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Preface


 Jiddu Krishnamurti was born in 1895 of Brahmin parents in south India. At the age of fourteen he was proclaimed the coming World Teacher by Annie Besant, then president of the Theosophical Society, an international organization that emphasized the unity of world religions. Mrs. Besant adopted the boy and took him to England, where he was educated and prepared for his coming role. In 1911 a new worldwide organization was formed with Krishnamurti as its head, solely to prepare its members for his advent as World Teacher. In 1929, after many years of questioning himself and the destiny imposed upon him, Krishnamurti disbanded this organization, saying:


Truth is a pathless land, and you cannot approach it by any path whatsoever, by any religion, by any sect. Truth, being limitless, unconditioned, unapproachable by any path whatsoever, cannot be organized; nor should any organization be forced to lead or to coerce people along any particular path. My only concern is to set men absolutely, unconditionally free.


Until the end of his life at the age of ninety, Krishnamurti traveled the world speaking as a private person. The rejection of all spiritual and psychological authority, including his own, is a fundamental theme. A major concern is the social structure and how it conditions the individual. The emphasis in his talks and writings is on the psychological barriers that prevent clarity of perception. In the mirror of relationship, each of us can come to understand the content of his own consciousness, which is common to all humanity. We can do this, not analytically, but directly in a manner Krishnamurti describes at length. In observing this content we discover within ourselves the division of the observer and what is observed. He points out that this division, which prevents direct perception, is the root of human conflict.


His central vision did not waver after 1929, but Krishnamurti strove for the rest of his life to make his language even more simple and clear. There is a development in his exposition. From year to year he used new terms and new approaches to his subject, with different nuances.


Because his subject is all-embracing, the Collected Works are of compelling interest. Within his talks in any one year, Krishnamurti was not able to cover the whole range of his vision, but broad applications of particular themes are found throughout these volumes. In them he lays the foundations of many of the concepts he used in later years.


The Collected Works contain Krishnamurti’s previously published talks, discussions, answers to specific questions, and writings for the years 1933 through 1967. They are an authentic record of his teachings, taken from transcripts of verbatim shorthand reports and tape recordings.


The Krishnamurti Foundation of America, a California charitable trust, has among its purposes the publication and distribution of Krishnamurti books, videocassettes, films and tape recordings. The production of the Collected Works is one of these activities.











On Learning, 1958
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It seems to us that a totally different kind of morality and conduct and the action that springs from the understanding of the whole process of living have become an urgent necessity as we are faced with mounting crises and problems. We try to solve these issues through political and organizational methods, through economic readjustment, and through reforms. None of these methods will ever solve the complex human difficulties of existence though they may offer temporary relief. All reforms, however wide and seemingly lasting, are in themselves productive of further confusion and further reformation. Reformation, however necessary, without understanding the whole complex being of man, will only bring about the confusing demand for further reforms. There is no end to reform, and there is no fundamental solution along these lines.


Political, economic, or social revolutions are not the answer either, for they have produced either appalling tyrannies or the power of authority going into the hands of a different group. Such revolutions, at any time, are not the way out of confusion and conflict. But there is a revolution which is entirely different and which must take place if we are going to emerge out of this endless series of anxieties, conflicts, and frustrations. This revolution must begin not at the theoretical and ideational level—which eventually prove worthless—but in bringing about a radical transformation in the mind itself. This can only be brought about through right education, through the total development of a human being. This revolution through right education must take place in the whole of the mind and not in mere thought. Thought, after all, is a result and not the cause. There must be a radical transformation in the cause itself and not in the result. We are tinkering with results, with the symptoms, and we are not bringing about a vital, radical change, uprooting the old ways of thoughts, traditions, and habits. It is with this we are concerned, and only right education can bring this into being.


The capacity to seek and to learn is the function of the mind. By learning we do not mean the mere cultivation of memory and the accumulation of information but the capacity to think clearly and sanely without illusion, to start from facts and not from beliefs and ideals. There is no learning if thought originates from conclusions. Mere acquisition of information, called knowledge, is not learning. Learning implies the love of understanding and the love of doing the thing for itself. Learning is only possible when there is no coercion of any kind. Coercion implies, does it not, every form of influence through affection or threat, through persuasive encouragement or subtle forms of discussion.


Most people think that through comparison learning is encouraged, whereas the contrary is the fact. Comparison brings about frustration, and merely encourages envy, which is called competition. Subtle or obvious forms of persuasion do prevent learning and only bring about fear. Ambition breeds fear. Ambition, whether personal or identified with the collective, is always antisocial. So-called noble ambition is always, in its relationships, destructive.


It is necessary to encourage the development of a good mind that is capable of dealing with the many issues of life as a whole and which does not try to escape from them and so become contradictory, frustrated, bitter, or cynical. And it is essential that it should be aware of its own conditioning, its motives and pursuits.


Since the cultivation of the good mind is one of our chief concerns, it becomes very important how the educator teaches. As the educator is primarily concerned with the cultivation of the totality of the mind and not merely with giving information, he has to impart knowledge or information through every form of discussion, invitation to inquire, and to think independently. Authority, as the one who knows, has no place in learning. The educator as well as the pupil are both learning in this peculiar relationship with each other, but this does not mean that the educator disregards the orderliness of thought. This orderliness is not brought about by mere discipline in the form of assertive statements of knowledge, but if the educator understands that he is cultivating intelligence, there must be naturally a sense of freedom. This freedom is not to do what you like or to think in the spirit of mere contradiction, but a freedom in which the mind is being helped to be aware of its urges and motives which are revealed to the student through his own thought and action.


A disciplined mind is never a free mind, nor can a mind that has suppressed desire ever be free. It is only the mind that understands the whole process of desire that is free. Discipline always encourages, does it not, a movement within the framework of systems of thought and belief. Such a mind is never free to be intelligent. Such discipline brings about submission to authority, or capacity to function within the pattern of a society which demands functional ability, and not the intelligence which has its own capacity. The mind that has cultivated only capacity through memory is as the modern machine, the computer, which functions with astonishing ability and accuracy.


Authority can only persuade to think in certain directions. Thinking in conclusions and being guided along certain lines is not thinking at all; it is merely functioning as a human machine, which breeds thoughtless discontent, bringing with it frustrations, miseries, and so on. And we are concerned with the total development of each human being to his highest and fullest capacity—not to the highest capacity which the educator has in view as a concept, but the capacity to which any one individual may be capable of flowering.


Any spirit of comparison prevents this full flowering of an individual, whether as a scientist or as a gardener. But the fullest capacity of the gardener is the fullest capacity of the scientist when there is no comparison, but when comparison comes in, then there is the disparagement and the envious reactions which create conflict between man and man. Love is not comparative. Like sorrow, it cannot be compared with the greater or the lesser. Sorrow is sorrow, whether it is in the poor or in the rich—as love is.


The fullest development of an individual brings about a society of equals. The present social struggle to bring about equality merely on an economic or some spiritual level has no meaning at all. Social reforms to bring about equality breed other forms of antisocial activities. With right education there is no need for social and other reforms, as envy with its comparative capacities ceases.


We must differentiate here between function and status. Status with all its emotional and hierarchical prestige arises only through comparison of function as the high and the low. When each individual is flowering to his fullest capacity, then there is no division between status and function; there is only the expression of that capacity as a teacher or as a prime minister, and so status loses its sting. The functional or technical capacity is now recognized through having a BA or a PhD after a name; but since we are concerned with the total development of the human being, such an individual may or may not add letters after his name but will have the capacity to take a degree or not, as he pleases. His capacity is not measured by a degree, but he will know for himself his own capabilities. And the expression of his capacity does not bring about that self-centered confidence which mere technical capacity breeds; such confidence is comparative and therefore antisocial. Comparison exists only for utilitarian purposes, but it is not for the educator to differentiate the capacities and give greater or lesser evaluation.


Since we are concerned with the total development of the individual, the student may not be allowed in the beginning to choose his own subjects. If he chooses, his choice will be based on passing pleasures and prejudices and that which is the easiest to do; if he chooses, he will choose according to the immediate needs of a particular society. But when we are concerned with the primary thing and in the cultivation of it, he will naturally come to choose, not the easiest subject to study and pass, but how he can express his capacities to the fullest and to the highest extent. We are concerned in dealing with the many issues of life as a whole with all its psychological, intellectual, and emotional problems. Since the student is helped from the very beginning to look at life as a whole, he will not be frightened of it.


The capacity to deal with any problem as a whole is intelligence. Giving grades and marks to the student does not cultivate intelligence. On the contrary, it degrades the human dignity of understanding. This comparative evaluation cripples the mind—which does not mean that the teacher does not observe the progress of every student and keep a record of it. Parents, naturally anxious to know the progress of their children, will want a report; but, most unfortunately, as they do not understand what the educator is trying to do, they will use the report as a means of coercion in an affectionate or threatening manner to produce the results which they desire and so undo the work which the educator is trying to do. Parents should understand the kind of education that we intend to give. Generally they are satisfied to see their children get a degree of some kind which will assure them of a livelihood. Very few are concerned beyond this. Of course they wish to see their children so-called happy, but beyond this vague desire very few are concerned with their total development. As most of them desire that their children should have a successful career, they either affectionately bully them or frighten them to acquire book knowledge, and so the book becomes very important; with it, there is the mere cultivation of memory that repeats without the quality of real thought behind it.


The difficulty that our educator has to face is the great indifference on the part of the parent to a wider and deeper education, as the parent is only concerned with the cultivation of superficial knowledge which will get his child a respectable position in a corrupt society.


So the educator not only has to educate the children in the right way but also to see to it that the parents do not undo whatever may have been done at the school. Really the school and the home should be the centers of real education and not opposed to each other—the parents desiring one thing and the educator doing something entirely different. It is very important that the parent should be fully acquainted with what the educator is doing and be vitally interested in the total development of his children. It is equally his responsibility to see that this kind of education is carried out and not leave it merely to the teachers whose burden is already sufficiently heavy. This total development can only be brought about fully when there is the right relationship between the teacher, the student, and the parent. As the educator cannot yield under any circumstances to the fancies or the obstinate demands of parents, it is necessary that the parents should understand what the educator is doing and not bring about conflict and confusion in their children.


The natural curiosity and the urge to learn, surely, exist from the very beginning in a child, and this should be intelligently encouraged so that, as he grows, this urge remains vital without distortion and will lead to the study of various subjects. If this eagerness to learn is encouraged at all times, then mathematics, geography, history, science, or biology will not be a problem to the child or to the educator. Learning is facilitated when there is an atmosphere of thoughtful affection and happy care.


Emotional sensitivities can only be cultivated when the student feels that he is secure in his relationship with his teachers. The feeling of being secure in relationship is the primary necessity of children. There is a vast difference between the feeling of being secure and of dependency. Most educators, consciously or unconsciously, cultivate this feeling of dependence and therefore subtly encourage fear, which the parents also do in their own affectionate or aggressive manner; and this dependency shows itself as the authoritarian or dogmatic assertions of what a child should be and should do. With dependence goes always the shadow of fear, and this fear compels the child to obey, to conform, and to accept the edicts and the sanctions of the elders. In this atmosphere of dependency, emotional sensitivities are trampled upon and so can never be cultivated. But when the child knows and feels that he is secure, then the emotional flowering is not thwarted by the fear of insecurity. This security is not the opposite of insecurity. We mean by security the feeling of being at home—not the home from which the child has come, but the home where he can be what he is, where he is not compelled to be or not to be, where he can climb a tree and not be scolded if he falls, where the educator or the housemother or the housefather is concerned deeply with the total welfare of the child—which the child feels at the first impact.


What is important is that the child should feel at the first impact, and not a few weeks or a few months later, that he is at home, completely secure. It is the first impact that is of the highest importance. But if the educator tries various means to gain his confidence and allows the child freedom to do what he likes, then the educator is cultivating dependency and is not giving the child the feeling of being secure, the feeling that he is at home where there are people who are deeply concerned with his total welfare. The very first impact of this new relationship, which the child has never had before, will bring about a natural communication in which the young do not regard the old as a form of threat which is to be respected. A child who feels secure has his own ways of expressing respect which is essential in learning. This respect is denuded of all authority and fear. In this feeling of security, conduct and behavior are not something imposed by the elder, but become a process of learning. And because the child is secure in his relationship with the teacher, with the elder, he will naturally be considerate, and it is only in this atmosphere of security that the flowering of emotional sensitivities can be brought about. In this atmosphere of being at home, of being secure, he will do what he likes, but in the doing of what he likes, he will learn to find out what is the right thing to do—which is not the result of an action of resistance or an action of obstinacy or of suppressed feelings, or a response of an immediate urge.


To be sensitive is to be sensitive to all things about one, whether it be the plants, animals, trees, skies, waters, or the bird on the wing, sensitive to the moods of the people about one and to the stranger that passes by. This sensitivity brings about that quality of uncalculated, unselfish response which is true morality and conduct. So his conduct will be open and not secretive, and being open, a mere suggestion on the part of the teacher is accepted easily without any resistance and friction.


As we are concerned with the total development of the human being and his emotional urges, which are very much stronger than intellectual reasoning, we must cultivate emotional capacity and not help to suppress it. When one is capable of dealing with emotional and intellectual issues, then there will be no sense of fear in approaching them.


Since we are concerned with the total development of the human being, solitude as a means to the cultivation of sensitivity becomes a necessity. As it is necessary to know mathematics, it is also necessary to know what it is to be alone, what it is to meditate, what it is to die—not what is solitude, what is meditation. And this can only be known by searching it out. And so, there must be a learning of what are the implications of meditation, of solitude, of death. These implications cannot be taught but must be learned. One can indicate, but the learning through what is indicated is not solitude nor is it meditation. But to learn what is solitude and what is meditation as you would learn mathematics, there must be an inquiry, and this inquiry is essentially the way of learning. A mind that is capable of inquiry is capable of learning. But when inquiry is suppressed by superior knowledge or by superior authority and experience, then learning is imitation, and imitation merely produces a human entity who repeats without the experience of learning.


Teaching is not the mere imparting of information but the cultivation of an inquiring mind which will penetrate into the question of what is religion and not merely accept the established religions, churches, and rituals. The search for God, for truth, or whatever name one may like to give to it is true religion, and not the mere acceptance of belief and dogma. Just as the student washes his teeth every day, bathes every day, learns every minute of the day, so also there must be the action of sitting quietly with others or with himself. But when he sits quietly in solitude, it should not be a means of escaping from his boredom or from his everyday activity, and it should not be something unusual but a part of his life. In this solitude which is not brought about by instruction, or urged by external authority of tradition, or induced by those who want to sit quietly but who are not capable of being alone—in this solitude he is also learning to see the implications of all that he has been gathering as knowledge in relation to a life that is not merely acquisitive, self-measured, and self-centered. This solitude helps the mind to see clearly as in a mirror and to free itself from the vain endeavor of ambition with all its complexities of fears and frustrations, which are the expressions of self-centered activity. This solitude gives to the mind stability, that constancy which is not to be measured in terms of time. It is this clarity of mind that is character. The lack of character is the state of self-contradiction.


