of time, which is the product
of thought. When | am confronted with something dangerous
immediately, thereis no fear. | act; perhaps foolishly, ignorantly,
but there is action. But give time, an interval; then thought comes
into operation; then I'm afraid.

Look: thisis not a mass psychoanalysis. We're not analysing



each other, but I'm sure each one of us has various kinds of fears.
Take one of them; bring: it out into the open - don't please, don't
confessit to me! - bring it out into the open and look at it. And
how you look at it matters immensely. We are going to go into it
step by step.

As| said, how you look at it is very important. First, do you
look at it as, though it were something outside of you,. a something
which is not you, but something which is placed outside? Thereis.
the observer, and fear is something outside of you. Right? Thereis
this duality, this contradiction: | am not afraid, but there isfear,
which | must overcome. | must do something about that thing
which | call fear. So the observer is different from the thing
observed; and is there a difference? There is no difference, if you
examine.. The observer isthe observed. Please follow this step by
step. The observer who has fear saysthereisfear. That fear is
something external to the observer.. But for the observer to
recognize that it. isfear, he must have already known it;. and
therefore the observer isthe observed. | don't want to go much
more into it, because that's enough for the time being.

Hence, as the observer, the thinker, is the thought and the
observed, any form of effort to be rid of fear is the creation of
another observer. Right? And therefore he's caught in that vicious
circle. | hope we are going together!

The observer is the center of accumulated memory, experience,
knowledge, information; the censor, and so on. He, or it, isaware
outside of himself of something which he callsfear; and heis
making constant effort to run away, or trandlate, or transcend, or

suppress, that fear. The more the tension between the observer and



the fact of fear, the greater the effort, the greater the desire to
escape, to run away, to cover up; and if you cannot run away, one
becomes neurotic, because the tension becomes so intense; and to
live in that intense darkness of fear is a state of neurosis. But, aswe
said, when the observer is the observed, not an idea but the fact,
then there is no effort at all, because then there is no contradiction.

| am fear. And what can | do?, please follow this. The observer has
always acted as though the observed is something different from
himself; then he could act. But when he realizes that the observer is
the observed, all action ceases on his part, and therefore all effort;
and therefore thereisno fear at all.

Thisrequires agreat deal of inward inquiry, inward observation,
step by step without coming to any conclusion. Therefore the mind
must be extraordinarily alert and sensitive and swift. And when
there is no fear because the observer is the thing which he has
externalized as fear, which he is himself, then there is no longer
this action which was positive, that is, doing something about fear.
Then the observer isthe observed. In that state there is complete
inaction; and that complete inaction is the highest form of action.

So thereis no effort at all. It is only the dull mind, the mind
that's committed, the mind that is achieving-not-achieving, that is
in constant battle, struggle; that makes an effort; and this effort, the
struggle, is considered the positive way of life. It isthe most
mischievous way of life. And in this total inaction, when the
observer realizesthat he isthe observed, then in that total inaction
there is an action which is not of effort. Let'sleaveit there for the
moment. | hope you understand some of it.

Then let's proceed to examine this question of what death is.



There are three things one has to understand: living, love and
death. They all go together. Y ou cannot separate death From love
and living. To us, living asitis, isatorture, amisery, a
meaningless existence. The more clever, the more sensitive, the
more intellectually, emotionally oneis alive, the moreit has no
meaning at all. And seeing that it has no meaning, we invent a
meaning, we project a meaning, and according to that meaning, try
to live - which isnot living at all. So one has to understand what
living is. Living is not this battle between human beings; it is not
this battle of competition, of races, of ambition, and all the rest of
it. | don't have to go into all the details of it. We all know what life
IS, the torture, the sorrow, the endless misery and confusion; and
that's what we call living. And love, as we know, is hedged about
with jealousy, with suspicion, aggression, violence; and so we don't
know what that is, either. And obvioudly we don't know what death
IS, because we are frightened of it; we don't talk about it. Wetalk a
great deal about living, agreat deal about love; but death is
something to be avoided, to be put away. Don't talk about it. And if
we do talk about it, we rationalize it; or, out of our fears we invent
beliefs that give us comfort, such as resurrection, reincarnation and
innumerable forms of escape from that enormous and mysterious
fact which we call death. Various religions throughout the world
have given hope; really, essentially afalse hope to man. Peoplein
the ancient civilizations lived to die. To them death was far more
important than living. But this present generation, this present
civilization is concerned with living, and not with the other; and
thisliving is atorture, with an occasional bright spot of affection,

love and beauty. So, without understanding living, and without



understanding love, there is no possibility of understanding what
death is. To understand it, not intellectually, not emotionally, nor
escape from this fact that must really be, is the most immense
thing, because it is something that has to be understood, felt. Now,
we are going to go into that.

Again, the word is not the thing; the explanation which we are
going into is not; if it doesn't happen, if you don't do it actually,
then it has no meaning at all. If you merely treat it as an idea, then
it has no value. There are so many ideas, so many books published
every week, thousands and thousands. Don't add another idea to
what you already have. Aswe said, it isonly the mind that is
empty that can see, that can act totally.

First of al, thereisthe fact of physical death. The body, by
constant usage and strain, and so on, gives up, dies, comes to an
end; through accident, through disease, through modern life. And
one may physically find various medicines, or diets, and so on, that
can give it another fifty years more; but there is the inevitable end.
Like all organisms, it must come to an end; and it would be good to
keep it healthy aslong as possible, if you can. But thereisamuch
deeper fact, deeper issue involved in death, and that is the
psychological ending. The "me", the accumulated experience as a
human being, with all the knowledge, with al the accumulated
information, every form of memory, treasured, cherished, and
despised, put away - al that is the center which isthe "me", the
ego, the person, and it is that center, the psychological center, that
oneisafraid of losing. | don't know if you have ever examined
what that center is; not only what we have said about tradition,

racia inheritance, education, and all the rest of it. That center is



nothing divine and all the rest of the things man has invented
through the centuries, as the Atman, the Higher Self, the soul - all
those are arepetition in different words of an idea that thereis
something supreme in each one of us. And the communists would
say, "What tommyrot all that is!". Those who believe in al that
hold on to it tremendoudly; as though it was something everlasting.
When you examine it, it isjust an idea, athought, amemory, a
bundle of experiences with all its reactions.

Please, we are going into it very slowly. Don't say | am an
atheist, or this, or that - all that silly stuff. We are just examining it.

That center isthe result of time, and that center creates the
gpace round itself, like all centers do. This microphone existsin
gpace, and it creates a space round itself; which isfairly smple.
And there as the center asthe "me", which. has created a space
round itself That space can extend widely, can be expanded, but
still, where there is a center there is always afrontier; and within
that frontier there can be no freedom at all. Though one can expand
this consciousness with a center through various forms of mental
tricks and drugs and so on, in that space created by the center there
is no freedom. Death to most of usisthelosing of that center, isn't
it? - losing the things that | have known;. my family, my friends,
al the thingsthat | have accumulated, which is the known. The
center is the known, and death is something which | don't know at
al. What I'm frightened of islosing the known - is not the
unknown. And losing the known means that I'm completely lonely;
I'm completely alone, in avoid; and that's what | am afraid of
That's what each oneis afraid of. And being afraid of that, we take

to various forms of escape, a whole network of. escapes; and the



more romantically spiritual you are - | don't know whatever that
word "spiritua" means - the more romantically spiritual you are,
the more fantastic your ideas.

Now, isit possible to end that center each day; not having
accumulated, then giving it up, but to die to that center every day,
every minute? That is, that center is the accumulation of
experience, knowledge; and life is a process of experience, a
challenge and a response; and the more inadequate that response,
the greater the conflict. Unless oneis highly enlightened,
intelligent and sensitive, man is kept awake through experience,
through challenge. And you must receive every experience and not
retain a shadow of it afterwards. Am | making myself clear? You
have an experience, a pleasant or an unpleasant experience,
dangerous or pleasurable; and you must receive that experience,
understand it, and die to it immediately, so that there is no memory
as a center which retains that experience. We often do this
naturally. But to be aware so intensely, without any choice, that
every experienceistotally assimilated, understood and dissolved,
requires agreat deal of energy, which means attention; to die every
day to every pleasure, to every thought, to every form of
accumulation, so that with the dying the mind is made fresh and
the heart renews itself, so that life doesn't become atorture.

Dying every day to everything that we know isto love;
otherwise one cannot love. Love is not something to be cultivated.
Like humility; the moment you cultivate humility, it's a cloak of
vanity. And it's only when you die to everything, to every
experience that you have had, that you areliving. Then livingisa

movement, fresh, new, innocent, every minute of the day fresh; and



to dieto the past isto live totally at altogether a different
dimension.

Perhaps, if you are interested, we might by questioning go more
deeply into it, or one can put into words in adifferent way what we

have discussed or talked over together this morning.

Questioner: What then is the faculty which has the power to

observe the mind?

Krishnamurti: Sir, first of al, if one realizes that the observer is
the observed - which is one of the most extraordinary things when
you realize it - then in that state of attention there is no observer at
al, or the observed. Now, let me go into it alittle bit.

L ook at that oak tree; actually ook at it. Y ou are the observer,
and the oak is the observed. There is a space between you and the
thing, which isthe tree. In that interval of spaceistime. Right? The
time that has to be covered to see that object. And that object is
aways static; and what is static, when observed, istime.

Now, the observer is watching the tree; and in that interval of
space there are all kinds of ideas: "It's an oak tree", "l like", "l don't
like" "I wish it wasin my garden”, "l wish it was this or that", and
ten different things, which actually prevent me from seeing the fact
of that tree, the totality of it, because my attention is distracted by
the words, by the name, by the botanical knowledge of that tree
which | have. That distraction prevents me from actually looking at
the tree. When you no longer name, when thought is no longer
functioning as knowledge about that tree, then is there a space
between you and the tree? Then, if you go into it very deeply and

observe all this, the observer isthe observed - which is not that the



observer identifies himself with the tree. Of course, the
identification of the observer with the tree is absolutely silly; it is

not afact. Y ou don't become the tree.
Questioner: Don't you observe the vacuum?

Krishnamurti: Sir, sir, sir, do examineit, sir; don t ask; examine
thisfact. Look at aflower. Have you ever looked at aflower? Or
have you looked at it, given it a name, and passed it by? Or you
say, "How beautiful; let me smell it". All these are distractive
actions which prevent you from looking at that flower. Like human
beings who have known each other never 1ook; they have the
images of each other, and these images are in relationship. And, to
observe very closealy - and that is one of the most arduous things -
that doesn't need effort at all; just to sit of an afternoon, whenever
you have time and leisure to look at anything, to look at a flower,
to look at yourself, to look at al the movement of your thought and
your feelings and your reactions; just to observe without any
choice, which isthe beginning of self-knowing. And without self-
knowing, man is caught everlastingly in confusion and misery.
When the observer is the observed - that can only be when thereis
total attention, not fragmentary attention. And that attention may
be a second, or a minute; but the urge to maintain that attention
becomes inattention.

To ask who isthe observer, or what that state of mind is when
there is no observer, when the observer is the observed, to put it
into words what that state is, isto deny that state. One cannot
communicate with another about something the other has not

known, has not found. And if it is possible to communicate, and if



it iIscommunicated - which is not possible - then you want to
achieve it; and then you say, "Tell me the method to get at it"; and

then you are lost.

Questioner: Sir, what prevents me from seeing the treeis"me",
and | feel | have to be willing to give up the "me", giveit up, let it

go, before there's the tree. Isn't that what you're saying?
Krishnamurti: Who is the thing that's going to give it up?
Questioner: The"me".

Krishnamurti: Sir, the "me" cannot give itself up. All that it can
do isto be quiet; and it cannot be quiet without understanding the
whole structure and the meaning of the "me". Either that structure
and the meaning can be understood totally, immediately, or not at
al; and that's the only way; thereis no other way. If you say, "I
will practise; | will gradually work at it till the 'me' dies", then you

have fallen into adifferent kind of trap, which is the same "me".

Questioner: If | attend to atree in the way that you described, so

that the observer isthe observed, the treeis still there.
Krishnamurti: Of course, Sir.

Questioner: If | attend to my fear in the same way, won't my
fear also still be there?

Krishnamurti: No, you seefirst of all, | don't want to get rid of
my fear; | want to understand it. To understand something, | must

carefor it; | must loveit; | must be careful withit; and if | say, "I



must get rid of it", I've already acted most foolishly. Because |
have to understand the structure and the nature of fear; and to
understand it, | must look at it; and | cannot look at it if | say |
must, if | want to get rid of it, or suppressit, or sublimate it. | must
actually look at it, come into contact with it, not through aword,
but with the fact, with what actually is.

Questioner: Y ou said that when the mind is empty and the heart
Is empty, you can really understand. But how to make the heart

empty?

Krishnamurti: How can the mind, which is so crowded, so
everlastingly chattering, how can that mind be emptied? I'm afraid
thereis no way. Any method is the most impractical way. | know
we think that by following a method, it will help usto clarify the
mind. On the contrary. The method produces its own results, but
does not free the mind from its own accumulated traditions,
knowledge. That's why, sir, we said at the beginning that what is
important is to listen. And to listen needs attention, care, acertain
guality of affection in which there is communion; and then you

will find that without an effort it has come into being.

Questioner: In aoneness sometimes there is clarity, but in living

with people, chaos. Can you tell me something about this?

Krishnamurti: "When oneis alone at timesthereisclarity. It is
only when one gets together with people that one becomes
confused", the questioner says. I'm afraid one cannot alwayslive

by oneself; and to live by oneself requires the greatest form of



intelligence. To live by oneself is comparatively easy. There you
can develop your particular idiosyncrasies, characteristics,
tendencies, and crystallize and become rather heavy in all that. But
to live alone requires immense sensitivity and intelligence.
Sensitivity - to be very sensitive isto be intelligent; and in that
state thereisclarity. "And isit not possible”, the questioner asks,
"to live in thisworld with people, in the office, and so on, with that
aloneness, with that clarity?'. Obvioudly it is possible. But you see,
you want someone to giveit al to you; take a pill, and al the thing
issolved. So you see, sir, we are so used to being told what to do
that we worship authority, and we have lost all capacity in the
world, all intention to find things for ourselves. In what we are
talking about there is no teacher, there is no method, thereisno
practice; thereis only perception of what is; and when there is that

perception, then the problem is resolved.

Questioner: Of what significance is hope and faith to living?