To be sensitive is to love. The word love is not love. And love is not to be divided as the love of God and the love of man. Love is not to be measured as the love of the one or of the many. Love is the capacity to give abundantly as a flower to anyone who cares to take it to his lips, but we are always measuring it in our relationships and thereby destroying it. Love is not a commodity of the social reformer and the social worker; it is not a political instrument with which to create action. When the politician and the reformer use it, they are using the word and so can never touch the reality of it, for love cannot be employed as a means to an end, whether in the immediate or in the far-off. It is the love of the earth and not of the particular field in it. The love of reality is not encompassed by any religion, and when organized religions use it, it ceases to be. Society and organized religions and authoritarian governments, sedulous in their various activities, unknowingly destroy the love that becomes passion in action.


And as we are concerned with the total development of a human being through right education, the quality of love from the very beginning must be nourished and sustained. Love is not sentimentality nor is it devotion. It is as strong as death; it cannot be bought through knowledge. And a mind that is pursuing knowledge for its own sake is a mind that deals in ruthlessness and works merely for efficiency.


So, the educator must be concerned from the very beginning with this quality of love, which is humility, gentleness, consideration, patience, and courtesy. The modesty of courtesy is inherent in the man of good and right education; this enjoins attention to all things about one—the plants, the animals, the way of behavior, and the manner of talking.


This means, does it not, the cultivation of sensitivity towards all things, to care for all things—whether it be a tree or a human being or a piece of furniture or the latest motor—right from the tender age. This emphasis on the quality of love brings about sensitivity and a mind that is not self-absorbed with its ambitions, greeds, and acquisitiveness. Does this not gather about itself refinement, which not only expresses itself as good taste and respect, but also brings about the purification of the mind, and which otherwise has a tendency to strengthen itself in pride? Refinement in clothes, in talk, in behavior, is not a self-imposed adjustment or an outward demand, but it comes with this quality of love. With the understanding of this quality, sex and all the complications and subtleties of human relationship can be approached with sanity and not with excitement and apprehension.


The educator to whom the total development of a human being is of primary importance must be concerned with the implications of sexual urges from the very beginning without arousing the children’s curiosity but meeting with their curiosity. As sexual urges play such an important part in one’s life, to impart mere biological knowledge or information at the adolescent age may become experimental lust if the quality of love is not felt. Love cleanses the mind of evil. Without all this, mere separation of boy and girl by barbed wire and edicts only strengthens their curiosity and that passion which is bound to degenerate into mere satisfaction. So it is important that boy and girl are educated together rightly.


This quality of love must express itself in doing things with one’s hands—gardening, carpentry, painting, handicraft—and through the eyes and ears—as the seeing of trees, the running waters, of the richness of the earth and of the poverty that men have created amongst themselves, and the hearing of birds, music, and song.


We are concerned not only with the mind and the emotional sensitivities but also with the well-being of the physique, and so must give considerable thought to it. For, if the body is not healthy, vital, obviously it will distort thought and make for insensitivity. This is an obvious fact into which we need not go into detail. It is necessary that the body be in excellent health, eating the right food and having sufficient sleep. If the senses are not alert and sensitive, the body will interfere with the total development of a human being. To have grace and control of the muscles, there must be various forms of exercise, dancing, yoga, and games. A body that is not clean, that does not hold itself in good posture, that is sloppy, is not conducive to the sensitivity of the mind or of the emotions. The body is not the instrument of the mind. But the body, the emotions, and the mind make the total human being, and without all of them living together harmoniously, conflict is inevitable. Conflict makes for insensitivity. Mind can control or dominate the body, suppressing the senses and making the body insensitive. Such an insensitive body becomes a hindrance to the full flight of the mind. The mortification of the body is definitely not conducive to search out the deeper layers of consciousness—which is possible only when the mind, the emotions, and the physique are not in contradiction with one another but live together effortlessly without being driven by any concept, belief, or ideal.


In the cultivation of the mind, emphasis should not be on concentration but on attention. Concentration is a process of forcing the mind to narrow down to a point, whereas attention is without frontiers. Concentration is always a limited energy with a frontier or limitation, but when we are concerned with the understanding of the totality of the mind, mere concentration becomes a hindrance, whereas attention is limitless, without the frontiers of knowledge. Knowledge comes through concentration, and the extension of knowledge is still within the frontiers of concentration. Attention, in the sense that we are using the word, can and does use knowledge which of necessity is the result of concentration. The part is never the whole, and adding the many parts together does not make the whole. And knowledge which is the additive process of concentration does not bring about the understanding of the immeasurable. The total is never within the brackets of a mind that is concentrated.


As we are concerned with the whole development of the human being and his mind, attention becomes of primary importance. This attention does not come through the effort of concentration, but it is a state in which the mind is ever learning without a center round which knowledge gathers as experience. Knowledge is used as a means of self-expansion by a mind that is concentrated upon itself, and so such activity becomes self-contradictory and so antisocial.


And as we are concerned with the total development of an individual and therefore with his relationship with another—which is society—emphasis should be laid on attention and not on mere concentration. Learning is only possible in this state of attention in which there is no outer or inner compulsion. Right thinking can only come about when the mind is not bound to tradition and memory. It is attention that allows silence to come upon the mind, which is the opening of the door to that creation. Attention is of the highest importance.


Knowledge then is essential only as a means of cultivating the mind and not as an end in itself. What we are concerned with is not the mere development of one capacity, as a mathematician or a scientist or a musician, but with the total development of the student in which all these things are included.


How is this attention to be brought about? It cannot be cultivated through any form of persuasion, comparison, reward, or punishment; all these are forms of coercion. The elimination of fear is the beginning of attention. Fear must exist as long as there is an urge to be or to become, which is translated as success with all its frustrations and tortuous contradictions. Attention cannot be taught as you can teach concentration, just as you cannot possibly teach how to be free of fear, but we can begin to discover the causes that produce fear and in the understanding of all these causes, there is the elimination of fear. So, attention comes into being when around the student there is the atmosphere of physical well-being, the feeling of being secure, of being at home—of which we have talked earlier—and the disinterested action that comes with love. Love does not compare, and so the torture of ‘becoming’ ceases.


The general discontent that all of us experience, whether young or old, soon finds a way to satisfaction, and thus our mind is put to sleep. It is awakened from time to time through suffering, and that suffering again seeks some solution which will be gratifying. So in this wheel of satisfaction and dissatisfaction, the mind is caught, and the awakening through pain is part of this discontent. Discontent is the way of inquiry, and there can be no inquiry if the mind is tethered to tradition, to ideals. It is this inquiry that is the flame of attention.


We mean by discontent that state of mind which understands what is, the actual, and inquires to discover further. This movement to go beyond the limitations of what is is discontent, and if you smother or find ways and means of overcoming discontent, then you will accept the limitations of self-centered activity and of the society in which you find yourself. Discontent is the lot of most of us, and to overcome it we seek various ways to dissipate it. But discontent is the flame which burns away the dross of satisfaction. Discontent for the little more, for the bigger house, and so on is within the field of envy, and it is envy that sustains this discontent. But we are not talking of envy, the greed for the ‘more’; we are talking of discontent that is not inflamed by any desire or experience for the ‘more’. This discontent is an unpolluted state which must and which does exist, if it is not allowed to be cheapened through wrong education or through any ideal. When we understand the nature of this discontent, then we shall see that attention is part of this burning flame which consumes the petty and leaves the mind without the limitations of self-enclosing pursuits and gratifications. So attention comes into being only when there is inquiry not based on self-advancement or gratification.


This attention must be cultivated right from the beginning. You will find that when there is love which expresses itself through humility, courtesy, patience, and gentleness, you are already removing the frontiers which insensitivity builds, and so from a very tender age, you are helping to bring about this state of attention. This attention is not to be learned, but you can help to bring it about in the student when there is around him no sense of compulsion and so no self-contradictory existence. Then his attention can be focused at any moment on any given subject, but it is not the concentration brought about through the compulsive urge of acquisition or achievement.


A generation that is so educated will be free from the psychological inheritance of their parents and of the society in which they are born; and because they are so educated, they will not depend on the inheritance of property. This factor of inheritance destroys independence and limits intelligence, for it breeds a false sense of security, giving a self-assurance which has no basis. This false sense of security is the darkness of the mind in which nothing can flourish. A generation which has been educated totally differently, about which we have been talking, will create a new society. For, it will have the capacity born of intelligence, that intelligence which is not hedged about with fear.


As we are concerned with the total development of the student and not of any one particular aspect, attention which is all-inclusive becomes important. This total development is not conceptual—that is, there is no blueprint of the totality of the human mind. The more the mind uses of itself, the greater is its potentiality. The capacity of the mind is infinite.


Since education is not the work of one, but of several together, of the parent as well as the educator, the art of working together must be learned. This working together comes only when each of us perceives what is true. It is the truth that brings us together, and not opinion or belief or theory. There is a vast difference between the conceptual and the factual. The conceptual may temporarily bring us together for monetary or other reasons, but there will be separation when it is only a matter of conviction. If the truth is seen, there may be disagreement in detail but there will be no urge to separate. It is the foolish that break away on some detail, and the detail can never be made into an issue over which there is a dissension. We may come together to work out a concept, an ideal; but these are not factual and need conviction, persuasion, propaganda, and so on; and most of us are used to working together along these established lines of authority.


Working together for a concept, for an ideal, and the action which comes from seeing the truth and the necessity of that truth in action are two totally different activities. Working under the stimulus of authority is not cooperation, whether it is the authority of an ideal or the authority of a person who represents that ideal. You have a central authority who knows or who has a strong personality with certain ideas, and he dominates and forces others, subtly or in other ways, to cooperate with what he calls the ideal. This surely is not working together. But when each of us understands the truth of certain issues, then this understanding of truth brings us together to carry them out in action. This is cooperation. And he who has learned this cooperation because he sees the truth as the truth, the false as the false, the truth in the false, he will also learn not to cooperate—which is as important as to learn to cooperate.


If each one of us sees the necessity that a fundamental revolution in education is essential and perceives the truth of what we have said, then we will work together without agreement or disagreement, without any form of persuasion. Agreement or disagreement exists only when someone takes a stand from which he is unwilling to move, or when he is convinced of an idea or entrenched in an opinion. He brings about opposition, and when such a situation arises, then one or the other has to be convinced or influenced or induced to think differently. Such a situation will never arise when each one of us sees the truth. Then it will not be a mere verbal conviction or an intellectual, reasoned application but an understanding of the truth. If we do not see the truth, then there is contention, agreement or disagreement, with all their distorting and useless effort. It is essential that we work together, for we are building a house together. If one of us is building and the other is tearing down, then the house will not be built. So, we must, each one of us, be very clear that we really understand the necessity of bringing about a new generation which is capable of dealing with the issues of life as a whole and not as separated parts unrelated to the whole.


To work together in this cooperative way, we must meet often together and be alert not to be submerged in detail. Those of us who are seriously dedicated to this understanding have the responsibility of not only carrying out in action all that we have understood but also to see that others come to this understanding. Teaching is the highest profession, if it can at all be called a profession. The art of teaching requires no considerable intellectual capacities but infinite patience and love. Education means, does it not, the understanding of relationship to all things—to money, to property, to people, to nature—in the vast field of existence.


Beauty is not merely proportion, form, taste, and behavior. Beauty is that state of mind which has abandoned the center of itself in the passion of simplicity. Simplicity can only be when there is that austerity which is not the response of calculated denial and disciplined self-pursuit, but that self-abandonment which love alone can bring about. Simplicity has no end. Without all this, we create a civilization in which beauty of form is sought, without the inner vitality and stability of simple self-abandonment. There is no abandonment if there is the immolation of the self in activity, in ideals, in beliefs. These appear to be the larger field, but in reality the self is still working under the cover of different labels. The innocent mind alone can inquire into the immense unknown. But the calculated simplicity of the loincloth or of the robe of a monk can never come near that passion of self-abandonment. From this passion comes courtesy, gentleness, humility, patience—which are the expressions of love.


We know beauty through that which is made or put together—the beauty of a human form or of a temple. We say that tree, that house, that river which is widely curving is beautiful. And because of comparison, we know that which is ugly—at least we think we do. Is beauty comparative? Is beauty that which has been made evident, manifest? We say that a picture, a poem, a face, is beautiful because we already know or feel from what we have been taught, or with which we are familiar, or about which we have formed an opinion. And does not beauty cease with comparison? Is beauty merely a knowledge of the known, or is it a being in which the created is or is not?


We are always pursuing beauty and avoiding the ugly, and this avoidance of the one and the seeking of enrichment in the other must inevitably breed insensitivity. Now sensitivity to both the so-called beautiful and the so-called ugly, surely, is necessary to the understanding or to the feeling of what is beauty. A feeling is not beautiful or ugly, it is just a feeling. It is only when we approach it through our educated and social conditioning that we say this is a good feeling and that is a bad feeling, and so destroy the feeling or distort it. But the feeling that is not given a label as the good or the bad remains intense. It is this passionate intensity that is essential in the pursuit of the understanding of that which is neither the manifested beauty nor the ugly.


What we are insisting upon is the great importance of sustained feeling, that passion which is not the mere lust of the self in gratification. It is this that creates beauty, and since it is not comparable, it has no opposite.


Since we are concerned with the total development of a human being, we must take into full consideration not only the conscious mind but also the unconscious. Mere education of the conscious without understanding the unconscious brings contradiction into human lives, with its frustrations and miseries. The hidden mind is far more vital and vigorous than the superficial. Most educators are concerned with educating the superficial mind, giving it information called knowledge, to acquire a job and to adjust itself to society. So the hidden mind is never touched. All that the educators have done is that they have imposed a layer of technical knowledge and the capacity to adjust to environment.


But since we are concerned with the total development of a human being, we must also understand the state of the hidden mind. This hidden mind is far more potent than the superficial mind, however much it may be educated and however much it may be capable of adjustment. The hidden mind is not something very mysterious. It is surely the repository of the racial memories as religion, superstition, symbol, the tradition of a particular race, the influence of its literature, whether sacred or profane; the collective influence of a particular group, with its own peculiar traditions, aspirations and frustrations, symbols, mannerisms, and food; and the open and hidden desire with its motives and frustrations, its hopes and fears, its hidden sorrows and pleasures, and those beliefs which are sustained through the urge for security translating themselves in various ways. This hidden mind has not only the extraordinary capacity of all this residual past but also the capacity to foresee, near or far, in the future. All this expresses itself through dreams and through various intimations to the superficial mind when it is not wholly occupied with everyday events. The hidden mind is nothing sacred or nothing to be frightened of, nor does it demand the specialist to expose it to the superficial. Only because of the enormous potency of the hidden mind, the superficial cannot deal with it as it wishes. The superficial is impotent to a great extent in its relation to its own hidden. However much it may try to dominate it, shape it, control it, because of its immediate social demands and pursuits, it can only scratch the surface of the hidden, and so there is a cleavage and contradiction between the hidden and the open. We try to bridge this chasm through discipline, through various practices, sanctions, and so on; but it cannot so be bridged. Because the conscious mind is occupied merely with the immediate—in the sense of the limited present—whereas the hidden has the weight of centuries which cannot be brushed aside by any immediate necessity, the hidden has the quality of deep time. The superficial mind with its recent culture cannot deal with it according to its passing urgencies. So to eradicate contradiction, the superficial mind must understand this fact and be quiescent, which does not mean giving scope to the innumerable urges of the hidden. When there is no resistance between the open and the hidden, then because the hidden has the patience of time, the hidden will not violate the immediate.