Krishnamurti: | hope you won't think me harsh if | say thereis
no significance at all. We have had hope; we have had faith - faith
in church, faith in politics, faith in leaders, faith in gurus, because
we have wanted to achieve a state of bliss, of happiness. and so on.
And hope has nourished this faith. And when one observes through
history, through our life, all that hope and faith have no meaning at
al, because what isimportant is what we are; actually what we are
- not what we think we are, or what we think we should be, but
actually what is. If we know how to look at what is, that will bring
about a tremendous transformation.



Questioner: If oneis able at timesto have clarity, yet lave in the
family, how does one keep one's sons from each other's throats?
There must be away of helping the young to live at peace; the

same with nations.

Krishnamurti: The questioner says, "How is one to educate
children?"'. The educator must first be educated. And modern
education gives such terrific importance to technology, to
acquiring knowledge, and neglecting the whole field of life;
cultivating one tiny little part, and that's what's called education;
and neglecting the whole field of love and thought and death and
anxiety. Isit possible to educate in a different way, so that oneis
concerned with the whole of life? That's only possible when the
educator is also concerned; such an educator is arare entity, in the
family or in the school.

| think that's enough, isn't it?
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| should think one of our greatest: problemsin life must be, surely,
knowing that our minds deteriorate, decline as one grows older, or
deteriorate even when oneis quite young; being a specialist along a
certain line, and being unaware totally of the whole complex area
of life, it must be a great problem to find out whether it is at all
possible to stop this deterioration, so that the mind is always fresh,
young, clear, decisive. Isit at all possible to end this decline?

Thisevening, if | may, | would like to go into that. Because to
me, meditation is freeing the mind from the known; and to inquire
into this question, which isreally very, very important, one must, it
seems to me, know or be aware of the whole machinery of the
formation of the image which each one has about himself, or about
another; and not only be aware of the machinery that makes these
images, but also how we add to those images that we have about
ourselves. Because it is these images that gradually begin to
crystallize, become hard. The whole of life is a constant
movement, a constant flow, and this crystallization, this process of
the hardening of the image, is the central fact of deterioration.

One notices, obviously, as one grows older, that one is burdened
with innumerabl e experiences, hurts, many strains, conflicts,
despair, the competitive process of life. All these and other factors
bring about alack of sensitivity in the brain cells themselves. That
one sees as one grows older. And one sees also, when oneis quite
young, that a mind trained along a special line, completely

concentrated on that line and avoiding the whole area of this



extraordinary life, makesits brain cells also very narrow, very
small; being unaware of the whole total movement of life - which
is modern education, which is the modern way of living. Not only
with the young, but also, as one grows or advances in years, one
notices this: the sharpness, the clarity, the precision, the capacity to
think impersonally, to look at life not only from one center,
declines. Whether that center isnoble or ignobleisirrelevant; itis
a self appointed center, and from that gradually comes the
crystallization of all the brain cells. The whole mental process
declines, and one is then ready for the grave.

The question then arises: isit at all possible to end this decaying
process of the brain, aswell as of the mind, the whole, total entity?
And also, isit possible to keep the physique, the body,
extraordinarily alive, alert, energetic, and so on? That seemsto me
to be agreat issue, and therefore a great challenge to find out.

Now, the inquiry into this - not only verbally, but non-verbally -
the inquiry, the examination into thisis meditation. That word
itself is so misused; there are so many methods of meditation,
especially coming out of Asia: the Zen form of meditation, the
Hindu, and the dozens of ways of meditation. If we understand
one, we shall understand the total of the systems and the ways of
meditation. But the central issue that we are going to talk over
together this evening is whether the mind can ever rgjuvenate
itself, whether it can become fresh, young, unafraid. And if one
assertsthat it is not possible, oneisthen actually blocking oneself.
All examination ceases when you say it is not possible, or when
you say it is possible. Either the positive denial of saying that it is

not possible, or saying, "Well, it is possible” - both, it seemsto me,



are irrelevant and they block all examination. But the fact remains
that as one grows older, the mind does decline. It declines because
one sees that the whole process of thinking, the structure of the
brain, and the totality of the whole process whichisthe mind isa
way of conflict, struggle and constant strain, a self-contradictory
process.

If I may point out here, | think it would be well to find out how
you are listening to what is being said, because we are not
concerned with ideas. One can go on with innumerable ideas,
adding them, writing about them, reading about them. There are
volumes upon volumes about thought and what the processis, and
so on and so on; and there are all these psychol ogists who have
theories about al this, or statistical facts, and so on. Are we
listening to a series of words, or phrases, or ideas? Or are we
listening, observing the actual state of our own mind? | think that's
very important, especially when we are talking about something
which is beyond argumentation, opinions, personal inclinations, or
personal outlook. The fact isthat there is deterioration; and if one
looks at it and trandlates that deterioration, or triesto transcend it,
or go beyond it in terms of personal inclination, temperament, and
SO on, it becomes a very shoddy affair. But if one observesit as
you would atree, a sunset, the light on the water, the outlines of a
blue hill, just observesit; just observes the process of what is
actually taking place in each one of us, then we will go on together.
If you cannot do this, there will be gaps, and we'll not be able to
take the road together.

Also this requires a sustained attention, not for two minutes or

three minutes, but for thiswhole hour. If one can be so dert,



attentive, not only to what is being said, but also to relate what is
being said to your own activity inside of yourself, then such
listening has an extraordinary action. But if you merely listen to
ideas, or words, then you can have thisidea or that idea; you can
accept this opinion or that opinion. We're not dealing with
opinions. That only leads to dialectical approach. But what we are
talking about is something entirely different. We are concerned
with the whole total process of living; and this total process of
living, as one observes, is always creating an image about
ourselves, about others - image through experience, image through
conflict. Thisimage is added to or taken away from, but the central
factor of that energy which creates that image is always constant. Is
it at all possible to go beyond it? And are we aware that thereis an
Image in each one of us about ourselves, conscious or
unconscious? | mean that one might have an image about oneself
as superior, or as not having capacity, or as aggressive, prideful -
all kinds of nuances, subtleties which build up thisimage. Surely,
each one has thisimage about oneself. And, as one grows older - it
might be that age really has nothing to do with it; one has an image
when oneisvery, very young, and that image begins to be more
and more strong, and more and more crystallised, and then thereis
theendtoit al.

Is one aware of it? And if oneisaware of it, who isthe entity
that is aware of the image? Y ou understand the issue? Is the image
different from the image-maker? Or are the image-making and the
image the same? Because unless one understands this factor very
clearly, what we are going into will not be clear.

Y ou understand? | can seethat | have an image about myself: |



am this and that; | am agreat man or alittle man; or my nameis
known, not known, you know, all the verbal structure about
oneself, and the non-verbal structure about oneself, conscious or
hidden. | realize that image exists, if | become at all aware,
watchful. | know thisimage is being formed all the time. And the
observer who is aware of that image feels himself different from
the image. Isn't that what is taking place? Right? | hope we are
making this clear. And the observer then beginsto say to himself
that thisimage is the factor that brings about a deterioration;
therefore he must destroy the image in order to achieve a greater
result, to make the mind young, fresh, and all the rest of it, because
he realizes that this image is the central factor of deterioration; and
therefore he makes an effort to get rid of that image. Right? Are we
going along together? He struggles, he explains, he justifies, or
adds; strivesto alter it to a better image; moves it to adifferent
dimension, or to adifferent part of that field which he callslife.
The observer then is concerned either with the destruction of that
image, or adding to that image, or going beyond that image. Thisis
what we are doing all the time. And one has never stopped to
inquire whether the observer is not the image-maker, and therefore
the observer isthe image. Right? Therefore, when this factor is
very clearly understood, which is non-verbal but actual, that the
observer isthe maker of the image, and whatever the observer
does, he not only destroys the present image he has about himself,
but also creates another image, and so keeps this making of images
all the time going; struggling, compelling, controlling, suppressing,
altering, adjusting; when one sees this observer is the observed,
then all effort ceases to change the image, or go beyond the image.



This demands a great deal of penetration and attention; it isn't
just that you accept an explanation. Because the explanation, the
word, is not the fact. And to realize this, to realize the central fact,
eliminates al effort. Thisis very important to understand. Effort,
struggle in different ways, either physically or psychologically, as
competition, as ambition, aggression, violence, pride, accumulated
resentments, and so on, is one of the factors of deterioration. So
when one realizes that the observer is the image-maker, then our
whole process of thinking undergoes a tremendous change. And so
the image is the known, isn't it? Y ou may not be aware of it; you
may not be aware of the content of the image, the shape of it, the
peculiar nuances, the subtleties of that image; but that image,
whether oneis conscious of it or not, isin the field of the known.
Right?

Perhaps we can discuss, and answer this question afterwards.
For the moment we'll go on with what we are talking about. As
long as the whole mind - which is the mind, the brain and the body
- functions within the field of the image, which isthe known, of
which one may be conscious or not, in that field is the factor of
deterioration. Right? Please, don't accept it as an ideawhich you'll
think about when you go home. Y ou won't, anyhow. But here we
are doing it, taking the thing together; therefore you must do it
now, not when you go home and say, "Well, I've taken notes, and
I've understood it; I'll think about it". Don't take notes because that
doesn't help at all.

The problem then is, whether the mind - which is the result of
time, psychological and chronological, which isthe result of a

thousand experiences, which is the result of so many stresses and



strains, of technological knowledge, of hope, of despair, all that a
human being goes through, the innumerable forms of fear -
whether that mind functions always within that field, which is the
field of the known. | am using that word, the "known", to include
what may be there, but which you have not looked at; still, it isthe
known.

That isthe field in which the mind functions, always within the
field of the known; and the known is the image, whether created by
the intellect, or by lots of sentimental, emotional or romantic
thought. Aslong asits activity, its thoughts, its movements, are
within the field of the known, which is the making of the image,
there must be deterioration, do what you will. So the question
arises. isit possible to empty the mind of the known?Y ou
understand? Am | making myself clear? It doesn't matter!

One must have asked this question, whether it's possible to go
beyond, vaguely, or with a purpose, because one suffers, one has
anxieties, or one has vague hints of it. Now we are asking it as a
guestion which must be answered, as a challenge which must be
responded to; and this challenge is not an outward challenge, but a
psychological, inward challenge. And we are going to find out
whether it is possible to empty the mind of the known. I've
explained what we mean by the known.

Now asto this process of emptying the mind - this emptying of
the mind is meditation; and one must go into this question of
meditation, explain it alittle bit. All the Asiatic people are
conditioned by this word; the so-called religious, serious people are
conditioned by this word, because through meditation they hope to

find something which is not, something which is beyond mere



daily existence. And to find it they have various systems, very,
very subtle, or very crude, like the Zen: the discipline, the forcing,
the beating; or watching, being tremendously aware of the toe, and
then to see how it moves, to be conscious of it all, and so on and on
and on in different ways. Also in that so-called meditative system
IS concentration, fixing the mind on oneidea, or one thought, or
one symbol, and so on. Every schoolboy does this when hereads a
book, when heis forced to read; and there's not much difference
between the student in the school and the very deep thinker who
tries tremendously to concentrate on one idea or one image, and
who tries to discover some reality out of that.

Also there are various forms of stimulation, forcing oneself,
stimulating oneself to reach a point from which one sees life totally
differently; and that means to expand consciousness more and
more through will, through effort, through concentration, through
determination to force, force, force; and by extending this
consciousness one hopes to arrive at a different state, or adifferent
dimension, or reach a point which the conscious mind cannot. Or
one takes many, many drugs, including the latest, LSD, and so on
and so on. That gives for the moment tremendous stimulation to
the whole system, and in that state one experiences extraordinary
things - extraordinary things through stimulation, through
concentration, through discipline, through starvation, through
fasting. If one fasts for some days, one has peculiar - obviously
peculiar - things happening. And one takes drugs, and that for the
moment makes the body extraordinarily sensitive; you see colours
which are most extraordinary, which you have never seen before.

Y ou see everything so clearly; there is no space between you and



that thing which you see. And this goes on in various forms
throughout the world; the repetition of words, like in the Catholic
church, or in those prayers, which all make the mind alittle calm,
quiet, obvioudly, which isatrick. If you keep on repeating,
repeating, repeating, you get so dull, obvioudly, that you go to
sleep, and you think that's avery quiet mind. (Laughter.) Please!
There are very many systems, both in Asia, which includes
India, and in Europe, to quieten the mind. One goes through
extraordinary torturesto still the mind. But the mind can be stilled
very simply by taking atranquillizer, a pill that will make you
seemingly awake but quiet. But that's not meditation. One can
brush al that aside; even though one is committed to it; we can
throw all of that out of the window; and as you are listening | hope
you will throw it out, because we are going into something much
deeper than these inventions of avery clever mind which has had a
peculiar experience, the other experience, and so on and so on.
Having examined, not in too much detail, but sufficiently, one can
really put all that aside. Because the more one practises a
discipline, the more the mind becomes dull, mechanized; and that
mechanizing, routine process makes the mind somewhat quiet, but
it s not the quietness of tremendous energy, understanding.
Having brushed those aside as immature, utterly nonsensical,
though they produce extraordinary results, then we can proceed to
inquire whether it is at all possible to free the mind from the known
- not only the known of athousand years, but also of yesterday,
which is memory; which doesn't mean that | forget the road, the
way to the house | livein, or technology. That obviously one must

have. That's essential; otherwise we can't live. But we are talking



of something at a much deeper level - the deeper level where the
image is always active; where the image, which isthe known, is
functioning all the time; and whether that image, and the maker of
the image, which isthe observer - whether it is possible to empty
the mind of that. And the emptying of that, of the known, is
meditation. We are going to go into that alittle bit. | don't know if
you have the energy or the sustained attention to go into it so far.

One sees very clearly that there is an understanding there, an
action, only when the mind is completely quiet. Right? That is, |
say | understand something, or | see something very clearly, when
thc mind istotally silent. Right? Y ou tell me something; and you're
telling me something which | don't like, or like. If | like, | pay a
little attention; if | don't like, | don't pay any attention at all. Or |
listen to what you're saying and translate it according to my
idiosyncrasy, to my inclination and so on and so on and so on,
justifying, and so on and so on. | don't listen at all. Or | oppose
what you're saying, because | have an image about myself, and that
image reacts. Please, | hope you are doing all this!

And so | don't listen; | don't hear. | object; | dissent; I'm
aggressive. But all that obvioudly prevents me from understanding.
| want to understand you. | can only understand you when | have
no image about you. And if you're atotal stranger, | don't care; |
don't even want to understand you, because you are totally outside
the field of my image, and | have no relationship with you. But if
you are afriend, arelation, and so on, husband, wife, and all the
rest of it, | have an image; and the image which you have about me
and | have about you, those images have arelationship. All our
relationship is based on that. One sees very clearly that only when



the image doesn't interfere - image as knowledge, thought,
emotion, al the rest of it - only then can | look, can | hear, can |
understand. It has happened to all of us. When suddenly, after you
discuss, argue, point out, and so on, suddenly your mind becomes
guiet and you see that, and you say, "By Jove, |'ve understood."
That understanding is an action, not an idea. Right?

So there is understanding, action in a different sense than the
action that we know, which is the action of the image, of the
known. We are talking of an understanding which is an action
when the mind is completely quiet, in which understanding as
action takes place. Right? There is understanding and action only
when the mind is completely quiet; and that quiet, still mind is not
induced by any discipline, by any effort. Obvioudly if thereisan
effort, it isthe effort of the image to go beyond itself and create
another image. Y ou know all the tricks of that. One sees that there
IS an understanding action only when the mind is quiet; and that
guietnessis not induced, is not projected, is not brought about by
careful, cunning thought. And meditation - which one can do when
oneis Sitting in a bus, walking the street, or washing dishes and
God knows what else - meditation has nothing whatsoever to do
with breathing and all that, or taking postures. We've brushed al
that aside long ago, all that childish stuff.

When the observer is the image, and therefore there is no effort
to change the image, or to accept the image, but only the fact of
what is, the observation of that fact of what is brings about a
radical change in the fact itself. And that can only take place when
the observer isthe observed. There is nothing mysterious about it.
The mystery of lifeisbeyond all this - beyond the image, beyond



effort, beyond the centralized, egotistic, subjective, self centered
activity. Thereisavast field of something which can never be
found through the known. And the emptying of the mind can only
take place non-verbally, only when there is no observer and the
observed. All this demands tremendous attention and awareness -
an awareness which is not concentration.

Y ou know, concentration is effort: focusing upon a particular
page, an idea, image, symbol, and so on and so on. Concentration
Isaprocess of exclusion. You tell astudent, "Don't look out of the
window; pay attention to the book." He wants to ook out, but he
forces himself to ook, ook at the page; so thereisaconflict. This
constant effort to concentrate is a process of exclusion, which has
nothing to do with awareness. Awareness takes place when one
observes - you can do it; everybody can do it - observes not only
what is the outer, the tree, what people say, what one thinks, and so
on, outwardly, but also inwardly to be aware without choice; just to
observe without choosing. For when you choose, when choice
takes place, only then isthere confusion, not when thereis clarity.

Awareness takes place only when there is no choice; or when
you are aware of all the conflicting choices, conflicting desires, the
strain - when you just observe al this movement of contradiction.
Knowing that the observer is the observed, in that processthereis
no choice at all, but only watching what is, and that's entirely
different from concentration. That awareness brings a quality of
attention in which there is neither the observer nor the observed.
When you redlly attend, if you have ever doneit - we all do
sometimes - when you completely attend, like you are doing now,

if you arereally listening, there is neither the listener nor the



speaker. In that state of attention is silence; and that state of
attention brings about an extraordinary freshness, youth - not
"youth", in Americathey use that word terribly - an extraordinary
sense of freshness, a quality of newness, to the mind. This
emptying of the mind of all the experiencesit hashad is
meditation. Though one has had a thousand experiences - and we
are the result of millions of experiences - all the experiences can be
emptied only when one becomes aware of each experience, sees
the whole content of it without choice; therefore it goes, it passes
by; there is no mark of that experience as awound, as something to
remember, to recognize and keep.

Meditation is avery strenuous process; it's not just athing to do,
for old ladies or men who have nothing to do. This demands
tremendous attention right through. Then you will find for yourself
no, there is no question of experience, thereis no finding. When
the mind is completely quiet, without any form of suggestion,
hypnotism or following a method, when the mind is completely
quiet, then there is aquality and a different dimension which
thought can never possibly imagine or experience. Then it's beyond
all search; there is then no seeking. A mind that isfull of light does
not seek. It is only the dull, confused mind that's always seeking
and hoping to find. What it finds is the result of its own confusion.

Isit worthwhile talking about all this, questioning, asking?

Audience: Yes, yes.
KRISHNAMURTI: All right; go ahead.

Questioner: Has not deterioration two factors. not only the



Image-making factor, but aso the wrong way of living, wrong food

and so on?

KRISHNAMURTI: Obvioudly. It'sclear isn't it? All this
demands such extraordinary sensitivity, both of the body and of the
mind, not that the two are separate. There is a separateness which
one cannot possibly understand unless one goes into this question
of the observer and the observed. Obvioudly it matters how one
lives, what one thinks, what one's daily activities are, anger, and all
the rest of it.

Questioner: Krishngji, the image is the known, as you say.
Would it be fitting for us to examine together here now the non-

image, or the unknown, or the unconscious?

KRISHNAMURTI: Aswe said the other day, actually thereis
no such state as the unconscious. Sorry! (Laughter.) | mean, one
has dreams. One never asks oneself: why does one have dreams at
all? One has dreams if one has overeaten, al that. That's all right.
That's clear. But all those dreams which need interpretation, all the
fuss they make about dreams! Why do you dream at all? Is it
possible not to dream, so that when you wake up the mind is fresh,
clear, innocent? One dreams because during the day you have not
paid attention, you have not watched what you have said, what you
have thought, what you have felt, how you have talked to another.
Y ou have not watched the beauty of the sky, the trees. And so, all
this field which has not been examined, watched, looked at,
naturally projects, in that state of the mind when it is half asleep,

an image, or an idea, or a scene, and that becomes the dream,



which has to be interpreted, and so on and so on and so on.

When one is aware, watching all things, choicelessly; looking,
not interpreting, then you will find for yourself that you don't
dream at all, because you have understood everything as you are
going aong.

Wait; | have not finished, madam. Look, please. If you
understand one question, you have understood all the questions.
This question which we are taking, which has been asked, is
whether the conscious mind can examine the unconscious, can look
into something which is hidden; whether it can analyse; and it can,
obvioudly. It can see the motives, the reactionsin relationship, and
so on. It obviously can analyse, and the process is analysing part of
the wholefield. That part isacorner of that field, which is called
the unconscious, which we make so much ado about; that can be
examined very quietly without analysis, by just watching the whole
field. And the whole field is the conscious. The wholefield is
limited, the whole areais limited, because there is always the
center, the observer, the censor, the watcher, the thinker. Y ou can
observe the whole field, what is called the unconscious and the
conscious, which are on that field, only when there is no observer
at al, when there is no attempt to change what is, when you are
totally attentive, completely attentive of the whole field. Then you
will find out for yourself that there is no such thing as the
unconscious, and there is nothing to be examined. It isthere to be
looked at, only we don't know how to look; and we don't want to
look. When we do look, we want to change it to our pleasure, to
our idiosyncrasies, to our inclinations, which becomes terribly

personal, and that's what interests most of us. to be personal.



Questioner: What is the state of the quiet mind that makes
discoveries? Are these discoveries to be treated any differently
from the rest of the field?

KRISHNAMURTI: Obvioudly not sir. A quiet mind, astill
mind, never experiences. It isonly the observer that experiences.
Thereforeit isnot astill mind.

Questioner: To seethefalse asthe false, and to realize that this

isnot true is very difficult.

KRISHNAMURTI: Yes, sir. Aslong you you have concepts,
you never see what is true.

Questioner: My main troubleisthat | can't stay aware for along
enough period of time, may be a, few seconds, a few minutes, and |
fall aslegp; and this has been going on for years.

KRISHNAMURTI: To be attentive at the moment of
awareness, attentive at that moment when you are aware, is
enough. But when you say, "l must extend it, keep it going", then
the trouble begins. Then you want it as a pleasure. Behind this
guestion lies the desire to have something permanent - a permanent
awareness, a permanent state of attention. What isimportant isto
be aware, to be completely attentive at that moment. It may last
one second; you are completely aware for one second, and the next
second you may be inattentive. But know also you are inattentive.
Don't say, "Inattention must become attention"; thereby you

introduce conflict and in that conflict awareness and attention



completely end.

Questioner: Sir, if there is no such thing as the unconscious
mind, unconscious thinking, how do you explain phenomena as

posthypnotic suggestion?

KRISHNAMURTI: When | said there is no such thing as the
unconscious, | have been saying, "Don't accept what is being said".
L ook into this, neither accepting nor denying. Y our question, Sir,
what happens after hypnosis, and so on, through hypnosis, is very
explainable, al still within the field of the known, the conscious.

What is important to understand in al this, in asking questions
and getting answers, or explanations, is that the explanation has no
value at al. What has value is how you ask the question, and what
you're expecting out of that question. If you are attentive to what
you are asking, you will see that the question is answered without
any difficulty. Therefore there is no teacher. Y ou are everything
yourself, both the teacher and the pupil, everything. That gives you
tremendous freedom to inquire. Right, sirs?
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Thisisthelast talk. It'salovely morning. The sunlight is clear on
the mountains, the new grassis coming up, and you see very
clearly the beauty of the land. As one looks at al this extraordinary
beauty and colour and light, thereis ajoy, thereis a sense of
freedom; and naturally one asks: what is beauty? Is it something
that is the outcome of some stimulation, an appreciation of an
object, of amovement of light among the leaves? And doesiit
depend on one's mood, on one's education, or on one's state of
mind?

|'s beauty awakened by an object, or is beauty something
entirely different? Is there a state of mind which is awakened to
beauty without the object, not the appreciation of a man-made
thing or of nature, but is there beauty without the object? Isthere a
sense of beauty, not only physical but much more deeply
psychological, inward? Without these mountains, without the light,
without that clarity which exists especially in California - isthere
beauty beyond all that? That sense of beauty can come only when
the mind is completely at rest, quiet, undisturbed, and is not
provoked or induced by circumstances, by social environment and
education. And is that beauty personal? I's not beauty something
that comes when there is freedom, total freedom? Without
freedom, obvioudly, there is no peace. Peace is not something that
you buy, or that state between two conflicts, outward or inward,
but that comes when the mind is no longer harassed, no longer

driven by any impulse; is not concerned with its own peculiar self



centered activity; then there is that freedom, and that freedom is
very difficult to come by. Unless that freedom exists, thereis
everlasting searching, asking questions, gathering information,
knowledge and experience, piling up memory endlesdly; and this
search that one indulgesin - searching for truth, searching for love,
searching for companionship, searching for happiness, searching
for something beyond all this - surely exists only when the mind,
out of itsimmense dissatisfaction, is seeking satisfaction.

Aswe said, during these talks please listen, not to the words - |
hope you don't mind - not to the words or to the phrases or to the
cunning thought cleverly developed, but rather listen to discover
for yourself a state of mind that is no longer seeking, hunted,
driven, perpetually after something. Unless one discovers that, a
state where there is no longer search but intense aliveness, intense
alertness, intense penetration of clarity, unless one discovers that,
one is caught, not only in this deep discontent, but also in this ever
time-binding quality of seeking. Most of us right through the world
are very, very disturbed and discontented. In the East it takes one
form: first food, clothing and shelter, for there isimmense poverty
and overpopulation. In the West it takes the form of having been
well fed from womb to tomb, secure, greatly at ease, with leisure,
prosperity; and being dissatisfied, wanting more prosperity, more
things, more books, more amusement. But there is deeper
discontent, which is not satisfied by the external acquisitiveness.
Then one haunts, one pursues the inward acquisition, the inward
mind that is demanding complete satisfaction from this endless
discontent. We seek something that is enduring, satisfying; we call
it by different names: God, truth, bliss, happiness. The things that



one invents, the symbols that one has, the pictures, the paintings,
the music, the museums, the endless forms of outward expression
which will be satisfactory, sexually, psychologically, intellectually
- that's what most of us are seeking. Man is always seeking, and the
search is brought about by his deep inward discontent,
dissatisfaction, frustration, despair; and the very seeking brings
about its own conclusion. We seek and find something in a group,
in acommunity, in social welfare, in politics, or in innumerable
sects of religion: the Catholic, the Protestant, and | don't know how
many there arein thislittle village. T he earth is broken up, not
only geographically, nationally, but also it's broken up in the name
of God, in the name of peace, in the name of love, by various
religions, by various sects, with all their vested interests, exploiting
people, and so on. Few find satisfaction in these man-made things:
in books, going to concert after concert, talking endlessly about
them, comparing who is the best musician, which is the best
painter, and so on and on and on and on.

Behind all these intellectudl, literary, artistic activities, or going
to an office endlessly for over thirty, forty years, the utter boredom
of it all, everyone wants to find something that will be utterly,
completely, wholly satisfactory and gratifying; and religions
throughout the world have offered this. They have offered gods,
beliefs, dogmas, rituals, and in these there is great pleasure, thereis
great gratification; and, having found that gratification, we stay
there, and we don't want to be disturbed; we don't want to be
guestioned. We have built a house which we hope will be
permanent, lasting, and we are afraid of any storm, of any
movement of life that will be disturbing, that will be destructive,



that will be revolutionary. And this we call seeking reality, God,
happiness, and so on.

First one must understand this discontent. There is the obvious
discontent of wanting a better car, a better house, and so on. We
won't go into that. We will go into this question psychologically,
which is much more vital, much more real, more penetrating. Why
are we psychologically discontented? Because without finding out
this discontent and ending it, or giving it such vitality that it is not
satisfied in any way, aflame that burns without motive, without a
purpose, but alive; without understanding discontent, the search
has no meaning; and most of us, | presume, have come here this
morning, or go to church, or do anything, because our lifeis so
monotonous, so lonely, so utterly meaningless, and we want to find
something that will be deeply gratifying, that will bring about deep
content.

It isimportant, it seemsto me, to find out why we seek at all,
and what we are seeking, and from what depth this search comes
into being. First of all, seeking is so utterly false; because the
psychological process of it isvery smple. | seek because | am
dissatisfied; | am confused; and out of my confusion, out of my
misery, out of my endless agony and suffering, | am seeking,
seeking, seeking. What | am seeking really is already predestined,
Is already established, is already found, because | have projected
what | want already, and therefore it is no longer seeking. It is
really amovement of escape from what is; and this movement
towards what is already known is called seeking.