It is the hidden, unexplored, and un-understood mind with its superficial which has been educated, that comes into contact with the present—the present challenges and demands. The superficial may respond to the challenge adequately, but because there is a contradiction between the superficial and the hidden, any experience of the superficial only increases conflict between itself and the hidden. This brings about further experience, widening the chasm between the present and the past. The superficial mind experiencing without understanding the inner, the hidden, only produces deeper and wider conflict. Experiences do not liberate or enrich, as we generally think they do. So long as experiences strengthen the experiencer, there must be conflict. A conditioned mind having experiences only strengthens the conditioning, and so increases conflict and misery. Only to a mind that is understanding the total ways of itself can experiencing be a liberating factor.


When there is an understanding of the powers and capacities of the many layers of the hidden, then the details can be looked into wisely and intelligently. What is important is not the mere education of the superficial mind to acquire knowledge—which is necessary—but the understanding of the hidden. This understanding frees the total mind from conflict, and only then is there intelligence.


As we are concerned with the total development of a human being, we must give not only full capacity to the superficial mind that lives in everyday activity but also understand the hidden, for in the understanding of the hidden, there will be a total living in which contradiction, as sorrow and happiness, ceases. It is essential to be aware of the workings of the hidden mind and to be acquainted with it, but it is equally important not to be occupied with it nor to give it undue significance. It is only then that the mind, the superficial and the hidden, can go beyond its own limitations and discover that bliss which is not of time.











Poona, India, 1958
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First Talk in Poona


I think it would be well if we could establish a true relationship between the speaker and the audience; otherwise, there may be a great deal of misunderstanding and misjudgment. Obviously the speaker has something to say, and you have come to listen. What he has to say may have very little value, or it may have significance if one is capable of listening with quiet attention.


It is most important to know how to listen. Most of us do not listen; we come either with a tendency to resist or to refute what is being said, or we compare it with what we have previously heard, or learned from books. In this process, obviously, there is no listening because when you are thinking of what somebody else has said on a subject, your mind is merely going back to various memories—merely trying to compare what is being said with what you have already heard or read. So please, if I may suggest, do follow what is being said.


There are so many terrible things taking place in the world, so much misery and confusion, such decadence, corruption, and evil; and I feel that if one is at all earnest, intent on understanding these human problems, one must approach the matter with a certain serious purpose. What I am going to say may be entirely different from what you know or believe—and I think it will be. I am saying this, not from any sense of conceit or over-confidence, but because most of us, when anything unfamiliar is said, are apt to reject it offhand or to ridicule it. This is especially so with the experts, those who are specialists in some department—the scientists, technicians, lecturers, professors, and so on. They are particularly apt to discard a new approach to our many problems because they divide life into departments and think only in terms of their specialized field. Life’s problems are not going to be solved by the specialists. If a man is an economist, he tends to think that all the problems of life will be solved by some economic system which will bring about equality of opportunity for achievement, for gain, and to him every other form of thought, of investigation, of search, seems of secondary importance or not worthwhile.


So, considering all these things, it would be nice, I think, if we could, at least for this hour, listen with a sense of humility, with an attitude of trying to find out what the speaker intends to convey. Afterwards you can question it, discuss it, refute it, or brush it aside. But first, surely, if there is to be any form of communication, there must be a certain understanding, a common ground established between speaker and listener. Listening is very difficult; it is an art. I am sure you have never really listened to anybody because your mind is always occupied, thinking of other things, is it not so? You never actually listen to your wife, to your children, to your neighbor, because your mind is caught up in its own fears and anxieties, in the innumerable preoccupations that arise in the mind and prevent full communication. If you observe yourself you will see how extraordinarily difficult it is to listen to anything, especially to a speaker who is going to say things which you will not like, or which you do not immediately understand, or which seem contradictory. Such things are apt to produce a great deal of confusion, and so you tend to brush them all aside.


So it is necessary to listen with a sense of humility. Humility is entirely different from being humble. Humbleness can be achieved, gathered, cultivated by one who is already full of vanity and arrogance, but humility is not a quality to be acquired; it is a state of being. You are, or you are not, in a state of humility, and we shall discuss all this presently as we go into our many problems in the talks which are to follow. But I am suggesting now that if one wants to learn, to understand what another says, there must be that humility which listens, which does not either accept or reject but inquires. To inquire there must be that state of humility because if you already know, you cease to inquire. If you take a position of agreeing or denying, you put an end to inquiry. Inquiry is only possible when there is a certain freedom of the mind, freedom to go into what is being said, to inquire, to find out. So it is essential that we should listen with a sense of freedom and humility, for only then shall we be able to communicate with each other.


I am not here to instruct you what to do or what not to do, but together we are going to inquire into our many problems. Therefore the thinking should not be one-sided, with you merely receiving. We shall be endeavoring, you and I, to inquire into the whole problem of human existence, into the whole process of living, of death, of meditation, of conflict, of human relationships. All that we are going into. But first it is essential that the mind that wishes to inquire be somewhat pliable and free, not rigid, not prejudiced, not prone to take a stand from which it is unwilling to move.


Surely it behooves us to make this inquiry, seeing that there is so much conflict and misery, such fearful economic stresses and strains, so much starvation and degradation. Obviously a change is necessary, a radical change. A fundamental revolution is necessary because things cannot go on as they are. Of course if we are earning sufficient money, if we are clever enough to get through life without too much conflict and are concerned only with ourselves, then we do not mind if things go on as they are. But if we are at all inquiring, serious, we must surely try to find out, must we not, how to bring about a change. Because religions obviously mean very little; they only offer an escape. You may go to a guru or a priest, repeat mantras or prayers, follow some doctrine or ritual, but they are all avenues of escape. They will not solve your problems—and they have not done so. The problems still exist, and it is no good running away from them. Whether you go to the temple or retire to the Himalayas to become a sannyasi, it is still a running away.


Throughout the world it is the same problem. Religions have failed and education also. Passing a lot of examinations and putting the alphabet after your name has not solved your problems. No system, educational, economic, political, religious, or philosophical, has solved our problems—which is obvious because we are still in conflict. There is appalling poverty, confusion, strife between man and man, group and group, race and race. Neither the communist nor any other social or economic revolution has solved this problem, or ever will. Because man is a total entity, he has to be taken as a totality—not partially, at different layers of his existence. The specialist is only concerned with a particular layer—the politician merely with governing, the economist merely with money values, the religionist with his own creed, and so on. Apparently nobody considers the human problem as a whole and tackles it, not partially, but wholly. The religious person says, “Give up the world if you really want to solve the problem,” but the world is inside oneself. The tears, the innumerable struggles and fears, they are all inside. Or the social reformer says, “Forget yourself and do good,” and you may work to forget yourself; but the problem is still there. All the various specialists offer their own remedies, but no one apparently is concerned with the total transformation of man himself. All they offer are various forms of thinking. If you leave one religion and go to another, you only change your mode of thinking. No one seems to be concerned with the quality of thought, with the quality of the mind that thinks.


The problem is enormous, as you and I know fairly well—we have only to observe as we pass down the street, as we get on the bus, as we talk to a friend or to a politician or to a religious person. We can watch this whole process of degradation going on, every form of decline and corruption, a mounting confusion; and surely we can hope to solve it only when the mind is capable of thinking of the problem in a totally different way. There must be a revolution in the mind itself, not merely a change at some partial level of human existence; and with that revolution in our thinking, with that radical transformation of the mind, we can approach the problem wholly. The problem is constantly changing, is it not? The problem is not static, but we approach it with a mind that is already conditioned, that has already taken a stand and accepted certain sanctions, edicts, values. So while the problem is a living thing, changing, vital, we approach it with a dead mind, and so the conflict increases and the confusion worsens.


So there must be a revolution in thinking, a revolution in the mind itself and not in what the mind thinks about. There is surely a vast difference between the two. We are mostly concerned with what the mind thinks about. The communist is concerned with conditioning the mind to think what it is told, and the so-called religious person is concerned with the same thing. Most of us are concerned with thinking only the thoughts which we already know and have accepted, and these thoughts further condition the mind, obviously. Every thought that you have—as an economist, as a specialist, as a believer in God or a nonbeliever, as a man who pursues virtue or does not—shapes the mind. Your thinking depends upon your conditioning, how you have been brought up, what the pressures of your environment are—religion, society, family, tradition. So if we are at all serious, we shall not be concerned with substituting one thought for another or with sublimating thought to some other level. We must be concerned with the radical transformation of the capacity to think, not merely with the choice of what to think. That is where the revolution should take place, and not at any particular layer of human existence. I hope I am making this point clear. If not, we shall discuss it as we go along. A revolution in the way of thinking is essential—not the choice of what to think or the pursuit of right thought, but a revolution in the capacity itself, in the mind itself. Unless there is a radical change in the mind, you can have no answer to your problems. Do what you will, read any books, follow any authority, any guru, you will never solve your problems unless there is a radical transformation of the mind itself.


What is happening now? You are either a Hindu, a Muslim, a Buddhist, a Catholic, an American, a Russian, or some kind of specialist, and so on; and you approach life with your particular pattern of thinking. The communist wants to solve the problems of life in his way; the Catholic, the Hindu, the Buddhist, in his; so there is ever contention, conflict, bitterness, anxiety, war, which is obviously not the way to solve our human problems. So long as you remain whatever you are, you are not going to solve any fundamental problem. And if you, as a student, specialize to be a scientist hoping science is going to solve everything, it is not going to, I assure you. You may be able to go up into the sky, produce various forms of sputniks, but our problems of human existence are still there—how you treat your wife, how I treat you and you treat me, our ambitions, our greeds, our frustrations, whether there is God, what happens after death, what is meditation, what is virtue, what is the true religious life. Surely all these are our problems, and now we approach them as specialists, as persons conditioned with various hopes, desires, beliefs; and so we never solve them.


Therefore there must be a revolution in the mind. This revolution is not a matter of mere agreement, it is not a matter of conviction, it is not a matter of belief—it must take place. It cannot take place if you believe that there must be a revolution in the mind. That is merely a concept, an ideal, which is worthless. You know there is a vast difference between the word and the verb. The word has very little meaning except as a means of communication, and all thoughts, plans, ideals, concepts, theories, speculations, and the pursuit of them are at the verbal level. If you merely live at the verbal level, it does not bring about a fundamentally new way of thinking. What does bring it about is the verb being, not in relation to an idea, but action itself. Perhaps this is a little bit difficult, but please just listen to it even if only for intellectual amusement. You see, most of us are caught in words, with slogans, ideas, phrases, concepts. These are entirely different from “the verb”—which is not action related to an idea but a state of being, acting. Because the moment you really understand something—which is not just agreeing or being convinced or submitting to pressure, for all these are related to “the word” and do not bring understanding—you act. When there is an understanding which is “the verb,” then there is an “acting” which is a state of being. If you think about it a little, you will see the difference between the two, the verb and the word, the doing and the thought of doing, the word love and loving. Now most of us are caught in the thought that we should love, as a noble, ideological, perfect thing; that is merely the word. The verb is loving, unrelated to any action; it is a state of being, of loving. This is only, by the way, to demonstrate how our minds operate.


Our minds function in words, in concepts, in ideals, in ‘what should be’, and it is there that the revolution must take place. The mind must be in a state of being, in a state of verb, if one can so put it—not in the state of the word but in the state of the verb. You can see the difference, can you not? To bring into being that state of the verb is the revolution. If you think about it you will see the extraordinary meaning of it, what significance it has—the being and the thought of being.


So our concern then, if we are at all serious, is to bring about a revolution in the mind. I have more or less described, given a significance to that word revolution before, and also what we mean by a serious person. Let us examine for a minute or two that word serious. Who is serious? And what does that word mean? Who is serious? Are you serious? Is the man who gives up the world and takes the yellow robe serious? Is the man who becomes a social reformer serious? The man who pursues God—is he serious? The man who mesmerizes himself by listening to songs and all the rest of it—is he serious? And the man who completely identifies himself with an idea or who says, “I have taken a vow and I am going to stick to it for the rest of my life”—is he serious? Or the man who immolates himself, who identifies himself with a country—is he serious?


So looking at all the various forms of so-called seriousness, including the insane man who thinks he is sane, are all these people serious? Are all these people really devoted to what they are doing? Surely, that is the test, is it not? Devotion is earnestness, and earnestness is devoid of enthusiasm. The man who is enthusiastic is not earnest; he is just enthused for the time being—as a balloon that is blown up pops and makes a lot of noise. So any one of these who is not concerned with the search for the true in what he is pursuing—such a person is not serious. This is not a mere definition, but if you will examine it, you will see the significance of what is being said.


Surely devotion is not to something, to a god, to a guru, to a picture or some figure. Such devotion is obviously an escape, a running away, trying to forget yourself in something. Whether it is to the country, the state, a picture, or to some idea, such devotion is merely a flight, an escape from the facts of existence. Devotion is something entirely different. Devotion is the capacity to inquire persistently into the ways of the mind because without understanding the mind, whatever you do—whatever you think, or pursue, whatever your ideals, your authorities—has no meaning at all. That is, without understanding yourself, what you do and what you think, or trying to alter what you do and what you think, has little meaning. You understand this, do you not? Without knowing myself, how do I know what I think is true, how can I know of truth, how can I know of God, whether there is God or there is not? Without knowing myself, what right have I to seek to reform another, or tell another what to do? And would I, even if I knew myself, tell another what to do?


So, without knowing oneself there can be no radical change, therefore no radical action, and therefore no radical transformation in the mind. By knowing oneself I do not mean some superself, the paramatma, the soul—which are merely things you have been told about. To me, without knowing oneself totally, these are all false, they have no reality. After all, if you do not know what you think and why you think, from what source your thought springs and from what background your action comes, whether you believe in God or not has no meaning. Because you have been brought up as Hindus, you believe in God; because your society, your neighbor, your tradition says, “believe”—you believe. But go to Russia and they will say what nonsense it all is; they will brush you off as stupid and regard your action as insane. Whereas he, the Russian, is conditioned also—conditioned to believe that there is no God, to believe that the state is the only right thing to follow. He is conditioned, as you are conditioned. So when you say you believe in God, it has no meaning. Please see how important it is to understand this. Because if you are really seeking God, you must put away all these things, you must put away all your gurus, your knowledge, your tradition, and not follow or accept any authority. That means an inward revolution. And it is only such a man who thinks clearly, who knows his own conditioning, his entire being—not only the conscious, but the unconscious, the totality of his thought—it is only such a man who can inquire if there is or is not truth, God, or whatever name you like to give it. But that means hard work, and nobody wants to work hard, whether at home or in the office or in search of truth; and so we are inefficient, corrupt, and we want to understand truth without work.