Do please listen to this alittle bit. This movement from what is

to what should be, or this movement of seeking, is amovement



which is essentially static; it's not amovement at all. And yet we're
caught in this. | join this, | don't find satisfaction, and | discard it; |
go from one trap to another, from one teacher to another; from one
book, one system, one philosophy, one psychologist, one analyst,
and one bishop to another; move, move, move, move; and this
movement is what we call seeking. If you look at that movement
very closdly, you haven't moved at all. Y ou are where you were,
and you are always going to be there, only one deceives oneself;
one hypnotizes oneself by thinking that this movement of so-called
seeking gives a certain vitality, a certain inquiry, acertain
movement from what is to what you want to discover, whichis
aready fixed. It isnot amovement at all; it isstatic. What isa
movement iswhat is. That you don't have to seek. Am | making

myself clear?
Audience: Yes.

Krishnamurti: Good. Please do observe yourself. These words
are merely amirror to see what actually is, to seein that mirror
what is actually taking place in yourself. Otherwise what you hear
will have little value; otherwise it becomes merely an idea. Then
you will interpret that idea, and ask how it should be put into
action. Whereas, if one discovers that the fact iswhat is, and the
movement away from that, which we call seeking, is static, has no
vitality, and if oneis aware of what is, there is no seeking at all.
Then the movement of what is, is entirely different; then the
seeking comes to a complete end. Then you have the energy to
look at what is. Right?

S0, being discontented, being dissatisfied, unhappy, miserable,



deeply wounded, deeply anxious, deeply driven by some personal
anguish - which isafact, which iswhat is - being discontented
with that, we go through all these processes of experiencing, of
seeking, of learning, of putting aside. Why are we discontented,
and with what? Please answer this question to yourselves. The
speaker will go into it, but you have to answer it for yourself.

We are discontented through comparison; we are discontented
because we want to bring about a change in what is; and we are
discontented because we don't know what to do with what is. Being
discontented with what is, we develop the idea of what should be,
the ideal, the Utopia, the gods, heaven, and so on and on and on.
Our action then is based on an idea, and the approximation to that
ideais action, isn't it? | am discontented with what is, and | want to
be something different from what is, the idea being rational or
irrational, thought put together as an idea or an ideal, and | have
that ideal, and according to that ideal | live, which is called action.
And there is conflict between what is and what should be, and in
that conflict we are caught; al our questions, demands, searching is
that: between what is and what should be. And the greater the
tension between what is and what should be, the greater the
neurosis; and also, if one has the capacity, the greater the urge to
express that conflict verbally: in the theatre; in music, in art, in
literature, in so many ways. And being discontented with what is,
we invent gods, which become our religion. That is the escape we
have from what is. And isit possible to radically change what is?
That isthe real search, not the other. The other isno search at all.
Isit possible to totally bring about a mutation in what is? To go
into that, to go into this question of bringing about a total



revolution in what is, one must have an extraordinary sense of
awareness. Y ou know what it means to be aware, to be aware of
the trees, of the blue sky through the trees, of those hills beyond, of
that noise of amotor, of the colours that are there in front just to be
aware; and to be aware so choicelessy that you know very well
that you can't changeit. Y ou can't change the mountain, except
with abulldozer; you can't change the beauty of that sky. But when
we are aware of what is, we want to transform it; we are endlessly
active about it; and there begins sorrow. Because with the ending
of sorrow isthe beginning of wisdom; and the ending of sorrow is
the understanding of what is. And the understanding of what is can
only come when you observe, when you are aware, when the mind
IS incapable of wanting to change what is - which doesn't meanitis
satisfied with what is.

S0, one has freed the mind, or the mind has freed itself from this
everlasting search - that's finished; and that means a tremendous
burden off one's shoulders. Then, being free, you can look; and to
look you need great energy; and that energy comes only when
there is awareness without conflict; this awareness in which there
is no conflict of any kind, just observation. And there is a conflict
only aslong as there is the observer and the observed, which is
what is. But what is, is the observer.

Please don't learn phrases, but see the actual fact. Then you will
find that where there is the observer, the center, the censor, the
experiencer, the entity that is always creating the division between
the observed and the observer; aslong as there is an observer, there
is no freedom.

Every object, like this microphone, creates a space around itself,



and isin space, isn't it? Not only the object outwardly, but an
object inwardly, asthe "me", as the experiencer, asthe"I", asthe
thinker, that center creates a space in consciousness. This spacein
consciousness is always limited, because there is always the center.
Right? One may expand this space from the center, but however
much you may expand, it will always have a border, afrontier; and
therefore that space is always psychologically limited, and
therefore there is no freedom in that space. That center, that
observer is obviousy memory: memory of what has been, whether
of yesterday, or athousand years. That center isthe tradition, isa
conditioned state which has been put together by time, both
chronologically and psychologically. That center isthe
accumulation of knowledge, of experience. That center is always
the past; therefore that center isnot aliving thing; it isadead
memory of what has been. And when it creates its space - as most
of usdo - whether it isvery, very, very small round itself, or is
concerned with itself endlessly, with its activities, its propositions,
itsideas, it's a shabby little thing round itself. That can expand, but
however much it may expand through various tricks of thought, of
compulsion, of drugs, it is aways within this space which the
center has created, and therefore there is no freedom; and therefore
there is no peace at all. When one observes, one sees that only
when there is space is there freedom; and that space cannot
possibly exist, psychologically, aslong as there is an observer.
Right? And one must have space, as one must have beauty - beauty
which is not man-made; which is not nature; which is not
stimulated; which is not the product of thought - as one must have

love. Without that space, and having no freedom, man is



everlastingly seeking, searching, wanting, hoping, thereby living in
endless sorrow and misery. Thisis afact; you can observe it
psychologically if you watch it, see yourself in amirror, a
psychological mirror. If you observe very, very, very closely, this
Iswhat's going on.

And so one asks oneself: is it possible to end that center? Not
through time, you understand? Not through gradually getting rid of
it, chipping away little by little, till there is nothing left - that
involves time. When there istime, thereisno space. Timeis
between the observer and that thing which he observes; that
interval istime; and that interval is always static.

Isit possible, then, if thereisno time at al, to end what is, to
end the observer, and therefore to ook without the interval of
time? Y ou understand the question?

Time is the space between the observer and that tree. The
observer is static, and the tree is static, psychologically; and to
cover the distance between the observer and the tree takes time;
and that distance, which has been created by the observer and the
observed, is aways static, is aways stationary. When one thinks of
using time, or having time to bring about a change in the observer,
you're only being caught in this static state. When you discover
that, then you ask if it is possible to change instantly what is. We
are using the word "understand" not verbally, not intellectually, but
as meaning actually to see what is taking place, step by step.

So one asks: isit possible to end the observer who creates a
space round himself and the object, and the movement towards that
object; to change it, sublimate it? Whatever it is, it is static, and

therefore utterly useless. Then how does one bring about a



revolution in what is? The center isviolence - I'm taking that as an
example. It isn't really an example; it isafact. Oneisviolent.
That's afact. And the movement towards non-violenceis a static
movement; it's no movement at all; | explained that previoudly.
Our question then is: isit possible to end violence, not through
time, but immediately? Becausg, if there is an observer, he's always
limiting the space, and therefore there is no freedom. Therefore as
long as the observer exists, every form of attempt to transcend it, to
go beyond it, is still awaste of time. Our question thenis: isit
possible to end the observer, not what is? When thereisno
observer, thereisno what is. It is the observer that creates what is.
So, how isit possible to end the violence, the aggression, the
immense hatred that one has stored up, the resentment - how isit
possible to end it, so that one is completely, totally free of it?

Probably one has never asked this question. One puts up with it,
gets used to it, and carries on. But if you put that question, either
you put it casually, or you put it with the intention to find out;
therefore you become very serious. And when you put that
guestion, because you are serious, because you are intent, then you
are aware of the whole process of the observer; which means that
you are totally attentive, completely attentive; and in that attention
there is no border created by the center. When there is complete
attention, there is no observer.

When you look over at those mountains behind the speaker,
they're blue; the line, the straight lines, and the valley, and so on;
when you give your complete attention to ook, is there an
observer? The observer comes into being only when, in that 0ok,

there isinattention, which is distraction. So, only total attention



brings about the cessation of the observer. And when thereisthe
ending of the observer, there is the ending of the thing which he
has created as what is; because, as we said, the observer isthe
observed.

Now, we have in thisway eliminated all conflict of search. We
have eliminated all conflict between what is and what should be.
We have put away the observer, and therefore there is attention -
even if it lasts a second, that's good enough. Don't be greedy to
have more. In that greed to have more, you have already created
the center, and then you're caught. In that attention thereis no
seeking at all, and therefore there is no effort, so the mind becomes
extraordinarily alert, active, silent. It is not the silence brought
about through conformity, suppression, control. That's not silence
at all. It is not a state which is the result of some absorption in
something, like aboy, like a child being absorbed by atoy. And
then only can the mind be in a state of no experience; and thisis
important to understand.

We all depend on experience - experience being to go through
something. We all depend on experience to keep us awake, a
challenge, a question, an external impetus, an influence. Naturally
for the moment that challenge, that external force, keeps us awake
for afew minutes; and then one goes back to sleep. One depends
constantly on experience to keep awake. When one realizes that,
one rejects all outward stimulus, all outward or inward experience.
Then one can ask: can themind - | am making it very quick
because | must go through it - can the mind be so intensely alert
without experience? If it is made aert through experience, it is not

aert, obvioudly. If an experience makes me love, then it is not



love. Behind it there is a motive. So, such amind isthe religious
mind; no longer seeking, no longer demanding experiences; it is
not caught in visions. Such a mind has an activity totally different,
at adifferent dimension, which thought can never possibly reach.
Thought has a place, avery small place; but when one realizes that,
thought has no place at al - which doesn't mean that you live on
ugly little sentiments, emotions.

So one can function normally, healthily, sanely in thisworld,
with amind that is not cluttered up by thought; and it is only such a
mind, the religious mind, that can know something beyond all the
imaginations and structure of man's hope.

Do we ask any questions?

Questioner: Y ou speak often of beauty in nature. would you
please speak alittle of beauty in human relationship.

Krishnamurti: What is relationship? Relationship is between the
two images - | must be quick, otherwise it can drag on - between
the images that | have about you, and you have about me. The
images have relationship. Y ou have hurt me; you have wounded
me; you have dominated me; |'ve had pleasure; this and that - that
isthe image, and equally you have an image about me; and these
two images are constantly meeting, and that we call relationship. In
that there is no beauty, obviously. To be free of that imageisto be

free of the observer.

Questioner: If you become aware of what is, and beyond that, it
would seem that one could also reflect sort of human emotions,

even though he was aware of what is; and that to reflect these



human emotions could not be avoided.

Krishnamurti: | don't know quite what you mean, sir, by saying
"human emotions'. Human emotions are aggression, which is part
of the animal emotion. Y ou mean to say you shouldn't avoid

aggression, violence?

Questioner: Yes, asthey are part of an animal, or of achild, so

they are part of a human being.
Krishnamurti: Therefore they should not be avoided?
Questioner: Yes.

Krishnamurti: Y ou know, sirs, there is no end to talking, to
words, to attending meetings, and reading. But attending meetings,
reading, discussing, have very little value, if attending meetings,
discussion and all therest of it are merely a stimulus; then you are
dependent, as people are dependent on LSD, on music, on pictures,
on doing something; and as long as one is dependent, oneisin
conflict; oneisin despair. And one has to come, not through
reading, to discover the whole process of knowing oneself; for the
knowing of oneself is the beginning and the end of all misery.

November 13, 1966
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| think it is necessary to consider what is actually taking placein
the world, not only in this country but in different parts of the
world - the grave incidents. Deep questions are being asked and |
think we should, from the beginning, consider most objectively
what is actually taking place. There is general deterioration: of that
there is no question. Morally, religiously, the old values have
completely gone. Thereisagreat disturbance and discontent in
every part of the world. They are questioning the purpose of
education, the purpose of man's existence altogether, not only in a
very limited manner, asit is being done in this country, but also
extensively, deeply.

And one can see both in the West and in this country that this
guestioning, this challenge is not being adequately met. In this
country, you know aswell as| do - probably better, because | am
an alien resident, | come occasionally every year for three or four
months and | observe - there is arapid decline, people are willing
to burn themselves over very trivial questions about whether you
should have two Governors or one Governor. And you are willing
to fast over some idiotic little question, the holy men are ready to
attack people and so on and on and on - atribal approach to a
tremendous problem. And | do not think we are aware of this
immense problem. This country has dissipated its energy in various
trivial things, responding to the pressure of circumstances without
having alarge, wide outlook; it has approached nationalistically

every problem, including the problem of starvation. Thereis no



consideration of man as awhole, but only consideration of the
limitation of a particular tribe, a particularly narrow, religious,
sectarian outlook. We al know this, and apparently the
Government and the people are incapable of stopping all this. They
are caught in utter inefficiency, deep distrust, wide discontent,
unable to respond totally, deeply to the whole issue. And you will
see in Europe and in Americaas well asin Russia and China, there
IS tremendous discontent, and again that discontent is being
answered very narrowly.

Thereiswar; and people treat wars as afavourite war or not a
favourite war, awar that is righteous, or awar that is not politically
right. Y ou take sides when you have preached non-violence for
forty years and more: you are ready to battle, to kill, to become
violent at the throw of a hat. Y ou see all this and when you
consider all this - not only what is taking place in the West but in
India - the problem is so great. And | do not think any of the
politicians, any of the religious leaders throughout the world, sees
the problem as awhole. They see it according to their limited,
political, religious point of view, or according to their particular
economic demand or social demand. No one apparently takes the
problem entirely as awhole and deals with it as atotal thing, not
fragmentarily, not as a Sikh, not as a Hindu, a Muslim, a Christian,
a Catholic, a Communist or a Socialist. And because they are not
dealing with the problem as a whole, people are trying to escape in
different ways: they are taking the drug L.S.D. that gives them
tremendous experience. They are going off at tangents, responding
to aminor, infantile, immature challenge and responding equally
immaturely.