Understanding yourself means not the superself, the atma, the superconsciousness, and all that, but understanding the ways of your own reactions, understanding yourself as you are, what you think, why you think, why you do certain things and say certain words. To understand is to be conscious, to be aware of what you are. You will find that it is extraordinarily difficult because most of us are unwilling to understand ourselves. We would rather believe, be told, pushed, persuaded, driven politically, economically, or environmentally. But to watch yourself in all your relationships, whether with your servant, your wife, your husband, or others, to watch yourself when you get into a bus, to be aware when you look at nature, at the trees, the clouds, to watch all your own reactions and to be aware—that, sins, is real meditation. Then you can go very far. Then you will not create for yourself any illusions.


So there must be the understanding of oneself, and in that there is the revolution. I cannot understand myself if I do not examine myself. When you are angry—at the moment of anger you are not aware of yourself—watch yourself, look at it, and find out why you are angry. Go into it, go into the whole process of anger. I am only taking that as an example. It requires a great deal of thought, penetration, but that is real devotion—not the phony devotion to a guru from whom you are going to get some return; that is just a bargain. Real devotion is to inquire into why you are angry, into the source of your anger, and to understand.


To understand something, surely, there must be neither acceptance nor condemnation. There are many of you here who have heard me for a number of years, unfortunately, because therefore you say, “I know what he is going to say about this,” and so you close your ears. But to find out the whole significance of why one accepts or condemns requires a constant renewal of listening, of understanding. It is not a matter of listening to me only, but of listening to yourself to find out why you condemn, why you have shut yourself off, or why you have accepted. I have said this for a number of years—that if you want to understand something, there must be neither condemnation nor acceptance, but rather you must look at it. There are many who have heard me for ten or twenty years and who say, “I agree with you,” but they have not done anything about it. They are at the state of “the word” and not at the state of “the verb.” The verb is the doing, not the thought of doing.


So to understand why I accept or reject, why I condemn or compare, requires a great deal of penetration into oneself. After all, why do you accept authority? Why do you accept authority at any level—political, economic, social, religious—the authority of the book or the authority of your own experience? Why do you accept, and why do you reject? Why do you reject communism, socialism, capitalism, or whatever it may be? Don’t you see that unless you really know what it is—that drive, that push, the influence which is making you accept or reject, causing you to compare, to justify, identify or deny—you are merely the tool of authority. The man who follows, the man who leads, the man who has ideals, does not know love. The man who follows, how can he know love? He is just following, and the following is enslavement to “the word.” And the man who is a leader, who says, “I know and you don’t know. I am right and you are wrong”—how can he love? He may identify himself with his country, with an idea, with a reform, and he may lead a most exemplary life of denial and simplicity, but he is full of authority, full of his own knowledge, experience, ideas, and how can such a man know love? Nor can the idealist because he is always thinking of ‘what should be’. So, without knowing yourself, what you do and what you think have no reality; your gods have no reality, nor your village reforms which you are doing for various reasons, many of which may be childish, immature, merely respectable.


So in order to bring about a fundamental change in the ways of one’s thinking, one must begin with self-knowledge, knowledge of oneself, of the ways of one’s own thinking, not with so-called knowledge about God. Knowledge about God is all unreal, false, unless you know yourself. So the religious person is the man who begins with the understanding of himself, not with the leading of a particular life in accordance with some tradition or some book. Surely it is essential to know yourself, to know how to think clearly, without bias, without prejudice, without fear, and therefore to act without fear—which means character. Character is not for the person who merely obeys the law—either the law of society or his own law—but for the person who thinks clearly and whose thought is produced through self-knowledge. Self-knowledge is the knowledge of why you are angry, why you are ambitious, ruthless, sexual, and all the other things which are to be discovered. You have to know about yourself, and the knowing is quite different from merely bringing about a change in the known. I can know why I am angry; we can all know. It is fairly easy, if you know the ABC’s of psychology, to know why you are greedy, ambitious, rude, cruel, brutal. But knowing about it and actually understanding it are entirely different. The very process of understanding brings about a change. Because when you understand yourself, there is clarity of thinking, and in that clarity there is character. Character is not produced by following an ideal and sticking to that ideal; that is merely obstinacy. Character implies clarity, and there is no clarity so long as you do not know yourself, and you cannot know yourself if you are not fully aware of yourself. And in understanding oneself, as we have said, there must be no acceptance or justification of what you are, no excuses, no saying, “I am like this because of my environment,” or “I know I am conditioned because I live in a little province and so my mind is provincial,” and so on.


To see all this, to be aware of it, to know it, to go into it and see the significance of it requires devotion, endeavor, hard work. Then only can the mind bring about within itself a revolution which will answer all the problems of our life. When you know the source of your problems and the causes of your problems, and when you know that their solution is within your own understanding, then you see that you need not follow anybody; then you have no guru, no authority, no book, no tradition, because you are a light unto yourself. These are not words. I am saying all this because it is so. But you cannot accept it because I say so, for then you become merely a follower, which is an evil thing to be, whether politically or religiously. Whereas, if you begin to understand yourself, to go into yourself profoundly—which requires a great deal of attention, a great deal of devotion—then only will you be able to solve the many problems which confront each one of us.


September 7, 1958


Second Talk in Poona


Last Sunday we gave a general outline of what we are going to consider during these different assemblies, and I propose that I take up a certain point, a certain idea, and work it out fully, go into it in detail. But once again I would like to point out how important it is that we should establish a communication between us. It is really a fact that I am not talking as to a large group but to each individual, because to me there is no mass, group, class, race, but only the individual—the individual who is capable of thinking independently and therefore of breaking down his conditioning, thus bringing about a creative state of mind. So I am talking to you as though individually and personally. And since you have taken the trouble to come to hear what I have to say, please listen carefully. Do not translate it in terms of your particular vernacular, either local or traditional. When I talk about the understanding of the self, do not translate it into some Sanskrit word, do not make it into something fantastic and say it is self-realization. I just mean the plain “understand yourself,” which is infinitely more difficult than understanding the various theories which you have. If you do not want to listen, that is all right, but if you want to hear, please hear properly, and you cannot hear properly if you begin to translate what is being said into your own terminology, into your own ways of thinking. Then you are really not understanding what the speaker has to say.


You have to find out what the speaker has to say before you accept, reject, or criticize. First you have to find out what he means, what he intends. He may exaggerate, he may not give the right emphasis, but you have to take all that in by listening. Then you and I can establish a right relationship. I have something to say which I think will upset the apple cart, the tradition, all those things that you know. But please do not begin, before you have found out what is actually being said, to build a defensive barrier. Keep your reactions to what I have to say until later when you will have the right to criticize, to discard, to accept, or to go into it, as you will. But until then I suggest to you—the individual who is in this room sitting with me—that you do not quickly react. Listen in a friendly manner, but with a clear mind, not accepting or rejecting or taking what I say and opposing it by quoting some authority—because I do not believe in authorities. Truth is not come at by the process of authority. It must be discovered from moment to moment. It is not a thing that is permanent, enduring, continuous. It must be found each minute, each second. That requires a great deal of attention, a great alertness of mind, and you cannot understand it or allow it to come to you if you merely quote authorities, merely speculate as to whether there is or is not God. You must as an individual experience it, or rather, allow that thing to come to you. You cannot possibly go to it. Please let us be clear on this point—that you cannot by any process, through any discipline, through any form of meditation, go to truth, God, or whatever name you like to give it. It is much too vast, it cannot possibly be conceived of; no description will cover it, no book can hold it nor any word contain it. So you cannot by any devious method, by any sacrifice, any discipline, or through any guru go to it. You must await, it will come to you, you cannot go to it. That is the first fundamental thing one has to understand, that not through any trick of the mind, not through any control, through any virtue, any compulsion, any form of suppression, can the mind possibly go to truth. All that the mind can do is to be quiet—but not with the intention of receiving it. And that is one of the most difficult things of all because we think truth can be experienced right away through doing certain things. Truth is not to be bought any more than love can be bought. And if you and I understand that very clearly from the very beginning, what I have to say will have a very different, a very definite meaning. Otherwise you will be in a state of self-contradiction. You think there is truth, God, a state which is permanent, and you want it, so you practice, discipline, do various forms of exercise, but it cannot be bought. Any amount of devotion, sacrifice, knowledge, virtue cannot call it into being. The mind must be free—it must have no borders, no frontier, no limitation, no conditioning. The whole sense of acquisitiveness must come to an end, but not in order to receive.


If one really understood that, one would see what an extraordinary thing this creativity of the mind is. Then you would really understand how to free the mind so that it is in a state of alert watchfulness, never asking, never seeking, never demanding.


As I have said, I am talking to the individual because only the individual can change, not the mass; only you can transform yourself, and so the individual matters infinitely. I know it is the fashion to talk about groups, the mass, the race as though the individual had no importance at all, but in any creative action it is the individual who matters. Any true action, any important decision, the search for freedom, the inquiry after truth, can only come from the individual who understands. That is why I am talking only to the individual. You will probably say, “What can I, the individual, do?” Confronted with this enormous complication—the national and religious divisions, the problems of misery, starvation, war, unemployment, the rapid degradation and disintegration—what can one individual do about it all? Nothing. The individual cannot tackle the mountain outside, but the individual can set a new current of thought going which will create a different series of actions. He cannot do anything about worldwide conditions because historically events must take their own brutal, cruel, indifferent course. But if there were half-a-dozen people who could think completely about the whole problem, they would set going a different attitude and action altogether, and that is why the individual is so important. But if he wants to reform this enormous confusion, this mountain of disintegration, he can do very little; indeed, as is being shown, he can have no effect on it at all, but if any one of us is truly individual in the sense that he is trying to understand the whole process of his mind, then he will be a creative entity, a free person, unconditioned, capable of pursuing truth for itself and not for a result.


So, as I have said, that reality which the mind cannot possibly conceive, which it cannot possibly speculate upon or reduce to words, that truth must come to you, the individual; you cannot go to it. After all, it is fairly obvious, is it not, that the individual mind, which is also the collective mind, is narrow, petty, brutal, ugly, selfish, arrogant. How can such a mind invite the unknown? For whatever it thinks must be petty, small—even as its gods are. Your god is the invention of the mind. You may put a garment round it, but its garments are yours; it is your god, but it is not truth, it is not reality. Do what you will, reality cannot be invited; it must come to you. So what is one to do? How is one to experience that something which is not merely created by the mind? That is only possible when the mind begins to understand its own process, its own ways. I am using the word process not in the sense of a means to an end. Generally we mean by that word process that if you do certain things there will be a result—if you put oil in the machine, it will run properly; if you follow certain disciplines, make sacrifices, you will get something in return. I am not using the word in that sense at all. I am using the word process as meaning the operation of the mind as it works, not as it searches for a result.


So the mind must come to the state when it is free from all effort, and I want to discuss this evening the whole problem of effort and conflict, and whether there is a state which the mind can reach without conflict in order to arrive at the truth. For it is only when the mind ceases to be in self-contradiction, and therefore ceases to be in conflict, that it is capable of looking and of understanding. It is fairly clear that a mind which is in conflict can never understand anything, and so we want to find out why the mind is in a state of self-contradiction. Surely, if we can understand the conflict within the mind itself, we shall go very far because it will reveal why there is this contradiction within oneself. If we can go slowly, step by step, into that question and if you really follow it, not oppose it, then perhaps you will come to a state of mind in which there is no conflict at all. But you cannot accept my words, for it means that you also must work, not merely listen, that you must become aware of the operation of your own mind. I am only explaining, but it is for you to watch your own mind in operation.


So first of all, why is there conflict in our lives? We generally take it for granted that it must be so, that it is inevitable, that man is born in conflict, and we try to find ways and means to overcome that conflict. In relationships, in politics, or in any other sphere, there is a conflict within, which brings about self-contradiction; outwardly also there is the contradiction between what we feel we should be and what we are. I want to find out why this contradiction exists. I do not accept that it is natural, inevitable, that there is no solution for it, and so we must escape from it. That is immature thinking. I want to understand it, and so I will not escape from it, dodge it, or go to a guru or a cinema. To me, turning to a book, going to a guru, or going into deep meditation when you are in conflict are all the same as taking to drink. But I want to understand if one can remove this inward contradiction. If that is clear we can proceed from there, and please do not say at the end, “Why did you not talk about birth control,” or, “I came here to find out what religion is, if there is a God.” A contradictory mind cannot find anything whatsoever of the truth. Just think of it, sirs, how can you, being in contradiction, know anything which is not contradictory? How can you possibly know that state which has no opposites, no divisions, which is the immeasurable? This question you will answer for yourself, and find the truth of it, only when you find out if you can eliminate contradiction within yourself, and that is essential. What you are seeking at present is not the elimination of contradiction, but you are seeking peace for yourself, some state in which the mind will not be disturbed at all. It is like sitting on a volcano and saying, “Let me have peace.” There is no meaning to it. So I say: Let us examine what is in the volcano, let it come out, the ugly, the bestial, the loveliness, everything—let it come up and let me look at it, which means that the mind must have no fear. So let us go into it.


Now why is there this state of contradiction in us? Let us begin at the lowest level. I want money, and also I do not want money because I think that it is good to be poor. I am not talking of the man who wholeheartedly says, “I want to be rich”—and goes after it; to him there is no contradiction. He is completely full of energy because he is aggressive, brutal, ruthless, corrupt, violent, he wants money, he wants position; so there is no conflict within. In Hitler, Krushchev, and all the big ones of the world, there is no consciousness of contradiction because they want this thing and go after it, by right means or crooked. We would like to be in that position also, but unfortunately we are not. So we are in contradiction, and so we want a state of mind which will be permanently peaceful, which will have no contradiction. Or take the man who is somewhat insane. To him there is no conflict because he simply says, “I am God,” or “I am Napoleon,” or he identifies himself with some other belief, and so there is no sense of contradiction. He is what he imagines, and being that, he is full of energy. Have you not noticed such people? They will travel up and down the land, doing this and doing that because they are completely taken up with an idea, they are completely absorbed. And we also would like to be in that state. So, we pursue various ideas until we find something which will suit us, and there we stop. So we must ask again: Why is there in us this contradiction? Contradiction is conflict, is it not? If I am greedy and I do not want to be greedy, there is immediately a state of contradiction in me which brings a conflict; but if I am completely greedy, there is no conflict. Or if I am completely nongreedy, there is no conflict. But why is there this contradiction which, if we are intelligent, if our mind is alert, becomes ever stronger and stronger and is not easily to be got rid of? The stronger, the more active, the more passionate one is, the more energetic one becomes, and the contradiction becomes ever greater until having established a deep, lasting contradiction, we try to escape from it by saying that life is a process of disintegration, disillusionment, and we philosophize indefinitely. Whereas I think this contradiction can be totally removed, not partly but totally. When you love something, when you are interested in something, there is no effort in the sense of working at it. For most of us work is effort; going to the office, doing various things you do not want to do, disciplining yourself means work, which means effort. But if you can go beyond the words we are using to understand this contradiction, you will find a state of being without effort.