So we are all concerned with the problem - every one of us must
be. Thereis starvation, there iswar; religion has totally failed and
has no meaning any more, except for some people. Organized
belief islosing its power, though propaganda, in the name of
religion, in the name of God, in the name of peace, is everlastingly
being trumpeted in newspapers and everywhere. So education,
religion and politics have completely failed to answer the problem
and science has not answered it either. And it is no good looking to
those things any more, or to any leader or to any teacher, because
man has lost faith in al this. And because he haslost faith heis
afraid and therefore heis violent. Not only in this country but all
the world over, people are violent - theriots that are going on in
America between the white and the black, the appalling things that
are taking place in this country. Essentially man has lost faith not
only in those beliefs, in those ideals, in the values which have been
set up for him but also in himself. He has completely lost faith. He
does not know where to turn, in what direction to look for any
light. And because he haslost faith he is afraid; and because heis
afraid his only answer to fear isviolence. Thisiswhat istaking
place. So we have to be serious, dreadfully earnest, not according
to some belief, not according to some pattern, but serious to find
out, so that we can begin again to discover the source which has
dried up.

| do not know if you have observed that in yourself, as a human
being - not as afragmentary being in aworld of fragments. A
human being - whether he is an Indian, aHindu, a Muslim, a Sikh,
a Christian, a Communist, or a Socialist - has no nationality; and

you, as a human being, do not belong to any religion, or to any



political party or ideology. If you have observed yourself as a
human being, you will seein yourself - and therefore you will see
in others - that the source of our being, of our existence, the
meaning of our life, the struggle that we are making all day long,
these have no meaning any more. And therefore we haveto find
for ourselves that source which hasdried upand alsoif itis
possible to find the waters of that immense reality again, and from
that reality to act. And that is what we are going to discover for
ourselves during all these talks here.

Y ou understand the problem, sirs? Religions, leaders, whether
political or religious, the books, the propaganda, the beliefs, the
doctrines, the saviours - al have lost their meaning. To any really
serious intellectual man totally aware of al these problems, all
those things upon which we have relied, have lost totally their
meaning. Y ou are no longer the religious people that you pretend
to be. Y ou are no longer a human being, because you have lost the
purpose, the meaning, the significance of your existence. Y ou can
go to the office for the next forty years as aroutine, earn a
livelihood, but that is no answer either.

So to discover this whole thing, to understand this immense
problem we have to ook at it anew, not with the eyes of a
Christian, a Hindu, aMuslim or a Communist. We have to ook at
it totally anew - which means first we must not be driven by
circumstances, nor respond to the immediate problem - we have to
act to the immediate problem but not act as though that was the
only thing in life. We must be aware of the circumstances and not
be compelled by them to act.

Y ou understand the issue? Because in this country you are



guarrelling over little pieces of land, and you are ready to burn and
kill each other because you happen to be a Sikh, aMuslim or a
Hindu, or God knows what else. And compulsion of the
environment, of circumstances, is so strong that you react.

Therefore one has to be aware of the circumstances and what is
implied in those circumstances, and act aslittle as possible
depending on those circumstances. Then one has to be aware of
one's temperament, and not be guided by one's temperament; nor
has one to act according to one'sinclination. These three things are
essentially important, when you are facing an immense problem.
Not to be guided by your inclination, however pleasurable,
however demanding, not to act according to your personal
inclination - that is the first thing to realize. Then not to allow your
activity, your life to be shaped by your temperament, whether you
are intellectual or emotional, or whether you have various forms of
idiosyncrasy. Then not to be compelled by circumstances. If we
can understand these things fully, these three things, then we shall
be able to meet thisimmense challenge, this immense problem:
which isthat the human being is at stake. Y ou understand? To
consider an issue of some land, a Governor - al that istoo
immature, too childish, too appalling.

So, what we haveto do, if we are at all serious- anditis
absolutely necessary to be serious, because the house is burning,
not only the house that is called India, but the world isburning - is
to respond to it totally, not bring alittle bucket of sand and hope to
put the fire out. We have to be enormously serious. And | am
afraid we have not been serious, we have dissipated our energies

because we have responded to circumstances which are so trivial



and wasted our energiesin all these directions. Y ou became
followers of Gandhiji. Y ou became followers of someone else and
so on and on. So having dissipated your energy, when an immense
problem is put before you, you are incapable of responding to it
totally.

Therefore one has to understand this immense problem of man,
that man is at stake, the human being is at stake - not any particular
individual but the whole human being is at stake. And to
understand that immense problem you have first not to be guided
by your inclination, not by your pleasure or dislike; you have to
look at the problem. And you cannot look at the problem if you are
depending on your personal inclination, or be guided by your
temperament. Y ou know, most of us are very clever people,
because we have read a great deal, we have passed many
examinations. Our mind, our intellect is very cunning, deceptive,
hypocritical, and our temperament has this capacity to deceive
itself, to assert itself, to function along a particular line, according
to its particular demand. And, of course, when you are driven by
circumstances, compelled to act according to circumstances, you
cannot possibly be concerned with a total human being.

So those are the first things of which one has to be aware:
inclination, temperament and circumstances. \WWhen you have
understood those then you can face the immense problem of man.
Y our personal inclination, whether you believe in God or do not
believein God - that is a personal prejudice. It hasno value at all.
When you approach a problem intellectually, or emotionaly, or
sentimentally, that is your particular temperament. And one can go

much more deeply into the question of temperament, but that is not



important now. So any particular approach to this immense
problem indicates either you are being guided by your inclination,
or compelled by circumstances, or you are acting according to your
narrow, little temperament.

So, if that isvery clear - that we cannot possibly act according
to these - we will then be able to look at the problem entirely
differently. And there is an immense problem, because man, that is
the human being haslost - if he ever had it - the source, the
fountain, the depth, the vitality of living anew, he has become a
lonely human being frightened, anxious, caught in despair,
discontented, unhappy, in tremendous sorrow. Y ou may not be
aware of all this, because nobody wants to look at oneself very
clearly. To look at oneself clearly is very difficult, because we
want to escape from ourselves. And when we do look at ourselves
we do not know what to do with ourselves.

And so our problem is: as the source of our being, the source of
our existence, is drying up, has lost its meaning, we have now to
find out for ourselves what it al means. Y ou know what is
happening in the West? Y oung men have passed brilliant
examinations, they see war, they see great business corporations,
they become executives and so on; and they say what is the point
of it all, what is the point of awar, what is the point of becoming
very clever, having alot of money when life itself has no more any
meaning? So they take various forms of drugs that give them a
tremendous sense of new experience and they are satisfied with
that. They are not stupid people who take these things - they are
very intelligent, very sensitive, highly trained people.

Because life has no longer any meaning, you can invent a



meaning, you can invent a purpose, you can invent a significance.
But these inventions are purely the acts of an intellectual mind and
therefore have no validity. Nor hasfaith validity any more;
whether you believe or do not believe has no meaning at all,
because you will believe according to your circumstances. If you
are born in this country you will be aHindu, or a Sikh, or a
Muslim, a Christian - God knows what not. According to
circumstances you are forced to believe or not to believe. So belief,
an invented purpose of life, a significance carefully put together by
the intellect - these have no meaning any more.

| do not think you see the seriousness of this: man has come to
the end of hisinvention, his beliefs, his dogmas, his gods, his
hopes, his fears, he has come to an absolute end. Y ou may not be
aware of it, you may still be hiding behind the walls of your belief,
of your hopes. But they areillusions, they have no validity at all
when you are faced with this crisis.

So, having realized this - if oneisat all capable of realizing this
- one must proceed to begin to find out how to renew the mind, to
renew the total being. Y ou understand? | hope | am making my
guestion very clear. Look, sirs, human beings for over five
thousand years and more have struggled, have had to face their
own immense sorrow, their wars and disillusionment, the utter
hopel essness of life without any meaning, always inventing their
gods, always inventing a heaven and a hell to keep themselves
righteous, always surrounded with ideas, ideals, hopes. But all that
has gone. Y our Ramas and Sitas, your Upanishads, your great
gods, - everything has gone in smoke, and you are faced with

yourself as a human being and you have to answer. Therefore your



responsibility as a human being becomes extraordinarily great.

S0 our question then is: how isamind that has been so heavily
conditioned for so many centuries, through so many agonies, how
is such amind to be made new, so that it can function totally
differently, think entirely differently. Y ou understand the question?
The Communists and the totalitarians say, "We will shape the
mind. We will make the mind, break the mind and recondition it".
You are following al this? The Catholics, the Protestants, the
Hindus, the Muslims, people all over the world have done this over
and over again. And each human being is so heavily conditioned,
conditioned in one way and re-conditioned in another way by the
politicians, by propaganda, by the priests, by commissars, by
Socialists, by Communists - endlessly re-shaped and again re-
shaped. And when you realize that absolute fact - the absolute
truth, not according to me or according to you - then you ask
yourself whether it is at all possible to break this conditioning and
not enter into another conditioning, but be free, so that the mind
can be anew thing, sensitive, alive, aware, intense, capable. So that
isour problem. There is no other problem. Because when the mind
IS made new, it can tackle any problem, whether it is a scientific
problem, or the problem of starvation, or corruption; thenitis
capable of dealing with any circumstances.

So that is our main issue: whether it is possible for amind that
has been so heavily conditioned for so many centuries, to
uncondition itself and not fall into another conditioning, and
therefore to be free, capable, intensely alive, new, fresh, so that it
can meet any problem. As| said, that is the only question which

we, as human beings, have to face and to find the answer for. And



you cannot depend on anybody to tell you what to do. Y ou
understand? Y ou cannot depend on anybody to tell you how to
uncondition yourself; and if you do depend on that person, you are
conditioning yourself according to hisideas, therefore you are
caught again.

S0, see the immense problem that isin front of you. Thereisno
|eader, no saviour, no guru, No authority any more. Because, all
they have done isto condition one as aHindu, aMudim, a
Christian, or aCommunist and all that. They have not answered the
problem. They have found no solution to human misery, to human
anxiety, to human despair. They have given you escapes, and
escapes are not the answer. When you have got cancer you cannot
run away from it, you have to face it.

So that isthe first thing to realize: that you cannot possibly rely
on anybody to uncondition you. When you realize that, either you
get frightened because you cannot rely on anybody but you are left
to yourself - that is avery frightening thing - or you are no longer
frightened and you see that you have to work because nobody can
help you, and therefore you have vitality, you have energy, you
have the drive. And you can only have the drive, the energy, the
vitality when you are no longer depending on anybody and no
longer afraid. Then you are no longer following anybody. Then
you are your own master, your own pupil; you are learning, you are
discovering.

S0, our question being very clear, how do we proceed? You
understand the question? Y ou understand the problem? The
problem must be very clear, otherwise you cannot answer it. The

guestion can be put in ten different ways, but the essence of the



problem is always the same: that human minds are shaped by
circumstances, by environmental influences, by one's own
temperament and inclination which shape the mind, which
condition the mind. And amind that is conditioned, amind that is
moulded by a particular belief, by a particular dogma, by a
particular experience or tendency - such a mind cannot possibly
answer this question: isit possible for the mind which has been
made so dull, heavy, stupid, so heavily conditioned by
circumstances, by environment and so on, to freeitself and
therefore meet every problem of life anew?

| say that it can, and | am going to go into it, show you whether
it ispossible or not. But | am not your teacher, nor are you my
followers: God forbid, because the moment you follow someone
you have destroyed the truth. If you have aleader you are
destroying the truth. So all that we can do isto consider together,
take the journey together - not | lead you along a path or show you,
but together we partake - share together this question and discover
together the issues and the way out.

S0 to share does not mean merely stretching your hand out and
receiving something. To share means that you must be capable of
sharing, which means that you must be extraordinarily alive, keen
to find out; otherwise you cannot share. Somebody can give you a
most beautiful jewel; but if you do not know that is the most
precious thing you will throw it away, and you cannot shareit. And
to journey together, you must be capable of walking together. And
the capacity to walk, to share, to observe, depends on your
earnestness. And that earnestness, that seriousness comes into

being when you see the immensity of the problem. It isthe



problem that makes you serious, not that you become serious. Y ou
understand the difference? We say we are serious and tackle the
problem; that is not at all so. The problem itself is so great and that
very greatness makes you serious. Then that seriousness has
vitality, that seriousness has a pliability and enormous strength and
vitality, and one can go to the very end of it. So we are taking the
journey together, therefore we are sharing the thing together
Therefore you are no longer alistener you are no longer just
hearing a few words, afew ideas which either you accept or reject -
say, "l likethisand | do not like that". Because we have gone
beyond all that which is mere inclination.

So our first question is: isit possible for a human mind that has
been so heavily conditioned to break through the conditioning?

Y ou cannot possibly break through it, if you are not aware of your
conditioning. That is an obvious fact, isn't it? Y ou cannot say "l am
conditioned and | must break through it". That has no meaning. But
if you are aware how you are conditioned, what are the factors of
your conditioning, what are the circumstances, then being aware of
this conditioning you can do something. But if you are not aware
of it, then you cannot do athing. So the first thing isto be aware of
your conditioning - conditioning, how you think, how you fed,
what are the motives behind that thinking, feeling.

Y ou may say, "Well, thisis all too complicated, | want asimple
pill which | can take very quickly and the whole problemis
solved". Thereisno such pill. Lifeisavery complex process and
you cannot solve it by some kind of trick. Y ou have to see the
complexity of it, and you can only see the complexity of it if you

are completely ssmple. Y ou understand, sirs? If you areredly



simple then you can see how extraordinarily complex you are and
al your conditioning. But to be ssmple is one of the most difficult
things. Simplicity is not wearing aloincloth, or having one meal a
day, or walking around the earth preaching some idiotic nonsense.
Simplicity is not obedience. Please do listen to all this. Simplicity
isnot following an ideal. Simplicity is not imitation - just to be
simple, so that you can look. Y ou know you can only look at atree,
or aflower, or the beauty of an evening when your eyes are not
clouded, when your mind is not somewhere else, when you are not
tortured by your own particular little problem. Then, you can look
at the tree; then the evening has a beauty; then out of that
simplicity you can observe.

And as| said, to be simpleis one of the most difficult and
arduous things - to be simple. But, you see, that word has been
loaded by all the saints with all their pretensions, with their
dogmas; and therefore the saints are not ssimple people at all. A
simple mind means a mind that can see very clearly. And the
moment you see anything with clarity the problem is over. That's
why, to look at our conditioning needs clarity. And you can only
have clarity when you do not say, "l like or | don't like". Do you
understand, sirs? | want to see myself as a human being, actually
what is, not what | pretend and all that rubbish. To see very clearly
there must be light, and thereisno light if what | see| trandatein
terms of like or dislike. Y ou understand? It is simple, sir, when you
gointoit - very, very ssmple. That is, to see anything there must be
light and to have light there must be care and with clarity and care
you can observe. But that clarity and care are denied when you

condemn what you see, or justify what you are. Therefore, when



you want to see very clearly, like and dislike, judgment and
condemnation disappear. Am | making myself clear? Thisisavery
serious thing. Then you will find that you are your own guide, then
you are your own light which nobody can put out. In that way one
beginsto discover for oneself the source of al life, that source
which has dried up, that man has been seeking everlastingly.