Let us look at violence and nonviolence. We are violent, and we say we must not be violent. The nonviolence is the ideal; it is the projection of the mind which feels itself to be violent. So you make nonviolence into an ideal and then proceed to try to transform violence into that ideal. But the nonviolence has no reality! No ideal has any reality, obviously. You do not easily agree with me at first because it is very difficult to eject ideas, ideals from the mind, which means that your mind is so conditioned by ideals that a new idea cannot be received by it. You are as mesmerized by the ideal as the lunatic by his idea. I am not insulting you, but I am just saying how difficult it is for a mind which thinks in habits to consider a new idea. We can see very clearly how ideals are created. I am something—violent, greedy, or what you will—and I want to transform that into the so-called ideal, the opposite. So I create the opposite ideal to what I actually am, and I begin to have an infinite variety of conflicts. I am this, and I must be that—that is the source of conflict. The moment the mind says, “I am not, but I must be,” you have begun the whole process of conflict.


Most of you will think that if you do not make an effort, you will go to seed, vegetate, and that if there were no pressure, conflict, compulsion, you would become like a cow. Therefore you bring up your children—as does society, the whole world—geared to the effort to become something, which involves this perpetual movement of conflict. So I can see, can I not, that there must be conflict so long as there is an ideal, and that so long as the mind is concerned with the future, with ‘what should be’, it is not concerned with what is. It is fairly obvious that one cannot have a divided mind—part of the mind thinking of nonviolence and the other part occupied with violence. Therefore you see that so long as there is any kind of ideal in the mind, there must be a state of contradiction. This does not mean that you can merely accept what is, and just stagnate. For, here begins the real revolution, if you can put away all your ideals, and how difficult that is! You have been brought up with ideals. All the books, all the saints, the professors, the erudite people, everyone has said that you must have ideals, and that thought has become a habit. It is purely a habit. You are holding on to so many lovely ideals, and when someone comes along and tells you how absurd these ideals are, how they have no reality at all, then, for the mind to really see that ideals have no factual reality, that is to know the truth. Truth is not something away over the hills and mountains. It is the perception of the true in the simple things, and if you see the truth of what we have been saying now, you will break the habit.


But for centuries we have been brought up on ideals, the ideal that you must become something, either the executive, the chief business man, or the prime minister; and if you cannot be any of these, then you turn towards becoming a saint. You are always wanting to become something, either in this world or in the so-called spiritual world. So you have ideals for here and ideals for there. And therefore you have set up a vast field of conflict, which is habit. It has become such a strong, impregnable habit, and you have not thought it out. It is a very difficult habit to break because you are fearful of what is going to happen. Your relationship with people will change; you will no longer easily accept everything that everybody has said. You will begin to question. You might lose your job. So fear steps in and dictates. Fear says, “Do not give up these things because what is going to happen then?” Your wife believes in ideals, and if you give them up there are going to be perpetual quarrels in the house. Who are you to go against the whole authority which has been set up? What right have you to do so? So society smothers you. And unconsciously you are frightened, and you say, “Please, I will only accept these ideals verbally, as I know they have no meaning.” But you have not solved the problem of conflict.


Conflict arises, does it not, because man has never tackled the problem of what is, irrespective of ‘what should be’. To understand what is requires a great deal of attention, intense search, intense inquiry, but to follow an ideal is very easy—and it does not mean a thing. But if you say, “I am violent, and I am going to disregard all the idealistic nonsense about nonviolence and understand the violence,” your position is clear. Then the question arises, since you are free of the ideal: Will you no longer seek to change what is? Previously the ideal acted as a lever with which you sought to change what is. You thought the idea of nonviolence acted as an influence by which you could get rid of violence. That is, having created contradiction through the ideal we hope, through conflict, to get rid of violence. But we have never succeeded in getting rid of violence. It goes on with brutality, outwardly or suppressed, and produces its own results. So can I be left only with violence, not holding on to its opposite also? If so, I have removed one of the causes of conflict, perhaps the major cause.


But to be free of ideals is most difficult, for you may remove them outwardly but still have inward ideals—the so-called inward experience which tells you what to do. You may reject outward authority, and fairly intelligent people have done that, but inwardly they still want to be something, not only the boss of the town or the boss of the school, but they also want to be spiritual, to achieve a state of mind which is at perfect peace. But the desire to be at peace indicates that you are not at peace, so you have to tackle what is actual. So you see the complex nature of contradiction! Though you may consciously say how absurd these ideals are, they are embedded in the unconscious. Your whole race is steeped in ideals; it is not a matter of just removing a few silly ones, but you have to understand the whole process of the mind.


One of the difficulties for most of us is that we do not seem to be able to see the whole. We only see the part. Do not at once say, “How am I to see the whole?” That is not the problem. The problem is that our minds are so small that we do not seem able to take in the whole at one glance. We cannot see the whole mountain, the whole hill, because our minds being small, being petty, are occupied with details, and a collection of details does not make the whole. Please ask yourself why your mind does not receive the truth totally free of the falseness of the whole process of idealization. Must we go through the removal of each ideal, one by one? This would be an enormous task, would it not? Day after day, struggling, tearing them out; it would take years, surely, to go step by step taking one ideal after another and discarding it. So can I not see the whole simple truth that ideals are totally unnecessary? Can I not see the immense significance of it in a flash, and let that truth which I have seen operate?


The truth that a cobra bites and you might die from it, you all know. That is a fact. So what do you do? When you go out into the woods and walk at night, you are naturally very careful all the time. You do not have to say, “I must think about cobras.” The fear of being bitten is operating in you. Or in your bathroom you may have a bottle marked poison. The liquid is poisonous and that is the fact. And so, without thinking, your mind is always alert even in the dark, and you do not take the bottle and drink. So you know the truth that the poison in the cobra and the poison in the bottle are dangerous, and your mind is alert to it, not just for one moment, but all the time. Similarly if you can see the truth that ideals have no reality, see it right through, completely, then the perception of the total truth that ideals have no value will begin to operate of itself. You do not have to operate. It will operate.


If you see the truth of that, then you do not have to make an effort to break the ideals one by one. The truth will do it. So the point I want to go into is: Can you not see the totality of the truth of something immediately, as you see the truth that a cobra is poisonous? If you see the truth that conflict must cease, and that conflict is brought about through this; division of what I should be and what I am, then you do not have to do a thing. Your conscious mind cannot deal with the imponderable unconscious, but the truth that you have seen will do so. Now has this happened to you? That is, do you see the truth of all this?—not all the implications of it because that is merely a matter of exploration and time. If you feel the truth of it, then for the moment let us leave it aside and tackle the problem of what is, because our whole endeavor is to eliminate self-contradiction.


With most people, the more tension there is in contradiction, the more active they are. There is tension in contradiction, is there not? I am violent and I must not be violent; that opposition creates a tension, does it not, and from that tension you act—write a book, or try to do something about it. That is our entire activity at present. You say in India that you are a nonviolent race. God knows what it means! For you are preparing an army and spending 37% of your money on it, I was told. And look what it is doing to you, not only to the poor people, but right through the race. You say one thing and do quite the opposite, why? Because, you say, if we had no army Pakistan would attack, and Pakistan says the same nonsense, and so you keep up this game. Not only in India but throughout the world it is the same contradiction—that we are all kind, loving people and preparing for war! So this nation, this race, the group, the family, the individual is in a state of contradiction, and the more intense the contradiction, the greater the tension, and the greater the tension, the greater the activity. The activity takes different forms, from writing a book to becoming a hermit. So each one of us is somewhat schizophrenic, in a state of contradiction. And not knowing how to get away from it we turn to religion or to drugs or chase women or go to the temple—any form of activity which takes us away from what is. We reform the village, but we never tackle this fundamental thing.


So I want to tackle what is because if I do not, I see that I will be ever in contradiction. A man at peace within himself needs no gods because then he can go very deeply into himself and very far, where frontiers of recognition have completely stopped, and the frontiers of recognition must end before the mind can receive that which is eternal. Do not just agree because the fact is that it is one of the most difficult things to do and requires tremendous work on yourself. That work is not effort. It becomes an effort, a conflict, a contradiction only when you still want to become something.


So I want to examine what is, which is that I am greedy, I am violent. I am examining that, and I see that there must be no contradictory approach to it. I must look at what I am and understand it, but not in relation to ‘what should be’. Can I do that? Again you will find that it is one of the most difficult things to do—to examine what is without judgment, without comparison, without acceptance, without condemnation, because the moment you condemn you enter the field of contradiction. So can you and I look at violence without introducing the element which creates contradiction, the element of either acceptance or denial. So can I look at my violence? What is the state of the mind that, having eliminated contradiction, looks at that violence? I am left only with that which is actual, am I not, with the simple fact that I am violent, greedy, or sexual. Can I look at it?


What is the state of the mind that looks at a fact? Have you ever really looked at any fact—a woman, a man, a child, a flower, a sunset? What do you do when you look? You are thinking of something else, are you not? You say, that is a handsome man and I must not look at him, or that is a beautiful woman and I wish she were my wife. You never look without a reaction. You look at a sunset and merely say how lovely it is, or that it is not as beautiful as it was yesterday. So you have never looked at it. Your memory of yesterday destroys the perception of what is today. How extraordinarily difficult it is for us to look at something clearly, openly, simply! Now let us look at another fact. Why are you listening to me? You are listening to me, obviously, because I have a reputation. You think I can do something for you. You think you must listen to me either because intellectually it amuses you or for various reasons, and so you are not actually listening. What is actually happening is that since what I say contradicts what you think, you do not listen. All you are listening to is what you think you know about me—and you do not really know a thing! What is important is not to know about me but to really follow what is being said, to find out if it has any basis, any reality, any sense, or whether it is nonsense, false. That is the only important thing, and what you think about me personally is totally irrelevant.


So I ask: Have you ever looked at a fact? Please, when you go home really try it, just for fun. If you have a flower in your room, look at it, and see what the mind does; see whether the mind can just look at it, or whether it immediately says, “It is a rose,” or “It has faded,” and so on. You can, perhaps, look at a flower, at your wife or child, but it is much more difficult to look at yourself totally, to watch yourself without introducing the factor of contradiction or acceptance. Can I just look at my violence without any form of acceptance or denial? You will see, if you try, how extraordinarily difficult it is because the habit comes in and says all kinds of things. To look at a fact, whether a political fact, a religious fact, or the fact of starvation, requires attention, not a state of contradiction. There can be no attention if there is contradiction.


There is starvation in many parts of the world, perhaps not in America, Europe, or Russia, but all over Asia there is. Everybody talks about it, and nothing happens. Why? The communists, the socialists, the reformers, and the big politicians, they all talk about it, all the world talks, and yet nothing happens. The fact is that there is starvation, and another fact is that each group wants the solution of starvation to be according to its own system and says, “My system is better than yours.” Because there are national divisions, the manipulation of power politics, this goes on and on. So the fact is that nobody wants to tackle the problem of starvation. They merely want to act in their own way. These are all facts. So can you find out how the mind looks at a fact? Your approach to the fact is far more important than the fact itself because if you approach it rightly, the fact undergoes a tremendous change.


I think we had better stop now, but we will take this up again next time because there is much more involved in this; this is only the ABC and nothing else. And when you ask me to go on and say that you are not tired, I say that you should be tired. If you have been merely accepting what I say, you have not been thinking. It is not a problem to you, it is not operating in you, and that is exactly the point. You listen, but you will tell your child to remember the ideals, and the contradictory process will go on. So it really means nothing to you; if it meant something you would be exhausted. Because this all means a complete revolution.


Next time I am going into the whole question of fear, habit, and tradition, for all these are the factors which prevent you from doing something about the fact. When the mind is capable of knowing why it cannot look at the fact and frees itself from the accumulated contradictions and conditionings, then the fact undergoes a tremendous change. Then there is no fact. Then you will see that violence has completely gone, been completely wiped away. Then the mind, being free, is no longer in contradiction, and therefore no longer in a state of effort, no longer trying to be something.


September 10, 1958


Third Talk in Poona


The last time we met we were talking about the whole problem of effort—whether through effort there can be any radical change, whether it is possible for a mind which is in a state of self-contradiction to put an end to that contradiction through any form of coercive discipline, through any form of suppression, through any endeavor to overcome it. We have said that a mind in contradiction must be in a state of effort, and we inquired whether inward dissension, inward conflict, could ever produce that change which is necessary if we are to see things clearly and live a peaceful, quiet life. It seems to me that it is important to understand this issue really deeply—that a small, respectable, petty mind must inevitably create contradiction within itself. Life is not petty. We try to reduce life to our own levels of pettiness, but it is too vast, too enormous, too demanding, too urgent. Life presents us with innumerable pressures, challenges, which the petty mind cannot deal with and so, unconsciously or consciously, it creates a state of self-contradiction. Now can such a petty mind, the respectable mind, through any endeavor bring about a state in which there is no contradiction? That is our problem.


Obviously, life’s challenge is too demanding, too enormous, too extraordinarily complex to be solved only at any one particular point. It must be tackled totally, as a whole thing. It cannot be tackled merely from the scientific point of view or from the romantic or the so-called religious point of view which, after all, is nothing but a series of dogmas, beliefs, and ceremonies. But the petty mind is caught in all these escapes, and it has reduced its environment to a social condition into which it can fit itself. Surely you and I can see that life is too extraordinarily beautiful, too deep, too profound to be easily comprehended, and yet with my narrow little mind I am trying to meet it. My little mind which is fearful, anxious, acquisitive, violent, has got so many social and religious sanctions according to which it must live, and so there is ever the contradiction between what is and what it thinks should be. And having created this contradiction, there is tension, and from that tension, endless activity; and I try to reform that activity instead of understanding the petty mind which creates the contradiction. It is like trying to correct my shadow in the sun; I see that the shadow is very sharp, and so I furiously scratch at the shadow thinking that thereby I am doing a revolutionary thing. But the really revolutionary thing is to bring about a radical change in the mind itself, not in the mere thought which is but a projection of the state of contradiction.


So how is my mind which is obviously very limited and conditioned to transform itself? The mind is conditioned, is it not? All your environment is shaping the mind—the climate, the customs, the tradition, the racial influences, the family—innumerable conscious and unconscious pressures are shaping the mind. You are a Hindu, a Parsi, a Muslim, a Christian, or whatever you are, because you have been influenced by your environment. So your mind is conditioned, and being conditioned you face life, whose challenge is not within time, with your conditioned responses which are always within time. We think the challenge of starvation, the challenge of the appalling inequalities can be dealt with in terms of time because we treat the challenge in terms of our own conditioning. Being a socialist, a communist or what you will, I meet, with my conditioned mind which has been shaped by many influences, a challenge which is itself out of time. All challenges must be out of time. The challenge of life cannot be held within the period of time; for then it becomes the familiar, and therefore I think I can deal with it. When the challenge comes to us, it is never in terms of the known. I will explain, if I can, what I mean.