Y ou may have great prosperity asthey havein the West and in
America. You may be hungry, miserable; but a mere solution of
these is not the answer, because our being, the human being is at
stake. Y our house, which is yourself, is burning. And to find an
answer you must be able to ook clearly. And therefore when you
look clearly you can reason clearly. And reason becomes insanity
when there is obscurity. Y ou understand, sirs? The politicians,
because they are obscure, are breeding inefficiency, hatred,
division among men. And also the priests, whether in the West or
in the East, are contributing to this darkness. Religion, after all, is
not a matter of belief, not what you believe or what you don't
believe. Religion isthe way of life. It does not depend on any
belief, or any dogma, or any ritual. Only the religious mind which
lives peacefully can find that ultimate reality.

Perhaps some of you would like to ask questions, and if thisis
the occasion for asking questions we will answer them. If not,
perhaps at the next meeting there will be time to ask questions.

Y ou know, to ask is not to find the answer necessarily. To ask a
right question is one of the most difficult things. When you ask a
right question, in that question itself is the answer. But to ask the
right question demands great intelligence, not cleverness, not
erudition. So to ask the right question needs great sensitivity,



intelligence, a great awareness of one's own problem. And then
when you do ask the right question, the right answer comes.
Because you have been so intelligent, so sensitive, so aware of
your problem, and because out of that awareness you ask the right
guestion, the right question is the right answer. So | hope next time
we meet here there will be an occasion for usto ask questions and
perhaps find the right answers.

December 15, 1966
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If we may, we will continue with what we were talking about the
other day when we met here. We were saying how urgently it is
important that atotal revolution in consciousness should take
place. And we pointed out how throughout the world thereis a
general decline, a deterioration - amoral, ethical, religious decline.
It is observable; thisis not a matter of personal opinion, because
we are not dealing with opinions but with facts. And these facts
cannot possibly be understood if we approach them through any
sense of personal inclination or temperament or responding
immediately to environmental influences.

We said that there must be aradical transformation, a mutation
in the mind, because man has tried every method, both outwardly
and inwardly, to transform himself. He has gone to temples,
churches, mosques; he has tried various political systems,
economic order; there is great prosperity and yet there is great
poverty. Man in every way - through education, through science,
through religion - hastried to bring about aradical mutation in
himself. He has gone to a monastery, he has given up the world, he
has meditated endlesdly, repeating prayers, sacrificing, following
ideals, pursuing teachers, belonging to various sects. He has tried,
if one observes through history, everything he can possibly try to
find away out of this confusion, this misery, this sorrow, this
endless conflict. And he hasinvented a heaven. And in order to
avoid hell, which is punishment, he has done a so various forms of

mental gymnastics, various forms of control; he has tried drugs,



sex, innumerable ways that avery clever mind has thought out.
And yet man throughout the world has remained as he was. Man
has inherited animal instincts; and most of us have still the
inherited animal instincts of greed, proprietorial rights, sexual
rights, and so on and on. We are the result of the animal. And we
have tried to escape from it, consciously or unconsciously. And yet
we remain what we were, slightly modified through pressure
through environmental influences, through threats, through
necessity; we have somewhat changed here and there, but
essentially we remain what we were. Deep down we are
aggressive, violent, greedy, envious, brutal, violent - whichis
being shown throughout the world. And what istaking placein this
country after years of preaching the philosophy of non-violence?
Man isviolent and the ideal of non-violenceisonly an immature
approach to violence. What isimportant is to face the violence,
understand it and go beyond it, and not invent an escape, an ideal
called non-violence which has no reality whatsoever, which is
being shown in this country and elsewhere.

So we see objectively, clearly, the necessity for man's total
change. | think everybody intellectually is agreed on this point.
Any serious man with deep intentions who is earnest, honest, not
deceiving himself by theories or dogmas, is concerned with this: is
it possible for a human being, whether he livesin Russia, America,
here, or elsewhere, to bring about atotal mutation, so that he lives
differently, not like an animal everlastingly struggling, destroying
one another, in conflict, in misery, in sorrow, always fearful,
uncertain, always waiting for death with all the pain, anxiety, guilt

and all therest of it? And people have invented various



philosophies. And the psychologists with their analysis have
helped alittle bit here and there, but the problem still remains. Isit
possible to uncondition man totally, so that he livesin joy, in
clarity, without confusion, without conflict?

Now, having stated the basic problem, which | think is clear,
what can one do actually? One sees the problem of man's conflict,
his brutality, his anxiety, hisjealousies, his ambitions, his desire to
hurt others, creating enmity. Isit possible to change this
consciousness into something that is entirely different, that is not
an ideal, that cannot be foreseen, that is not a premeditated result?
Y ou understand? Because if this mind which is confused, whichis
brutal, which is ugly - if this mind can project an ideal, afuture, it
will be according to its own pattern, only modified; and therefore
the ideal, the purpose, the ultimate change in terms of what is, is
still what is. Isit not?

Y ou see the problem: if | am confused and out of that confusion
| imagine clarity or create an ideal of clarity, it is still the result of
confusion and therefore that so-called clarity, the so-called ideal,
the so-called ultimate purpose will be the result of a confused mind
and therefore will still be confused. Please see the importance of
this. Because we are caught in this cage, in thistrap of so-called
civilization, we are a\ways projecting an idea of "what should be', a
philosophy, a doctrine and we are pursuing that, each of us
according to his conditioning, according to his belief, according to
his religion, according to the climate, circumstances, inclinations
and so on. So, out of this he creates afuture. And that future hasits
roots in the present, the present being the past. So, aslong as the
mind is capable of creating aformulafor itself for the future, that



formulais the result of the past - past experience, past knowledge,
past information - and therefore the future, the idedl, is still the
condition, is still the result of what has been. And so to change
from "what is to "what should be' is still what is, though modified.

Please do see and understand this extraordinarily clearly, not
only verbally but actually. And that is where listening comesin.
Because one can communicate verbally, as we do just now. Y ou
al, | hope, understand English, and we are communicating
verbally. You are translating what | say into your own language, or
you are hearing the words. But hearing the words is not actually
listening. When you actually listen, not only do you listen to the
words but your whole attention is there, otherwise you cannot
listen. And when you give your whole attention to any problem,
there is not only efficiency, clarity, areasoned-out outlook, but you
go beyond it. And that is what we are doing now. We are not only
hearing, not only communicating verbally, but also together we are
listening to what is true, not according to anybody. Truth is not
Christian, Hindu, yours or mine. It isthe fact. And to observe that
fact you have not only to listen intently to that fact, but to prevent
al trandation of that fact. Because, if you trandate, you are
trandating it according to your conditioning, according to your
memories, according to your inclination, to your tendency,
according to the pressure of circumstances. Therefore in that state
you are not listening. And | hope this evening you are listening
actually to facts, not to opinions, not to any conclusions.

Aswe were saying, there must be aradical revolution, a
mutation of the mind, because man has lived two million years and

more - according to the biologists and the archeologists - in misery,



in sorrow, in conflict, killing each other, destroying each other,
creating enmity. Religions have said "don't kill'. Religions have
said "love one another', 'be kind', "be generous. And religions have
cultivated belief, organized propaganda of belief, dogma, ritual;
they are not actually concerned with man's behaviour. But what we
are concerned with is man's actual behaviour from day to day,
because man must live in peace, otherwise he cannot do anything.
In hislaboratory heis at peace, and therefore he can invent, he can
look. He may go to the moon, but heis not at peace either at home
or in the office, outwardly or inwardly, and therefore heis
confused, heisfrightened. And so thisradical change is essential,
aswe said, not according to a pattern, not according to some future
ideal or some utopia, which are the inventions of amind that is
being conditioned and, wishing to free itself from its conditioning,
invents a philosophy, an ideal, a purpose - which are the result of
its own confusion and conditioning. That is clear. Also, that radical
change must take place immediately.

We have divided time as the immediate and the ultimate.
Please, | am not going to go into details, because it istoo complex
and | have not the time. But one can see what we have done. We
all see the immediate necessity of change. We see that. And we say
it is not possible to change immediately, we need to have time, we
need days to bring about this change. Put it round the other way.
There are the immediate problems of this country: starvation,
disorder, inefficiency, corruption and the immature quarrels over a
piece of land, burning each other or burning oneself and so on. And
to the immediate every one reacts. We say, "We must do
something about the immediate. It isall right to talk about the



ultimate, but the ultimate is not so important as the immediate”,
And with that conception, with that formulathat the immediateis
far more important than the ultimate, we live. Isn't that so. Y ou put
it in different ways, but that iswhat is happening. The politician is
concerned with the immediate, and so also the reformer and the so-
called social worker. Everybody is concerned with the immediate,
not with that thing which he calls the ultimate; for him the ultimate
may be all right, but the immediate matters. So he has divided time
as the immediate and the future. But the ultimate contains the
immediate. The immediate does not contain the ultimate. So a man
who is concerned with the immediate - he is the real mischief
maker, whether he be a politician, areligious man, or areformer.
But if we have understood the ultimate, in the ultimateis
Immediate action.

So aslong as we divide time as yesterday, today and tomorrow,
aslong as we think in terms of the immediate which isthe
environment, the circumstances to which we must answer
immediately - as the politicians and all the people throughout the
world are doing - then what takes place? | hope you are following
al this. You know oneis not used to giving one's attention for a
long periods. Y ou give perhaps your attention for two or three
minutes, and the rest of the time you just casually listen. Therefore
you don't take it in. And we are discussing avery serious problem.
To understand it, to go with it, to flow with it you must give your
whole attention all the time that you are here - not for a period, a
minute or two, and then wander off. What we are dealing with
demands atotal receptivity, atotal attention.

When you divide time as the immediate and the ultimate, you



are not only creating conflict between ‘what is' and ‘what should be
- but also creating, an environment, circumstances which will bein
contradiction to 'what should be'. Time is a movement, which man
has divided into yesterday, today and tomorrow. It isa movement,
and aslong as you divide it you must be in conflict.

Please, thisisimportant to understand. Because, if you do not
follow this, | am afraid, you won't be able to follow what comes
after. We are concerned with change, with total mutation in the
whole of consciousness. And consciousness is conditioned to think
in terms of yesterday, today and tomorrow; and it thinks in terms
of change as'what is' and 'what should be', and therefore 'what
should be' demands further time. So change never takes place. Do
you understand, sirs? When we think we are changing from this to
that, that movement is static, it is not a movement at al. 'l want to
change from thisto that' - that is projected by a mind that is caught
in what is, and that has, out of that confusion, out of that misery,
out of that pain, created the future. So the future is already known.
And therefore when the mind moves from 'what is to ‘what should
be' that movement is static, it is not amovement at all, therefore it
isnot achange at all.

Man isviolent. About that there is no question. Heisviolent in
so many different ways, and that is afact. He may occasionally be
non-violent; but his whole psychological structure is based on
violence, ambition, desire for power, position, domination,
assertion, attachment to that thing he calls ownership, sex and so
on. Hiswhole structure is based on violence, and that is afact.
Then he invents non-violence, an idea, atheory, which is non-

factual. And he says, "l am violent and | will move to non-



violence. | will change from thisto that". That change, that
movement towards the ideal, isno movement at all, it isjust static,
itismerely anidea. What is actual is violence. So when he pursues
theideal heisavoiding the actual. And what he callsthe ideal, the
pursuit of theideal the practice and the discipline - al that is
merely the activity of amind that has become static, that has
become dull, that is not living. What isliving isviolence in
different forms,

So the ideal has no importance whatsoever. And thisisavery
difficult pill to swallow for most people, because we have lived on
ideals, we have been fed on ideals, we are conditioned to think in
terms of ideals, in terms of purpose and significance and so on. So
there is only the fact, and non-violence is not afact. And when he
says he will ultimately become non-violent, what he actually doing
IS sowing the seeds of violence, thinking that ultimately he will be
peaceful. But he will not. That isfairly clear, fairly obvious. So as
long as one thinks in terms of the future, of bringing about a
changein terms of anideal, in terms of what should be, heis
merely continuing to live in violence; and therefore that movement
has no value whatsoever.

Therefore, the problem arises. how is amind to change totadlly,
that is violent, greedy, or whatever it is? Greed, envy, ambition,
competition, aggressiveness and also the so-called discipline which
isimposed, which is conformity - all thisis part of that violence;
how isthat violence to be totally changed, so that isin no longer
violent, not in terms of time" not in terms of afutureideal? You
understand the question now? My mind is no longer distracted or
taken away, wasting its energy on ideals - what should be, what



should not be. It is completely attentive to that one problem in
which many other problems are involved. So there is no ultimate or
immediate. Thereis only that problem - right? Like a man having
cancer he has to decide immediately, and the immediate decision
does not depend upon his fancy, on his environment, on his family,
on what people say or do not say. It isan immediate urgency; and
therefore when it isimmediate, there is an immediate decision, not
decision in terms of a mind wanting to act upon the fact.

So time as the means of overcoming, or destroying, or going
beyond the fact has come to an end. Y ou understand? Time as a
means of change has come to an end. Therefore time as will comes
to an end. Will istime, isn't it?'l will do this' - the will isthe result
of determination, inclination, desire; all that isinvolved in that one
word. And when | say, "l will become peaceful”, the very assertion
'l will" impliestime. And when | assert 'l will become, the
movement to become is static, it is not alive, it is something dead.
So, will and time have been put aside. Please see the importance of
this. We are used to assertions, we are used to saying, "l will do
this, "I must do this’, "l should do this' - all that impliestime.
Doesn't it? Obvioudly, the 'will be', the should be, the 'must be' is
the future tense of the word "to be". But the word "to be" is always
the active present. And therefore when a man asserts he will do
that, what is taking place is that he is using time as a means of
achieving it, and the means and the end are projected by the mind
that is conditioned, and therefore the end is still what is. Right?
Sorry if it gives you a headache. It isreally quite ssimple.

Man has lived by will and time, and we see that will and time

have not changed man at al. That has been his favourite game of



escape: he invents the future and all the rest of it and so remains
what heis. Y ou may believe in reincarnation, as probably most of
you do. And if you believe in reincarnation what mattersis how
you live now, not what you are going to do tomorrow. But you
don't believe in it to that extent, it isjust atheory, a convenient
hope, a pleasant idea and therefore has no value at al. So when
you have eliminated time as will, you have only this problem. Then
you are full of energy to tackle this problem, come to grips with
this problem - which isatotal revolution in the mind. And that is
total revolution which is not ultimate, but which isimmediate. And
when there is no time as a means of achievement and no will asa
way to that achievement, then you have only the central issue: how
can the mind which is so conditioned change, bring about a
complete mutation? That means a mind that is no longer struggling
to become something. It iswhat it is. greedy, envious, ambitious,
full of hate and all the animal things that have been cultivated and
prolonged throughout the centuries. That iswhat actually is; and
any effort to bring about a change in that structure of the human
mind is still part of time and therefore is ineffective.