I ask you—what is God? Being a respectable Hindu or Christian or what you will, you will answer according to your conditioning. But God is something unnamable, unknowable, unthinkable by a conditioned mind; it is something which is totally unknown, but your mind answers according to your conditioning. So the challenge is always reduced to time, and your responses are always within time. Please think about it with me and do not just deny or accept. There is an art in listening, and it is very difficult to listen to something with which you are not familiar. Your mind is always translating, correlating, referring, what is said to what you already know—to what Shankara, Buddha, or someone else has said—and in that process there is no attention. You are already away, off in thought, and if you approve or disapprove you have already ceased to listen. But if you can listen with that attention which is not translating what is being heard, which does not compare, which is really giving the whole of its being to what is being said, in that attention there is listening. I do not know if you have ever tried to listen to somebody with your total being. In that there is no effort; effort and strain mean that you are either trying to get something from the speaker or are afraid, avoiding, resisting, and those processes are not listening at all. So if I may, I most respectfully suggest that you listen to see the truth of what is being said. Truth is not something extraordinary, mysterious, romantic, speculative. Truth is that black is black, that there is a cloud in the sky. To discover what is false and what is true, you have to free the mind from its past traditions, hopes and fears, and look. Truth is something to be discovered from moment to moment, not something that is accumulated.


I do not know if you have ever thought about this whole problem of accumulating, gathering, learning. A mind that has learned is incapable of learning. If I may ask, sirs, what is your reaction to that statement? Because this is not just a lecture where you listen and agree or disagree and then go home and do what you like, but this is an experiment together where, during my exploration, you are watching your own mind. If you so watch your own mind, then I think these talks will have immense benefit, and you will see things happening unconsciously without your demanding it.


So I say a learned mind cannot learn. A mind that has gathered, that has experienced, and that says, “I know,” the mind that has studied so much and is so full of other peoples’ opinions, ideas, speculations, descriptions—how can such a mind learn? Learning is from moment to moment, but if you learn in order to accumulate and with that accumulation try to direct your life, then you have ceased to live. You have merely gathered and are then projecting what you think life should be. Therefore there is a contradiction between life, which is vast and profound, and your mind, which is caught in its own environmental influences. So we come again to the question of how to free the mind from self-contradiction, because that is one of our major problems. I think this, and I do that. Watch yourself and you will see. One is full of arrogance, of pride, both of race and of achievement, and at the same time one wants also to have the beauty of humility. So I am in contradiction, which always implies conflict, and to overcome that conflict I exert myself, saying I must put away pride and try to have humility. So I discipline myself, dedicate myself to God and give all my endeavors to what I think is the highest. First I have developed arrogance, pride, and then I offer it to God because I am suffering. That is what we are really doing, is it not?


Now the fact is that contradiction is the very center of the self. I mean by the self not the atma, the paramatma, or any speculative self, which for me has no reality. I am talking of our everyday self—the self which is greedy, the self which suffers, the self which is frustrated in its ambition, which is perpetually worrying, the self which says, “I must achieve, fulfill,” yet knows that in the struggle for fulfillment, there is only the shadow of frustration and despair. That self is the reality. So there is this contradiction. I am proud, and at the same time I want to taste the beauty of humility. Of the two, which is real? Surely it is pride. The humility, the what I should be in some imagined future may or may not come into being.


So the problem is how to transform pride without bringing in any contradictory idea with which I hope to remove pride. I feel it is really very important to understand this because we all have this problem of effort—the effort in our work, in our thinking, in trying to change ourselves, the effort to bring about a different society, to resist hate, to get rid of fear, to know of love. Our whole being is a constant effort. There is never a moment of that real feeling which comes to a mind that understands a thing for itself and is not trying to make what is into something else. I do not know if you have noticed it, but if there is any pressure, any influence behind your thinking, thought can never fly straight to the truth of a thing. If I think I must do something because someone wants me to do it, then the doing is always biased. The influenced thought can never be a straight thought. If I do something because I am afraid or because I want something out of it, that act is a perverted act; it is not a clean, straight act. In the same way if a thought has any pressure behind it, it must go crooked. So the problem is how to free the mind from this contradiction and how to free the mind from pride. The mind can only free itself from pride when the ideal ceases to be. Because, the ideal is not the fact; the fact is pride. So I have to remove from my mind the whole idea of ‘what should be’, remove the ideal totally. Then I have only the sense of pride, and I can look at it completely.


One can see that ideals mean nothing. You are not really idealists, you are verbalists. An ideal is merely an escape from doing something actual. I am proud, and I say that tomorrow, later on, I will be without pride. You will never be. So how am I to deal with the fact that I am afraid, that I am proud, that I am arrogant? Because, as I have said, what is important is the individual, not the mass. If the individual changes radically, the mass changes. It is not the other way round. No mass can be creative, produce a picture, write a poem, or anything else. So I am asking you: How will you deal with the fact that you are proud?


Now what is wrong with pride? Why should you not be proud, and what does pride mean? What are you proud of? Of your family, your wealth, your beauty, your character? And if one does not feel proud, one feels inferior, the opposite, and says, “I am a nobody,” which is another subtle form of pride. And so one is caught again. So before I begin to inquire why the mind must free itself from pride, I must know what is wrong with pride. We will come back to it, but let us take something else first.


Most of us have fear of some kind hidden in the corners of the mind—the fear of death, of what the neighbor will say, of losing one’s job, or not being able to fulfill. Now why does one want to get rid of fear? Can I think clearly when I am afraid? Obviously not. If I am afraid of what my neighbor is going to say, then I am living according to the ideas of my neighbor because I want to be considered respectable in society. I am afraid of not being respectable, and therefore I comply, conform. So I am always living at a very, very superficial level and at the same time wanting to be conscious of the profound. So there again I bring contradiction into myself. Then I say I must get rid of fear. Have you ever tried to get rid of fear? Let us take the fear of death. It is not just the old people who are afraid of death, the young people are afraid also; everyone in the world is afraid of death, of ceasing to be, even though they may rationalize it. How do you solve that problem? When somebody dies whom you like and you are confronted with death, what happens? You try to console yourself in some belief—reincarnation or the idea of resurrection or some form of rationalization. But fear still exists, and you have just run away from it.


Now if I am to tackle that problem of fear and not escape from it, then I will have to go into the whole question of death—death being an end to what I think has a continuity. I feel I must live on for the next 500 years, or even indefinitely, because thereby I can do something or be something. But the fact is that if I live a thousand years, I shall be the same at the end because I do not change now. So the problem is not death but whether there is such a thing as continuity. Is this not so? Surely, if I can solve the question of continuity, then I shall not be afraid of death. But, what we do now is to try to escape from death by various forms of rationalization, and in spite of my rationalization, I am still afraid. So I see through all the escapes—the radio, the book, the ceremony, the God, the belief—and I see that all the escapes are on the same level and that none is superior to the other. I see that through escape there is no solution, and so I have to find out if there is such a thing as continuity, if there is in me a permanent entity that continues, and if there is anything permanent at all in life.


Do you know anything which is permanent, without change? I would like my relationship with my wife, my husband, to be permanent, continuous; I would like to keep my property forever; I would like to live in a state of perpetual fame, perpetual love, or perpetual bliss and peace, but is there such a thing? Even your properties are now being questioned, and if you have more than so much land, you are heavily taxed. Is there anything permanent? The communists wanted the permanent worship of the state, but they have already had to modify this. There is continuous modification going on everywhere, and it is only the religious mind with its impregnable beliefs that seems impervious to any change. So is there such a thing as continuity or is life a ceaseless change? Surely life is a movement in which there is no permanency. If you look at it carefully, you will see that there is no permanency. There is no permanency even in our thinking, our beliefs, our ideals. Everything you do is uncertain, and you might lose your job tomorrow. So being uncertain, we want continuity, permanency, and so we are back again to the state of contradiction. And it is this contradiction that we must understand because if we could really understand that, we would then be able to approach every problem—pride, fear, death, or whatever it is—totally differently.


Our whole life is geared to contradiction, our whole being is in a state of contradiction, not only the conscious mind, but the unconscious mind, and yet I see that if I am to think clearly, if there is to be any understanding of what is true, the mind must be free, clear. So how is one to be free of contradiction? Can I look at anything without bringing the opposite into it? After all, do I know love only because I know hate? Can I look at this duality completely, understand it fully, go into it with all my being, to understand the truth of it? Are you aware of yourself, of what you are? Surely we know that we are in contradiction, that we say this and do that; you must know of this whirlpool. Then what do you do about it? You try to get rid of it by doing something about it, which means that you are not dealing with the problem itself but trying to cover the problem with another series of ideas. So, without covering the problem with thoughts, can I look at the fact of my pride? Have you tried it, sirs, since I last suggested it? Can you look at a flower without naming it, and can you look at a quality of which you are aware in yourself without trying to do something about it? Have you ever looked at anger without saying to yourself that you must not be angry? If so, you will know how very difficult it is just to look at the fact because the mind is always interfering with the fact by bringing in the memory of ‘what should be’. And I say that if the mind can look at the fact without bringing in past experiences, past memories, just being aware of the fact, then that very awareness of the fact changes it totally. The awareness of the fact brings about a cessation of conflict.


If I know that I am a liar, and I do not merely try to change it, saying I must tell the truth, then I can go into the whole question of why I lie. Because I want to know the whole background of my lying, to see the significance of why I lie, I go into it. And I see that I lie because I am afraid. Superficially or very deeply I am afraid of what I have done or said and that you may discover it, or I am afraid of losing my job—endless different things. Now how is it possible to free the mind from fear? If I do anything about it, there is a contradiction and therefore a conflict, an everlasting battle going on. So, let me not say that I must not be afraid, but let me look at the whole process of what has brought about that fear.


Let us take another fact: that we avoid the ugly and cling to the beautiful. Please follow me a little. We think we know beauty because we know the ugly; we know beauty as something manifest, as something expressed. I say this is a beautiful building or an ugly building, but how do I know it is ugly or beautiful? It is because of opinion, because I have been told, is it not? My mind is trained, conditioned, according to tradition as to what is beautiful and what is ugly. Has beauty an opposite? Please do not try to answer, but just listen. Has beauty an opposite, the ugly? If beauty has an opposite, is it beauty?


I may say that life is the false as well as the true and that I know what cold is because I know what heat is, I know pain because I know when there is no pain; there is man and there is woman. The state of duality, which we all know, is inevitable perhaps, but why do we create conflict because of that? The problem we are investigating is not that there is or is not the beautiful and the ugly, but why there is the conflict, the tensions, this enormous amount of worry trying to be this and not to be that? The worry and conflict arise because I want to be this and not that, because this is profitable and the other is not; with the chosen state I want to be identified, and the other I want to put away. So the identification with the one and the avoidance of the other is the whole center of contradiction. And that contradiction cannot be overcome through any form of discipline. Do what you will, follow any system, you will not overcome it. What will free the mind from contradiction is to tackle the mind itself and find out why the mind attaches itself to the one state and avoids the other. That requires self-knowledge, going into yourself, studying yourself patiently, deeply. But we do not want to do that; we want an immediate result.


So the problem we are going into is not whether in reality there is no man or woman, no evil or good, nothing beautiful or ugly, but why does the mind operate in these divisions. And this means really going into the whole question of what is thinking. Because we always think in this way—that there is beauty and there is the ugly, and I want the one and not the other. So I say to myself, “What is this machinery of thinking which says I must have this and I must not have that, thereby creating contradiction within me?” And I ask, “What is this thing that is thinking?” I am not going away from the main subject, but I am now going to inquire into the question of what is thinking. Have you ever asked yourself that question, or do you just have thoughts? We have never asked, have we, what is thinking; so let us look, let us go into it.


Thinking, surely, is a reaction. If there were no reaction there would be no thinking. I know the sannyasis and the so-called saints do various things in order not to have reactions and therefore destroy themselves, but we are not concerned with that. Thinking is essentially a reaction. I ask you where you live, and you answer without hesitation because you know so well where you live. If I ask you a more complex question, you take time to answer. The gap between the question and the answer is caused by the process of thinking, is it not? Please follow this. So the gap between the question and the answer means that you are inquiring, bringing your memories into operation, and your memory then answers. Then if I ask you a question still more complex, the time interval is greater and in that interval the mind is very active, inquiring, searching through your memories, your records of books and accumulated knowledge, and when it has found what it wants, it gives an answer. If I ask you a very complex question, the interval is much wider, and after searching your mind you say you do not know. Do please listen; it is not a laughing matter. You say, “I do not know,” but that is merely a hesitation, an interval in which you are still inquiring, waiting for the mind to find an answer, which means again that the mind is still operating, searching, demanding, waiting, which is all reaction, is it not? All our responses are reactions and that, surely, is clear. That is all we know of the ways of our thinking, that it is reaction, more complex or less complex, more subtle or less subtle, more crooked or more refined. But the whole process of thinking is mechanical. Thinking is merely a reaction to something I know, or which I do not know but I can find out. That is what the computers are doing. They can answer anything you want based on the same principle of association and recollection.


So our thinking now is entirely mechanical, and with that mechanical habit we approach life, which is not mechanical. Life is not just a printing press throwing out news. So with my mechanical thinking I approach life which is not mechanical, and therefore there is contradiction. I try to overcome this contradiction again through the process of thinking, the same mechanical habit, and therefore the contradiction between me and life persists. Now can I approach life in a totally different way?


Let us look at it again. I am inquiring into thinking because it is our thoughts, obviously, which have made this contradiction. There is truth, there is the false, there is the beautiful, and there is the ugly, I am sexual, and I do not want to be sexual, and so on; these are undeniable facts. Thought identifies itself with the one state and denies the other. So I have to understand the whole process of thinking, not only at the conscious level but at the unconscious level, deep down. That brings out the question of the conscious and the unconscious mind. I ask you: What are you, what does the ‘you’ consist of? It consists of all that you think, all that you want to be—your ambitions, hopes, fears, the totality of all that is yours. You are the product of racial influences, past traditions, what man has passed on for centuries upon centuries; you are also the superficial, sophisticated, educated mind—the technically trained professor, lawyer, policeman, or whatever your training or lack of training has produced. So you are not only the product of the last forty or twenty years, but also the product of the centuries of the past. You are the totality of all that, but do you know it? I have described all this, and you may now say you know it, but there is a difference between hearing and knowing. That is, you have heard and understood the words I have said, and so you say, “I know it.” But there is also another state, which is, that you experience this totality. The experiencing of that totality of what you are is the real knowing; the other is the mere acceptance of the description. Most of us only know in the descriptive sense, not in the experential sense. If you really know yourself in the sense of experiencing the totality of yourself as of the past, then you can break that totality or continue it. At this point you can see, if you will look, how contradiction arises. There is a knowing which is an experiencing of all that you are, which I have just described, and which includes both the conscious as well as the unconscious. But you are not going to experience it because you say that it is too difficult. So one part of your mind says, “I will listen to you and know it all verbally,” and the other part says, “I must try and experience that, it must be a marvelous state of experiencing.” So you have created a contradiction. You want to experience this totality of your being because you see that the verbal knowing is silly, but you are preventing yourself by not going into it, by being satisfied at the verbal level. I say you cannot free the mind from contradiction until you know the totality of all this. Part of you is the trained or untrained person, but part of you is also the traditional past which tells you to do your duty, to think of God, put on ashes, or whatever you do. All that is there, and you are living at a very, very superficial level. So there is contradiction, and so you have dreams, anxieties, depressions. Until you have gone into your whole background, you cannot possibly be free of this contradiction.