So what happens to your mind that is no longer thinking in
terms of time, of the will to achieve? The speaker can explain what
takes place, but it will be mere words. But if you do it for yourself,
you will see what an extraordinary action takes place when you
have abolished time - that means no longer yielding to
circumstances, no longer concerned with personal inclination or
tendency, no longer using will as a means of operation. If you do it,
not theorize about it, if you actually do it as you would do when

thereis an urgency of disease or of athreat, you act immediately.



Then there is no action of will, no time operating. Then there will
be total action, not the fragmentary action of will and time; and a
total action contains the immediate action to circumstances.

Look, sir! Thereis starvation in this country, overpopulation,
total inefficiency of the Government. And that starvation each
politician, each group, wants to solve according to his own pet
theory. The Communist, the Socialist, the Congress, etc - they have
theories on how to solve that problem. They will take this side or
that side, they will go to America or to Russia according to their
theory; but in the meantime people are starving. Right? Y ou may
not be starving, but there are people starving; probably we have all
known what it is, not having enough food. The problem of
starvation is not to be solved by politicians, never hasit been. It is
aworld problem, and the world is divided by poaliticians, by the
tribes which they represent - the American tribe, the Hindu tribe,
the Muslim tribe, the African tribe. We are all tribes, we all belong
to tribes - which isagain afact. So aslong as the mind thinksin
terms of tribes, in terms of formulas, starvation will go on. Please
see thissmplefact, sir. Aslong as you are a Hindu with your
nationality, with your separate government and al the rest of it,
you are going to have starvation, because each group wants to
solveit inits own way and will not co-operate with another. The
Communist is not concerned with the starvation of the people, nor
the Congress, nor the Democrat, nor the Republican - they are not
concerned, they want to be in power, in position. To solve the
problem of starvation, we must be concerned only with how to feed
the people, not who is going to feed the people, what is the system
that is going to feed the people and so on. But nobody is concerned



with solving the problem.

So when you are concerned with solving the problem, you are
not concerned with the system at all. In the same way when you are
concerned with the problem of atotal change, you are not
concerned with how to changeit. Y ou never will ask how, because
the how is the method, and the method impliestime, practice, and
the end result is already known towards which you are practising
and therefore it isnot achange at all. So all that one can do isto be
totally aware of the function of will and of time, and be totally
indifferent to it, not battle against it but see the falseness of it. Then
one will be only concerned with the central issue: how isone to
bring about atotal revolution? And when you are tremendously
concerned with it, you will find that it is taking place without your
wanting it.

Perhaps, if thereistime, you will ask questions. Y ou can
discussthis. And if you are going to ask questions, please be brief,
because | have to repeat them. Don't make long speeches.

Questioner: Sir, isthat state possible?

Krishnamurti: A gentleman asks: is that state possible? The
state which | have been talking about - is that right, sir? When you
ask that question “isit possible? are you asking out of curiosity?

Questioner: No.

Krishnamurti: Please, just listen. Are you asking out of
curiosity, or are you asking it because you doubt it, or becausein
your own mind there isafeeling that it is not possible? If you say it
Is not possible, then you are blocking yourself, you are preventing
investigation. If you say it is possible, that also will prevent you
from investigation. Naturally, because you are already biased. So



to find out if it is possible or not, you have to work, you have to
investigate, you have to examine; and to examine you must be free.
If you are biased, if you areinclined, if you are this or that, you are
not free to investigate, to go into it. But to go into it is not a matter
of time. You must give to it your whole mind and heart and your
nerves, everything you have. But, you see, you are not so eager,
intense. To go into it you need tremendous energy; and you can
only have energy if there are no distractions, which the mind has
invented in order not to face the fact, the fact being what you
actually are. Your violence, your greed, your envy, your
competition, your brutality, your wanting to achieve, to become
somebody, and all therest of it - that is the fact; and to face that
fact demands complete energy. And to face that, you have to put
aside time and will and you have to look.

That iswhy, gir, it is very important to know how to look, how
to observe. Probably you have never observed atree. Probably you
have never observed your wife, or your husband, or your daughter.
Y ou have observed through the image you have built of your wife,
and the wife looks at you through the image she has built of you,
the image being memory. Asyou look at each other through the
image that each one has created of the other, thereisno
observation at all. When you look at atree, you have an idea, an
Image, a symbol, a meaning about that tree; and therefore the
meaning, the symbol, the idea interferes with your observation of
that tree. To look, there must be freedom from the image. And
when you are free, you look, not with the intellect, not with
emotion, but with love, with clarity, with something totally new.

When you look at your children, your wife and your husband



without the image, you will then be in real relation. Real
relationship is affection, love. Without that, do what you will, there
will be misery, there will be sorrow.

Questioner: Sir, what is the role of memory and the state that
you are talking about?

Krishnamurti: What is the role of memory and the state we are
talking about? Again thisis arather complex problem. All human
problems are complex, they are not mechanical; therefore, one has
to think about them anew.

What is the function of memory? And how does memory come
into being? Before one can discuss what is the function of memory,
one must find out how memory is built up. Have you ever noticed
that when you respond to something totally, thereis very little
memory? Have you? When you respond with your heart, with your
mind, with all your being, thereis very little memory. Haven't you
noticed it? It is only when you do not respond to a challenge
completely that there is a conflict; then thereisapain, then thereis
aconfusion. then thereis a struggle. The struggle the confusion,
the pain or the pleasure builds memory. Thisissimple. You can
observethisin your daily life. Y ou develop memory through a
technique. Y ou go to college, and learn a certain technique,
because that technique gives you a job. And that cultivates a
memory, because that memory is necessary to function efficiently
in a particular job. That memory you must have, obvioudly;
otherwise you cannot function. But | have psychological memory,
what you have said to me, how you have hurt me, you have
flattered me, you have insulted me. And you also have

psychological memory. Therefore there are the images which |



have built up of you and you have built up of me. Those memories
remain. And those memories are added to, al thetime. And it is
those memories that will respond. Therefore, thought which isthe
result of memory, is always old, never new, and therefore never
free. Thereis no such thing as freedom of thought - which is sheer
nonsense.

Y our memory has a place when you are functioning efficiently,
and efficiency is necessary. Memory is necessary at a certain level.
But when that memory becomes a mere mechanical action in
human relationship, then it becomes a danger, then it creates
mischief. All the tribal instincts are part of that memory. You are a
Hindu, you are aMuslim, you are a Christian; you know the
machinery of conditioning. Thereit is deadly. Because lifeisa
movement, life is not something that you carve out for yourself in a
little backyard; life is atotal movement, an endless movement, not
an evolutionary movement. It is one of your pet theories that,
eventually, man is going to become perfect and that in the
meantime he can sow hatred, in the meantime he can create havoc.
So memory has a place and, when you function there naturally, it
has to be efficient, reasoned, impersonal, clear and all the rest of it.
But there is the state of mind where memory has very little place.
When we are talking now, we are using the English language. The
usage of English language is memory, obviously. But the state of
mind that isusing it issilent, it is not crippled by memory; and that
isreal freedom.

Questioner: Sir, where does the soul go after death?

Krishnamurti: Wait, sSir.

Questioner: Y ou have talked about the unconditioned mind and



simplicity of mind. And | doubt if there is any way that we could
get ssimplicity of mind and an unconditioned mind?

Krishnamurti: The gentleman asks: you have talked about the
unconditioned mind, is there away, a method to achieve that
unconditioned mind?

Questioner: Without talking about it.

Krishnamurti: Without talking about it. I don't know what that
means. |s there away to uncondition the mind?

Now there are two states. First of all one must be very sensitive
to words - sensitive, alive - you must feel the words. If you are not,
then you use any word and it has no meaning. WWhen you use the
words "conditioned" and "away", have you understood the word
"conditioned?'. Is the understanding merely verbal and therefore
not real? Mere intellectual understanding of that word - which
means to free the mind from its conditioning - is the dictionary
meaning. And if you use that word in adictionary meaning thereis
no depth to that word at al. But if you say, "Look, | have found |
am conditioned, | have discovered it, | seeit. | was aware this
morning, for a minute, how conditioned | am. | think interms of a
Hindu; or | think in terms of hate or jealousy"”. Then, when you use
that word “conditioned', it has avitality, a depth, a perfume, a
guality. And when you use the word "way", what isimplied in that
word "away'? From thisto that; a path, a method, a system, by
practising which you will be able to uncondition yourself, to arrive
at a state of non-conditioning. See the question! |s a method going
to uncondition you? There is no method to uncondition you. We
have played with these words, we have done all these things for

centuries - the gurus, the monasteries, Zen, this or that method -



with the result you are caught, you are a dave to the method, aren't
you?, and therefore you are not free. The method will produce the
result; but the result is the outcome of your confusion, of your
conditioning and therefore it will still be conditioned. So, when
you put that question you have already answered it.

That iswhy | said the other day: to ask a question isvery
simple, but to ask the right question is one of the most difficult
things. And you must ask questions all your life, but they must
aways be the right questions. And if you ask aright question, you
have the right answer; you don't have to ask anybody.

Questioner: One question, sir. The non-violence which Gandhiji
tried to practise by himself, is that also to be denounced?..
Krishnamurti: Sir, do you remember what | said? Any practice of
non-violence is violence,

Questioner: That is a statement which has to be proved.

Krishnamurti: To be proved by whom?

Sir, you have asked a question, you must have the courtesy also
to listen to the answer.

Questioner: | asked a question.

Krishnamurti: Yes, we are all so impatient.

Questioner: Therest of the question | am not asking.

Krishnamurti: Yes, sir, | know. Can you practise non-violence
when you are violent? Violence means not only physical violence
but also psychological violence. When | discipline myself
according to a pattern which | have established asthe ideal, | am
violent. Y ou don't take all that into account. Discipline, asis
practised by most people, is a suppression, is conformity, isa

control of an idea, a pattern; that is violence, distorting the mind.



This does not mean that there is not a discipline which has nothing
whatsoever to do with control, suppression, conformity. That real
discipline comes when you are confronted with the problem, and
you are completely concerned with the problem.

Sir, look. Discipline, the right discipline, the real discipline, the
only discipline that matters - not all the others - that comesin the
very action of learning. When you are learning, not acquiring -
when you are learning about anything, that very act of learning
demands discipline. For instance, | am learning alanguage; and it
Is tremendously interesting to learn alanguage, and that very
interest isits discipline. Now man is violent. To understand the
problem of violence, really to understand it, to go with it to the
very end of it, to enquireinto it very deeply - that very enquiry is
the beginning of discipline. Y ou don't have to have any of the so-
called discipline which man has practised and thereby destroyed
himself and tortured his mind by imitating, by conforming to a
form, a pattern.

Questioner: Where does the soul go after death?

Krishnamurti: Where does the soul go after death? Sir, itisa
very important question. Perhaps we will deal with that question
the next time that we meet, because it requires a great deal of going
into, because the word 'soul’, or the atman, or whatever word you
use, is still part of your tradition. Y ou repeat that word endlessly.
Y ou have not enquired if there is such athing as the soul - which
means there is a permanent entity in you which, when you die,
goes somewhere. |s there something permanent in you? Have you
found out anything permanent in you?

Questioner: Sir.



Krishnamurti: Y es? Sir, do be clear. Is there a permanent thing
in you? Y ou are changing, your body changes, unless you are dead.
Everything isin a movement, but you refuse to accept that
movement. And to say thereis a soul, an atman, means that
thought has thought about it, and has invented it. If thought can
think about it, it is still within the field of thought and therefore it
is part of the old, it isnothing new. As| said, thought is always
old. Therefore, 'soul’ is aword that you use without understanding,
or going into. It isthe result of thought, because man is frightened
of death. As heisfrightened of life, so heisfrightened of death.
Please, dir, leave that question, you are not paying attention.

Questioner: Conditioning.....

Krishnamurti: Wait aminute, sir. Wait. | think that is enough,
gair, for this evening.

Look, sir. You have asked questions; each person is concerned
with his question and he will not listen to another question. In
answering the one question, if you have listened to it, your
guestions also will be answered; but we are so impatient - which
means what? Each one is concerned with his own little problem,
and the little problem does not contain the big problem. When you
understand the big problem - In that problem isthe little problem -
the little problem will be answered, and it will be answered rightly.
As| said, it isvery easy to ask questions. And one must, always
ask questions, one must always have a spot of scepticism about
everything, including about what the speaker is saying. But to ask
the right question demands a great deal of intelligence, sensitivity
to words, and awareness of one's own conditioning. Then out of
that when you ask a question, it isfull of light and delight.
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Shall we continue with what we were talking about the other day?
We were saying that aradical revolution in the way of living, in
our whole outlook, in our activity, in our state of consciousnessis
absolutely necessary. And we pointed out the reasons for it.
Considering what the world is like now - the utter confusion, the
misery, the wars, the corruption, alife in which there is nothing
new, amind that is not renewing itself totally each day, fresh,
young, innocent - a complete mutation of the mind is necessary.
Our minds are the result of centuries upon centuries of propaganda.
We have been shaped by circumstances, by our own inclinations
and tendencies. We are the result of time, time in which the mind
has matured, has grown, has - if you like to use that word - evolved
from the animal to the present state.

And our present life asit is actually now - not theoretically, not
idealistically, not as one would wish it to be, but the actual fact of
what it istoday - isalife of sorrow, isalife of frustration, deep
anxiety, a sense of guilt, agroping after something other than what
is, alifein which there is a constant battle, not only outwardly but
also inwardly. Our lifeis abattlefield for endless, meaningless
struggle. There are those who struggle for power, as most of us do.
Power gives one a certain sense of being - politically, economically
or inwardly. One can dominate people through propaganda; you
can dominate your neighbour, your wife, your husband - all that
implies a sense of power. And it also implies alife of constant

competition normally, a better life outwardly, better conditions and



S0 on - ambition, competition, a sense of meaningless pursuit, a
terribly lonely life, a despairing life, though one may not be aware
of al this. But one generaly is not aware because one is too
frightened by the observation of all this. But that is afact.

Thisisour daly life, in which there is no affection, no love;
there is a sense of insecurity always seeking security, alifein
which there is always the end, which is death. And thisis what we
call living. Being frightened we invent our gods, we invent theories
intellectually, theologically, religiously. We have ideas, formulas
about what we should be. And we function according to formulas -
which is called an intellectual way. And we are very proud of that
intellect; the more oneis clever, the more is one ruthless, brutal -
and generally theintellect is always that. And that is our life.
Whether we like or don't like it, that is afact which we seem to be
incapable of changing. And especially in the modern world, lifeis
becoming more and more mechanical - going to the office every
day for the next forty or fifty years, and being bullied, insulted by
the superior and so on.

Andwe said, isit at al possible to bring about aradical
revolution in this life? Of course we do change a little bit here and
there, but compelled by circumstances; a new invention will alter
outwardly the way of our life and so on. So we see actually what is
taking place in our consciousness, in our life every day. | think
anybody who is at all aware, not only of himself but of the world's
affairs sees this taking place, that we are the result of
circumstances and their influences, we are the result of enormous
propaganda - religious, political, commercial and so on. | do not

know if you have noticed, or if you have read that one of the



Russian Generals very high up, aField-Marshal, said in his report
to the high authorities that through hypnotism they are teaching
soldiers.

Y ou understand? They are teaching soldiers through hypnotism
new techniques, which means teaching them how to kill more
cleverly, how to protect oneself though killing another. | do not
know if you realize the implications of al this, that through
hypnosis you can learn a great many things - a new language, a
new way of thinking and so on. Hypnosisis after all propaganda.
Y ou have been told every day of your life to believein God and
you believe in God. Or if you are told there is no such thing as
God, that al'so you believe. You believe in an atman, because that
is the popular thing, and it has been handed down through
centuries; and you also like to believe that there is something very
superior in you, which is permanent, which is divine and so on -
which isall anintellectual concept and does not actually alter the
ways of your life. And politically it is so obvious. what is going on
in this country. Religioudly, politically and inwardly we are the
result of what has been and what people have said. And the more
clever, the more cunning, the more psychologically able oneisto
persuade you, you believe him; and that isyour life. You area
Hindu because you have been told you are aHindu, and
circumstances have forced you; or aMuslim, a Christian and so on
and on.

And in thisfield the human being lives, whether in Americaor
in Russia or wherever it is. And we are asking whether it is at all
possible for a human being to throw away all this, and completely
bring about a mutation, not intellectually but actually. That isthe



problem, it seems to me, that each human being hasto face,
because we can go on for another thousand years and more just as
we are, battling with each other, deep in sorrow, calling ourselves
by this name or that name, belonging to this nationality or that
nationality, to thisreligion or that - which isal so utterly immature
and has no meaning any more. And all that is the result of
propaganda, whether the propaganda of the Gita or the Bible or the
Koran, or of Marx-Lenin theories. Y ou understand? That is what
we are, nothing original, nothing which istrue; but we are
secondhand human beings. Again thisisafact and that is our life.
And through it al thereis a sense of deep, abiding fear, from
which comes violence, imagining ways of escaping from that deep
fear. And we have developed a network of escapes from that
extraordinary fear that human beings have. Asl said, most of us
are aware of thisfact.

Now, what can one do to bring about a tremendous mutation in
this state? Y ou understand my question? After we have talked a
little this evening, perhaps you will be good enough to ask
guestions, as you did the last time that we met here.

So that is our problem. How am |, who is the result of time, of
an endless series of circumstances which have compelled meto
act, think, feel in away which has so conditioned my mind - how
am | to bring about atotal revolution? We are using the word
"mind" to cover the total being - the physical, the emotional, the
neurological, the brain and so on - the totality of consciousness
which isthe mind. And how is it possible for a human being to
bring about atotal revolution in this? | do not know if you have
ever asked yourself that question: probably not. Y ou may have to



change alittle bit here and there and according to your pleasure
and pain. Especially when it gives pleasure, when it promises to
give delight, you try to change alittle, or you want the continuance
of a particular delight or a particular pleasure. But what we are
asking ourselves is something entirely different.

Asahuman being isit possible for me to change completely -
not change to something, because the something is aformula, an
ideal, from Marx, Lenin, or your own particular ideal and so on.
Do you understand? The change from what is to what should beis
no change at al, as we explained last time. And we are deceived by
this movement, because what isis the fact and what should beis
not the fact. Because in that time interval between what is and what
should be there are various forms of influences, environmental
stresses and strains, and there is always change going on. But if
one formulates what should be and tries to change according to
that, the change gives one a certain feeling. A certain sense of
moving towards what should be gives one a vitality. What actually
has taken place psychologically is that the mind has formulated a
pattern according to which it is going to live and that patternis
projected from the past. And so it is a movement of the past and
therefore amovement of the dead; itisnot aliving thing at all. If
you observe thisin yourself, you will see thisvery clearly.

So, how isit possible for a human being like you and me to
make the mind young, fresh, innocent, tremendoudly alive? Our
whole lifeis aprocess of challenge and response; otherwise life
becomes dead - most of us are dead anyhow. Actualy lifeisa
process of challenge, a demand and a response - whether that

demand, that challenge, is outward or inward, it does not matter.



And as long as that response is not totally adequate, totally
complete to the challenge there is friction, there is a battle, thereis
astrain, there is suffering and so on - obviously. Aslong as| do
not respond totally to any issue, | must livein conflict. Do you
understand, sir?

And life now demands - unless we want to live very
superficially, casually, and there live alife that has no meaning
whatsoever - that we bring about arevolution in ourselves. So we
have to find out for ourselvesif it is possible to bring about this
mutation. That meansisit possible to dietotally to the past, die
totally to what has been, so that the mind is renewed, made fresh?
Because, as we said the other day, thought is always old. Y ou
understand? Thought is the response of memory. If you had no
memory you would not be able to think. So that memory isthe
result of accumulated experience. Whether it is the accumulated
experience of acommunity or of society, or it isyour own
particular individual accumulation of memories, it is still memory.
So the whole of consciousness, whether you call it high or low, is
memory. You understand? And in that field which is
consciousness, there is nothing new. You can say, "Well, thereis
God who istotaly new, there is atman that is always fresh; but it is
still within the field of that consciousness and therefore within the
range of thought. And thought is memory, whether it isyour
memory or the memory of the propaganda of athousand years.

Y ou follow? Thought can never bring about this revolution.

And the problem arises then if you go into it very deeply: as
thought cannot bring about this mutation, what is the function of
thought at all? | must use thought in the office; in doing things, in



cooking and washing dishes, in using a language - as we are now
doing - thought must exist. If you are asked where you live, your
response would be immediate, because you are very familiar with
the place where you live. Therefore there is very little gap, thereis
hardly any gap between the question and the answer. Obvioudly,
sirs. And if adeeper question is asked, the time interval you take
between the question and the answer will be greater; and in that
interval you are looking, you are searching, you are asking, you are
expecting, you are waiting for somebody to tell you. The whole of
that is still the field of consciousness which is memory; and from
that memory we hope to bring about a change. Right? And that
memory from which springs thought will always be old; so thereis
nothing new in thought. Thought can invent new things, new ideas,
new purposes, a new way of electioneering, anew way of political
thinking and so on. But it is still based on memory, knowledge,
experience - which is the past. So, thought, however clever,
however cunning, however erudite, cannot bring about this
complete revolution in the mind. And that revolution, that mutation
is absolutely necessary, if we areto live adifferent kind of life. So,
isit possible to die to thought? Do you understand the problem?
Though we must have thought and use it most efficiently without
any personal inclination, tendencies, use it carefully with
tremendous reason, care, with great honesty and without any self-
deception, thought cannot possibly create the new. Right?

So from that arises the problem: what is death? For most of us
death is something to be avoided, something of which we are
frightened, something that is to be put away in the distance. And
we know that death exists, death of the physical organism; but also



we think of death as an end. If you believe in reincarnation and so
on, then you don't actually face the fact. Then you are avoiding the
issue. Thereis achallenge which says, "Y ou are going to die".
Don't avoid it, but look at it, go into it, find out all that you can
about it. But to do that there must be no fear whatsoever. But fear
is created by thought - you have noticed that, perhaps. That thought
projects itself in time as "tomorrow, or in fifty years timel am
going to die", or "l am going to be happy", or "I am going to
heaven", or whatever it is, and thought creates fear. Y ou must have
noticed all this. Have you? And this fear prevents you from
looking, from observing. So the fear is the observer, isn't it? The
fear is the one entity, the centre, the censor, the observer, the
thinker, the experiencer, the centre from which you look, you
think, you act. The fear is the observer, the thinker who creates
time between himself as the observer and the thing observed. You
understand all this, sirs?

Look, sir, make it very simple. Have you ever looked at atree? |
doubt it very much. Y ou know, we have no sense of beauty. There
isthe sky, aflower, areflection of the sunset on water, the flight of
abird, abeautiful face, alovely smile; but we never look. When
we do look, there is space between the observer and the observed.
Right? There is space between you and the tree. And in that space
you have your thoughts about the tree, the image about the tree.

Y ou have also your ideas, your hopes, your fears and the image
about yourself. Y ou have the image about yourself and your fears.
Those images are looking at the tree. And therefore you never ook
at the tree. But when you have no image of the tree, or of yourself,

then the distance between the observer and the observed does not



exist at all: the observer isthe observed. Please, if one understands
thisthing, it is atremendous revolution in itself - that thereisno
observer separate from the observed.

Look, sir, make it much more familiar to yourself. Have you
ever looked at your wife, or your husband, or your children, or
your neighbour, or your boss, or at any of the politicians? | doubt
it. All the world over politicians are mischievous, because they are
dealing with the immediate. And the person who deals with the
immediate and doesn't take the whole, deals with confusion,
mischief and war. Have you ever looked at these people? If you
have, what is seen? The image you have about a person, the image
you have about your politicians, the Prime Minister, your God,
your wife, your children - that image is being looked at. And that
Image has been created through your relationship, or through your
fears, or through your hopes. The sexual and other pleasures you
have had with your wife, your husband, the anger, the flattery, the
comfort and all the things that your family life brings - a deadly
lifeitis- have created an image about your wife or husband. With
that image you look. Similarly, your wife or husband has an image
about you. So the relationship between you and your wife or
husband, between you and the politician is really the relationship
between these two images. Right? That isafact. How can two
Images which are the result of thought, of pleasure and so on, have
any affection or love?

So the relationship between two individuals, very close together
or very far, isarelationship of images, symbols, memories. And in
that, how can there be real love? Do you understand the question?

So we never look, not only at life but also at death. We have



never looked at life. We have looked at it as something ugly,
something dreadful, or as alife of constant battle which we have
had, struggle, struggle - monetary struggle, emotional struggle,
intellectual struggle and so on. We have accepted it asinevitable.
And having accepted it we invent atheory that perhapsin some
future life, next life or whatever it is, we shall be rewarded. That is
the way we live: and each religion throughout the world has
invented some hope - reincarnation, resurrection and so on; we are
not going into all the details of it, because thisis not the occasion,
and there won't be time.

S0 to understand something, even your wife, your husband, or
your politicians you must observe. And to observe there must be no
barrier between the observer and the observed. Right? Otherwise
you cannot see. If | want to understand you as a human being, |
must get rid of al my prejudices, my impressions, my tendencies,
the circumstantial pressures and so on; | must get rid of them
totally and then look. Then | begin to understand it, because | have
freed myself from fear. Right? Aslong asthere is the observer and
the thing observed, the thinker and the thing thought about, there
must be fear, uncertainty, confusion.

To observe death isto observe life. Y ou understand, sirs? We
have neither observed living, nor are we capable of observing
death. When you know how to observe living with al its
complexities, with all itsfears, despairs, agonies, aching sorrow,
loneliness, boredom, when you know how to look at it - not
whether you like it or dislike it, whether it gives you pleasure or no
pleasure; but just to observe - then you will be capable of

observing death. Because then thereisno fear. Soto dieisto live.



But we do not know how to die to everything every day, to all the
things that we have learnt, to all the things that we have gathered as
character and so on. In something that continues in time, thereis
nothing new. It is only when thereis an ending that thereis
something new. But, you see, we are frightened to end everything
that we know. Have you ever tried to die to one of your pleasures?
That is good enough to begin with. To end without reason, without
argument - that iswhat is going to happen when death comes to
you, there is no argumentation with death. In the same way if you
know how to die to one of your pleasures; to the smallest and to the
greatest, then you will know what it means to die. Because death is
amost extraordinary thing. Death means a renewal, atotal
mutation, in which thought does not function at all, because
thought is the old. But when there is death, there is something
totally new.

Y ou know, sirs, when the mind is empty, the mind is silent, not
endlessly chattering about something or the other. When the mind
is completely empty, being silent, it is capable of renewing itself
entirely without any outside pressures, circumstances; thenitis
something clear, pristine and thereis ajoy which is not pleasure.

Perhaps now you would ask some questions.

Questioner: My last question which | put at the last meeting -
where does soul go after death?

Krishnamurti: That gentleman asks the same question as he did
the last time. He wants to know what happens to the soul when he
is dead. How do you know thereisa soul? Do you know, or isit an
idea which has been handed down to you, asit is being donein

Russiathat there is no such thing as a soul. Y ou understand, sirs?



Y ou are repeating a question that you have been told. Y ou have not
found out for yourself if thereisasoul. Isthere one? Which means
what? Look at it first - not with your fears, with your hopes, with
your memory; but just look. What isimplied in “soul'? Thereis
something permanent, continuous, which is beyond thought,
something not created by thought. Right? That is generally what
we call the atman, the soul and so on: something not within the
field of time and thought. But if thought can think about it, it isin
the field of thought; therefore it is not permanent. Right, sirs?

| am not being logical, logic can deceive you very easily. But
when you observe very closdly, then you need no logic; you just
observe and see fact after fact.

There is no such thing as permanency in your own life. Sirs,
have you observed there is nothing permanent? Even your
government, your Ministers, your own self, your own ideas, your
own anxiety - nothing in life is permanent. But thought, the
observer, says, "There is something permanent. | must have
something permanent; otherwise life is a movement without
meaning”. So it invents the Marx-Lenin theory, it invents a God,
soul and so on; it creates a permanency out of its own fear, which
istheintellectual form of deception. So there is nothing permanent,
not even your house, your family, your relationship. Y ou know to
discover that nothing is permanent is one of the most important
things. Only then is your mind free - then you can look, you can
see the sunset; and in that there is great joy.

Y ou know the difference between pleasure and joy? Pleasureis
the result of thought. | have had pleasure from the sunset, looking

at aface and so on. At that moment of looking there is neither



pleasure nor displeasure. | just observe that sunset. A second later
thought comes in and says how lovely that was; and thought the