Now, how is one to be totally aware of all this? Must I go through layer after layer analyzing, looking bit by bit into the whole content of myself, like stripping the peel off the onion? That would take all your life, would it not? Your whole mind is conditioned, the totality of your being is conditioned, and whatever you do to get rid of it, you are still within the field of that conditioning. So thought operating upon the conditioned state will not free the conditioned mind because thought is the result, the reaction, to that conditioning. So thought is not the means by which to destroy our conditioning.


To free the mind from all conditioning, you must see the totality of it without thought. This is not a conundrum; experiment with it, and you will see. Do you ever see anything without thought? Have you ever listened, looked, without bringing in this whole process of reaction? You will say that it is impossible to see without thought; you will say no mind can be unconditioned. When you say that, you have already blocked yourself by thought, for the fact is you do not know.


So can I look, can the mind be aware of its conditioning? I think it can. Please experiment. Can you be aware that you are a Hindu, a socialist, a communist, this or that, just be aware without saying that it is right or wrong? Because it is such a difficult task just to see, we say it is impossible. I say it is only when you are aware of this totality of your being without any reaction that the conditioning goes, totally, deeply—which is really the freedom from the self.


Do not immediately translate this into the terms of what you now believe or do not believe, for the whole of that is the self, and thought, which is the reaction of the self, cannot act upon the self without adding to it. Do you not see this? And yet that is what we are doing all the time. Whereas if you see the truth that thought cannot break this conditioning because all thought, analysis, probing, introspection, is merely a reaction to your present state, then you are only aware of the conditioning. In that awareness there is no choice because choice again brings thought into being. Therefore to be aware of this conditioning implies no choice, no condemnation, no justification, no comparison, but just to be aware. When you are so aware, your mind is already free of that conditioning. By simply being aware of the whole process of your conditioning, you will see that you are introducing a new factor altogether, a factor in which there is no identification with or rejection of the self, and that factor is the release, the wiping away of all conditioning. That is why I suggest to you that you experiment until we meet again, that you so observe, and be aware.


September 14, 1958


Fourth Talk in Poona


I would like, if I may, to discuss this afternoon something which may be rather difficult and which I think needs a great deal of understanding and penetration. For most of us everyday living is so oppressive, so demanding and insistent, that whether we are laborers or clerks, professors or what you will, nearly all of our time is taken up with our occupation, and we have very little time in which to think about the wider and fuller implications of living. It seems to me that though one may feel serious, though one may feel dedicated, though one may have some insight into things, nevertheless some time must be given to the whole process of the understanding of the mind—the mind which is not only the reactions, the functioning in association, in memory, but also the mind that is and must be empty and function from that emptiness. It is going to be difficult because inevitably you will translate what is being said into terms of your own experience, your own knowledge, your own tradition, thereby nullifying what you hear. If I say something totally new which you are not able to understand immediately, the mind will translate it into terms of the old. It is like putting new wine into old bottles. We hear something for the first time, and immediately the mind sets going its activity of associating and translates what is being said in terms of its own background, and thereby destroys that which it is hearing.


So it seems to me that it is very important to listen and not to turn to tradition because tradition will not help to bring about clarity. Tradition invariably perpetuates respectability and the respectable mind is far from reality—not that the disreputable mind is any nearer reality. The respectable mind functions in the field of tradition, whether the tradition be ancient or modern, communist, Catholic, Hindu, Buddhist, or whatever it is—which really means that the mind has given itself over to what it has heard or read or been told, and is living according to the sanctions, ideas, and experiences of others. If you are to experience anything new, you must set all that aside, surely, and that is where our difficulty lies. The mind is so stubborn in its demand for certainty that it insists on walking always on the path of safety where there can be no adventure, no risk, no evaluation, no observation or experiencing. So the mind gradually falls into a framework of tradition, and thereby ceases to experience anything other than what it has been conditioned to. But that is not an original experience, and it is only the original experience that really unburdens the mind of its conditioning and enables you to see something for yourself. To see something for yourself will break down the limitations of the mind. Even some flower by the wayside, if you really see it, can do an extraordinary thing to you. It breaks up the pettiness, the habitual grooves of the mind if you can see something original, experience something original.


If you are at all aware of your own thinking, of your own ways of acting, you will find that you have very little, if anything at all, original. The young mind is the deciding mind; the young mind is the mind which is inquiring, searching, looking, experiencing. The traditional mind is the old mind; it is a dead mind even though it can quote all the Vedas, repeat pages from the sacred books. As a race we are very old, and so we have been brought up in this tradition, and we repeat, repeat, and there is nothing original. You have nothing of your own, nothing that is creative. If you are at all creative, it is merely in the scientific field, in the laboratory, and there is not that inner creative state of being which alone can experience something new, something which will solve the problems of the world. But unfortunately this country as well as other countries are burdened with the old mind, and it is extraordinarily difficult to break through tradition and not to think in terms of what Shankara, Buddha, Christ, or your own favorite guru round the corner has told you. To put away all this requires a great deal of understanding of why the mind seeks authority, tradition. Obviously it wants to be secure, but the mind that is secure can never experience newly; it can only repeat, and the repetition is not experiencing. So beware of the persons who quote the Gita or anything else; they destroy your capacity to be creative. The creative individual is a danger to society and so society holds and destroys the individual who is beginning to awaken, to be discontented, searching, experiencing. Authority in any form is evil, and I am using that word without any condemnation. As a cobra is poisonous, so authority is poisonous. You may laugh, but your laughter is an indication that you are brushing it off; you do not really see the poisonous nature of authority. Authority leads you to security, safety; at least you think it does, but it does not—it destroys you.


So for me, as I am talking about all this, there is only the teaching and not the teacher. The speaker is not at all important, and the teaching is only important if you understand and experience; but if you merely repeat or compare, then it is dead. So please remove the person from the teaching so that you can penetrate into what is being said without being influenced. Then you remove all authority and are face to face with the fact of whether it is true or false. But if you introduce the person and his so-called achievement with the looks, gestures, and tradition, then you pervert the teaching. If you really get that one thing—that what is important is what is said and not who says it—then you would see what an extraordinary thing happens to your mind. Then you would find that you would like to see what the truth of the teaching is and whether it is false or real. That requires real, dispassionate, critical observation, examination.


What I want to discuss is something which through my description you can experience. The description is not the real, but only your experience can be the real. So do not take what you listen to as the real and your experiencing as the unreal.


Now action and reason both bind because action without reason is incomplete, and reason without action is incomplete, and both action and reason, without the understanding of the process of the mind, bind. Is it not so? I may be able to reason most logically, cleverly as any lawyer, but if the background from which my reasoning springs is never touched upon, inquired into, broken into, I am bound by my background. And a man who acts without reason through various mysteries, illusions, delusions, and hallucinations, such a man obviously is also bound and creates mischief. So action and reason both bind unless there is understanding of the ways of the mind. In this world we have to live, which is to act and to reason, but the more clever you are at reasoning and acting, the more mischief you do unless you first understand the whole background of your being, your tendencies, ways of thinking, and conditioning. This seems all so obvious. Most of us are concerned with action, and we want to do things; we cannot sit still or retire into the hills; we feel we have to act, to reform, to bring about a different world, a different state of being, a revolution. And we think that can be brought about by logical, careful reasoning, through the dialectical approach, and all that business. But a really radical revolution has to be brought about by the individual, not by the mass because there is no such thing as the mass. The individual has to understand the whole process of the mind, which means your own mind, not mine. You are not listening to understand me, you are listening to understand yourself, and the understanding of yourself—in which there is both action and reasoning—is meditation. Let us go into it.


First of all, in meditation there is no such thing as distraction. Distraction belongs to concentration. You know how all the so-called religious people throughout the world concentrate; whether they live in monasteries, in caves, go to the temple, or sit by themselves quietly of a morning, to them concentration is very important. But concentration is destructive. Concentration implies distraction, which is the wandering away of the mind. Please watch your own mind. I do not know if you have ever concentrated for any length of time, but if you have you will know what happens. Your mind narrows down, focuses, cutting out every other thought, desire, influence, and is completely absorbed in something. Let us go into that and examine the state of absorption. You must have seen a boy absorbed by a toy; the toy is exciting, new, mechanical, complicated, and he is completely absorbed by it. Is that concentration? Yes because the toy absorbs his whole being, and he is concentrated on it. There the toy is important. With you the book, the word, the mantra, the toy of a Master—a picture, an image—is important, and you hope it will absorb you; and if it does not, you absorb the idea and live in that. Either the image absorbs you or you absorb the image, and live accordingly. If you can be completely absorbed in an idea, legend, myth, and get into some meditative illusion, then you think you have realized truth. But a mind so absorbed in one thing is incapable of seeing the real. Such a mind is a destructive mind; it destroys itself. You begin to see things which are not there, which is hallucination, or you see things which are really there but translate them to suit your own desires, which is delusion.


So if one observes the dangers of concentration, one will see that there is quite a different process of attention which is not concentration. You can never learn through concentration; you can always learn through attention. Attention is never a narrowing down; on the contrary, it is extensive. A mind that is merely concentrating on what you will is not in a state of meditation. There are people who have given twenty years to meditation, and they have come to a point beyond which they cannot go because what they have meditated upon has become their barrier, their prison, and they cannot break through. They see visions, God, this and that, and are very popular as great saints. But what they see is their own projection, their own thought, crystallizing, taking shape, in which they are caught, and we think that is a marvelous thing. It is the most stupid thing, and I am using that word in its dictionary meaning and not in a condemnatory sense.


Can you not see it, experience the truth of it, that concentration is destructive to the mind? The mind is a moving thing, vital, extensive, with tremendous energy; it is the reservoir of that creativeness of which you have no idea; it can penetrate into the most complex and unknown thing; it can go into the unconscious and discover that which is most extraordinary. And yet you force it to a narrow point because you think that is God, the real thing, and thereby you destroy it. Look at all the saints and sannyasis and what they have done to this poor, unfortunate country! They have disciplined their desires, controlled their minds, suppressed every form of beauty, and therefore they have no passion, the living quality, the living fountain of reality.


So if you see the truth of this—that concentration is destructive, is like building a barrier, a wall round yourself—then what will you do? Then you must inquire whether there is a different kind of attention, must you not? But first one must really see that concentration cannot free the mind; on the contrary, it imprisons the mind. Even the schoolboy knows that to learn you must be awake and listening. To learn is not just to repeat from some beastly book to pass an examination. Learning is the sense of understanding, inquiring, searching, for which your mind must be extraordinarily quick, fluid, with the capacity of insight.


So a mind that has the power of concentration, that says it has complete control over thought, is a stupid mind. If that is so, then you must find a way of inquiring which is not merely through concentration. Concentration implies distraction, does it not? The mind takes up a position and says everything else is a distraction. It says I must think about this and exclude everything else. Now to me there is no such thing as distraction because there is no central position which the mind takes and then says, “I will pursue this and not that.” So let us remove both the word and the condemnatory feeling of distraction. Please experience what I am saying. Remove that word distraction not merely verbally but emotionally, inwardly. Then you will see what happens to your mind. To us at present there is concentration and distraction, a concentrated outlook and a wandering off. So you see we have created a duality and therefore a conflict. You spend your life battling between the chosen thought and the distractions, and when you can get an hour when you are completely held by an idea, you feel you have achieved something. But if you remove this idea of distraction altogether, then you will find that your mind is in a state of reaction—in a state of association which you call “wandering.” That is the fact, and you have removed the element of conflict. Then you are free to deal with the wanderings; you can inquire as to why the mind wanders and not merely try to stop it, to control it.


Then, since you have removed the word, the feeling of being distracted, what is now operating is a mind that is attentive to the wandering, to reaction. Is that not so? I have taken away the feeling of distraction and now my mind is very alert to every movement of thought because it has not taken up a position in which it calls every movement of thought a distraction. I hope you are experiencing as I am talking. So your mind then is in a state of attention, not trying to learn something or to reject, control, or suppress.


Let us inquire into that word attention. But I hope it is clear so far. We are trying to understand what meditation is—not how to meditate. If you learn various systems of meditation, that is not meditation; you are just learning a technique. Now I say there is an attention which can become concentrated, but concentration cannot become attentive. So it is important to discover what attention is, and this will help also the student who wants to learn, if he goes into it very deeply. The question now is: Can a concentrated mind learn? Have you ever observed the state of your mind when it learns? I am saying something now, something new is being said, and you are learning about it. We have seen that concentration is destructive, so what is the state of the mind that is learning? It is attentive without compulsion, it is attentive without conformity, without any form of influence, without manipulation, without seeking a reward or avoiding punishment. Are you noticing your own mind? So a mind that learns is an attentive mind in which these other influences do not exist. In that state of attention you learn. That is the only state in which you can truly experience—not in any other state. Now you and I have established, or rather understood, what it means to be attentive, to have that attention in which there is no form of compulsion; so you are attending without effort, are you not, because you are learning. I am not mesmerizing you. I am not trying to put something over on you. You want to find out, you want to learn, and I am forcing you to learn. That is a different matter. We are inquiring into that state of mind which learns, and we realize that that state of mind is attention.


Please go into it and you will see that state has no border, there is no frontier. Does that mean anything to you? Please do not agree with me because it is not a matter of agreement; it is a matter of direct experience. In concentration or absorption—as a devotee is absorbed in whatever he pursues—in that state there is a demarcation. Have you not noticed? When you are concentrating you can almost feel the borders of the mind. All your faculties—emotional, mental, verbal—everything is focused on a certain point, and when there is a focus and no expansion, there is a frontier. A mind which is attentive, which knows what attention really is—which I have described—has no frontier. The mind can come to such a state. Do you understand, sirs? That is an important discovery for you; it is an experience.


I will put it in different words. Our mind is the mechanism of recognition; it is the machine, the record of recognition. You recognize the tree, the light, the temple, the man, the woman, the bird; you know your thoughts, your tendencies, the insults you have received, the hurts you have felt—all these memories are the records of recognition, are they not? So our minds are the process, the mechanism of recognition, and we are always trying to expand this recognition—to know more, to experience more, to read more. This acquisition is all within the field of recognition. Essentially recognition is the center of the self, not the illusory super-self, but the self which is ambitious, vicious, unkind, brutal, which is trying to become a great man, or a saint, or which just wants to be a nobody. It is that center which is expanding through recognition. So the mind can know the frontiers of its recognition. Do you know that, sirs? Please do not agree because you do not know it. You have never played with it; you have never gone into it. But if you go into it, you will find that you can enlarge the process of recognition, widen the field, the frontier, keep on widening, widening. It is like the conception of the family, the group, the race, the national, and the international feeling—all essentially the same, but vastly expanding.


Now if one understands and experiences the state of attention, then you will find that the mind can go beyond the frontiers of recognition. To put it again differently, the mind functions within the frontiers of the known. I know Poona, Bombay, London, New York; I know my family, my virtues, my tendencies; I know what I want; I know my tradition, that there is God or that there is no God; my memory is all this. So my memory functions in the field of the known. You can enlarge that field and know more and more, indefinitely, which is the endless activity of the clever mind, the erudite mind, the scholarly mind, the mind which knows so much. It has a center from which it goes to the frontier and comes back. It moves in waves but always within the field of the known, and when one talks about the unknown, the unknowable, the unthinkable, this center moves to the frontier and tries to peep over the boundary by speculation, but it is anchored to the known. All its gods are known. Your sacred books have told about it, some poor gentleman experienced it thousands of years ago, and you repeat it and hope to experience it. So you have a center which is hoping to reach something which you think exists; that is, your mind projects what it knows into the future. But however distant thought may go, it is still within the field of the known.


So seeing all this—the ways, the tricks, the subtleties, the cunning processes of thought—how is the mind to break through it all, not taking centuries, many lives, but as a hungry man who wants food immediately. You cannot say to him, “Let socialism come and you will have food”; he wants food now. Likewise the mind must see that in the field of the known, there is no answer. The mind can go up to the frontier of the known, the recognizable, which includes the unknown which it has projected, but it cannot break through. Nor does it want to break through; most people do not want to because the unknown is too dangerous. It is like entering the uncharted seas, you fear you may get drowned. So you say, “I had better remain here and bring the whole world into my narrow heart.” So how is the mind to break through?


This is real meditation. You understand, sirs? It was meditation from the moment I began to inquire into tradition and understood putting away tradition because it is the desire for security; then putting away all the teachers, but understanding the teaching; then removing all authority and looking at insecurity; then understanding concentration and its destructiveness; and then discovering, experiencing, a state of mind which is attentive.


Such a mind is not a talkative mind. The attentive mind is not a chattering mind. If you see the beauty of it, if you really experience it, then you can watch your own mind operating. Then the mind watches itself as it functions in tradition and up to the frontiers of the known.


So the inquiry, from when we began until now, is a process of meditation. Meditation is not how to have peace of mind, how to be silent, how to achieve. Those are all immature, childish pursuits. You can take a drug and make your mind absolutely quiet. You can do all kinds of tricks and have peace of mind, but such a mind is still petty, small, narrow. So this whole process, this whole awakening of the mind to itself is meditation. Any inquiry into the unknown is speculation, and a speculative mind is not an attentive mind. The philosophers, the erudite ones, the theoreticians, the people who say God is this or that, just spin words. So a mind that is attentive has not the virtue of respectability. It has virtue, but not a virtue you can recognize. Its virtue cannot be held, as you cannot hold the wind in your fist. Virtue cannot be held in your mind as a possession, and that is the beauty of it. The moment you are conscious that you are virtuous, you cease to be so, and the mind that ceases to be attentive is no longer a virtuous mind. And an attentive mind which is not absorbed by any toy or belief or idea—such a mind is an empty mind. You look surprised, sirs, and that is because you have not really followed the whole of this inquiry; if you had followed it, which means experienced it, you would see that your mind is empty. Let me put it the other way round.


Now the mind is occupied with thoughts, wandering thoughts, thoughts that come and go ceaselessly, or the particular thoughts which the mind pursues. Is it not so? Either thoughts wander through the mind like a breeze through the house or the mind pursues thoughts. Now I have opened the door onto the attentive mind, but you have to walk through to it. You cannot find it by searching in the mind. The attentive mind is empty—which is not being empty-headed, blank. Only the empty cup is useful, not the cup which is full. A mind that is purged of all those things that we have been talking about, a mind in which there is no conflict, such a mind, being empty, can either receive the unknown or it can remain empty and function from there. If one goes through all this and inquires, experiences, that is the real religious revolution, the only thing that is going to do anything worthwhile in this world—not the communist, the socialist, or any form of revolution. The real revolution is in the mind, and that state of real emptiness is the creative state because that which is empty has no frontiers; it has neither depth nor height. It is this creativity of the mind in the individual that is going to create a new world, and that is the only solution, the only salvation.


September 17, 1958


Fifth Talk in Poona


I should think one of our great problems must be to know what is freedom, and the need to understand this problem must be fairly immense and continuous since there is so much propaganda from so many specialists, so many and various forms of outward and inward compulsion, and all the chaotic, contradictory persuasions, influences, and impressions. I am sure we must have asked ourselves the question: What is freedom? As you and I know, everywhere in the world authoritarianism is spreading, not only at the political, social, and economic levels, but also at the so-called spiritual level. Everywhere there is a compelling environmental influence; newspapers tell us what to think, and there are so many five, ten, or fifteen-year plans. Then there are these specialists at the economic, scientific, and bureaucratic levels; there are all the traditions of everyday activity, what we must do and what we must not do; then there is the whole influence of the so-called sacred books; and there is the cinema, the radio, the newspaper—everything in the world is trying to tell us what to do, what to think, and what we must not think. I do not know if you have noticed how increasingly difficult it has become to think for oneself. We have become such experts in quoting what other people say or have said, and in the midst of this authoritarian welter, where is the freedom? And what do we mean by freedom? Is there such a thing? I am using that word freedom in its most simple sense in which is included liberation, the mind that is liberated, free. I want, if I may, to go into that this evening.


First, I think we must realize that our minds are really not free. Everything we see, every thought we have, shapes our mind; whatever you think now, whatever you have thought in the past and whatever you are going to think in the future—it all shapes the mind. You think what you have been told, either by the religious person or the politician, by the teacher in your school, or by books and newspapers. Everything about you influences what you think. What you eat, what you look at, what you listen to, your wife, your husband, your child, your neighbor—everything is shaping the mind. I think that is fairly obvious. Even when you think that there is a God or that there is no God, that also is the influence of tradition. So our mind is the field in which there are many contradictory influences which are in battle, one against the other.


Do please listen to all this because, as I have been saying, unless we directly experience for ourselves, your coming to a talk of this kind has no value at all. Please believe me that unless you experience what is being said, not merely follow the description but be aware, be cognizant, know the ways of your own thinking and thereby experience, these talks will have no meaning whatsoever. After all, I am only describing what is actually taking place in one’s life, in one’s environment, so that we can be aware of it and see if we can break through it, and what the implications of breaking through are. Because obviously we are now slaves, either the Hindu slave, the Catholic slave, the Russian slave, or slaves of one kind or another. We are all slaves to certain forms of thought, and in the midst of all this, we ask if we can be free and talk about the anatomy of freedom and authority, and so on.


I think it must be fairly obvious to most of us that what we think is conditioned. Whatever your thought—however noble and wide, or however limited and petty—it is conditioned, and if you further that thought there can be no freedom of thought. Thought itself is conditioned because thought is the reaction of memory, and memory is the residue of all your experiences, which in turn are the result of your conditioning. So if one realizes that all thinking, at whatever level, is conditioned, then we will see that thinking is not the means of breaking through this limitation—which does not mean that we must go into some blank or speculative silence. Actually the fact is, is it not, that every thought, every feeling, every action is conformative, conditioned, influenced. For instance, a saint comes along and by his rhetoric, gestures, looks, by quoting this and that to you, influences you. And we want to be influenced and are afraid to move away from every form of influence and see if we can go deeply and discover if there is a state of being which is not the result of influence.


Why are we influenced? In politics, as you know, it is the job of the politician to influence us; and every book, every teacher, every guru—the more powerful, the more eloquent, the better we like it—imposes his thought, his way of life, his manner of conduct upon us. So life is a battle of ideas, a battle of influences, and your mind is the field of the battle. The politician wants your mind; the guru wants your mind; the saint says, “Do this and not that,” and he also wants your mind; and every tradition, every form of habit or custom, influences, shapes, guides, controls your mind. I think that is fairly obvious. It would be absurd to deny it. The fact is so.


You know, sirs, if I may deviate a little, I think it is essential to appreciate beauty. The beauty of the sky, the beauty of the sun upon the hill, the beauty of a smile, a face, a gesture, the beauty of the moonlight on the water, of the fading clouds, the song of the bird—it is essential to look at it, to feel it, to be with it, and I think this is the very first requirement for a man who would seek truth. Most of us are so unconcerned with this extraordinary universe about us; we never even see the waving of the leaf in the wind; we never watch a blade of grass, touch it with our hand and know the quality of its being. This is not just being poetic, so please do not go off into a speculative, emotional state. I say it is essential to have that deep feeling for life and not be caught in intellectual ramifications, discussions, passing examinations, quoting and brushing something new aside by saying it has already been said. Intellect is not the way. Intellect will not solve our problems; the intellect will not give us that nourishment which is imperishable. The intellect can reason, discuss, analyze, come to a conclusion from inferences, and so on, but intellect is limited, for intellect is the result of our conditioning. But sensitivity is not. Sensitivity has no conditioning; it takes you right out of the field of fears and anxieties. The mind that is not sensitive to everything about it—to the mountain, the telegraph pole, the lamp, the voice, the smile, everything—is incapable of finding what is true.


But we spend our days and years in cultivating the intellect, in arguing, discussing, fighting, struggling to be something, and so on. And yet this extraordinarily wonderful world, this earth that is so rich—not the Bombay earth, the Punjab earth, the Russian earth, or the American earth—this earth is ours, yours and mine, and that is not sentimental nonsense; it is a fact. But unfortunately we have divided it up through our pettiness, through our provincialism. And we know why we have done it—for our security, for better jobs, and more jobs. That is the political game that is being played throughout the world, and so we forget to be human beings, to live happily on this earth which is ours and to make something of it. And it is because we do not have that feeling for beauty which is not sentimental, which is not corrupting, which is not sexual, but a sense of caring; it is because we have lost that feeling—or perhaps we have never had it—that we are fighting, battling with each other over words and have no immediate understanding of anything. Look what you are doing in India—breaking up the land into sections, fighting and butchering—and this is happening the world over, and for what? To have better jobs, more jobs, more power? And so in this battle we lose that quality of mind which can see things freely, happily, and without envy. We do not know how to see somebody happy, driving a luxurious car, and to look at him and be happy with him; nor do we know how to sympathize with the very, very poor. We are envious of the man with the car, and we avoid the man who has nothing. So there is no love, and without that quality of love which is really the very essence of beauty, do what you will—go on all the pilgrimages in the world, go to every temple, cultivate all the virtues you can think of—you will get nowhere at all. Please believe me, you will not have it, that sense of beauty and love, even if you sit cross-legged for meditation, holding your breath for the next ten thousand years. You laugh, but you do not see the tragedy of it. We are not in that sensitive state of mind which receives, which sees immediately something which is true. You know a sensitive mind is a defenseless mind, it is a vulnerable mind, and the mind must be vulnerable for truth to enter—the truth that you have no sympathy, the truth that you are envious.


So it is essential to have this sense of beauty, for the feeling of beauty is the feeling of love. As I said, this is a slight digression, but I think it has significance in relation to what we are talking about. We are saying that a mind that is influenced, shaped, authority-bound, obviously can never be free, and whatever it thinks, however lofty its ideals, however subtle and deep, it is still conditioned. I think it is very important to understand that the mind, through time, through experience, through the many thousands of yesterdays, is shaped, conditioned, and that thought is not the way out. Which does not mean that you must be thoughtless; on the contrary, when you are capable of understanding very profoundly, very deeply, extensively, widely, subtly, then only will you fully recognize how petty thinking is, how small thought is. Then there is a breaking down of the wall of that conditioning.


So can we not see that fact—that all thought is conditioned? Whether it is the thought of the communist, capitalist, Hindu, Buddhist, or the person who is speaking, thinking is conditioned. And obviously the mind is the result of time, the result of the reactions of a thousand years and of yesterday, of a second ago, and ten years ago; the mind is the result of the period in which you have learned and suffered and of all the influences of the past and present. Now such a mind, obviously, cannot be free, and yet that is what we are seeking, is it not? You know even in Russia, in all the totalitarian countries where everything is controlled, there is this search for freedom. That search is there in the beginning for all of us when we are young, for then we are revolutionary, we are discontented, we want to know, we are curious, we are struggling; but soon that discontent is canalized into various channels, and there it dies slowly. So there is always within us the demand, the urge, to be free, and we never understand it, we never go into it, we have never searched out that deep instinctual demand. Being discontented when young, being dissatisfied with things as they are, with the stupidities of traditional values, we gradually, as we grow older, fall into the old patterns which society has established, and we get lost. It is very difficult to keep the pure discontent, the discontent which says, “This is not enough; there must be something else.” We all know that feeling, the feeling of otherness which we soon translate as God or nirvana, and we read a book about it and get lost. But this feeling of otherness, the search, the inquiry for it, that, I think, is the beginning of the real urge to be free from all these political, religious, and traditional influences, and to break through this wall. Let us inquire into it.


Surely there are several kinds of freedom. There is political freedom; there is the freedom which knowledge gives when you know how to do things, the know-how; the freedom of a wealthy man who can go round the world; the freedom of capacity, to be able to write, to express oneself, to think clearly. Then there is the freedom from something: freedom from oppression, freedom from envy, freedom from tradition, from ambition, and so on. And then there is the freedom which is gained, we hope, at the end—at the end of the discipline, at the end of acquiring virtue, at the end of effort—the ultimate freedom we hope to get through doing certain things. So, the freedom that capacity gives, the freedom from something and the freedom we are supposed to gain at the end of a virtuous life—those are types of freedom we all know. Now are not those various freedoms merely reactions? When you say, “I want to be free from anger,” that is merely a reaction; it is not freedom from anger. And the freedom which you think that you will get at the end of a virtuous life by struggle, by discipline—that is also a reaction to what has been. Please, sirs, follow this carefully because I am going to say something somewhat difficult in the sense that you are not accustomed to it. There is a sense of freedom which is not from anything, which has no cause, but which is a state of being free. You see, the freedom that we know is always brought about by will, is it not? I will be free, I will learn a technique, I will become a specialist, I will study, and that will give me freedom. So we use will as a means of achieving freedom, do we not? I do not want to be poor and therefore I exercise my capacity, my will, everything to get rich. Or, I am vain and I exercise will not to be vain. So we think we shall get freedom through the exercise of will. But will does not bring freedom, on the contrary, as I will show you.


What is will? I will be, I must be, I must not be, I am going to struggle to become something, I am going to learn—all these are forms of exercising will. Now what is this will and how is it formed? Obviously, through desire. Our many desires, with their frustrations, compulsions, and fulfillments form, as it were, the threads of a cord, a rope. That is will, is it not? Your many contradictory desires together become a very strong and powerful rope with which you try to climb to success, to freedom. Now will desire give freedom, or is the very desire for freedom the denial of it? Please watch yourselves, sirs, watch your own desires, your own ambition, your own will. And if one has no will and is merely being driven, that also is a part of will—being driven is also part of that will, the will to resist and go with it—all that is part of will. Through that weight of desire, through that rope, we hope to climb to God, to bliss, or whatever it is.


So I am asking you whether your will is a liberating factor. Is freedom come by through will? Or, is freedom something entirely different, which has nothing to do with reaction, which cannot be achieved through capacity, through thought, experience, discipline, or constant conformity? That is what all the books say, do they not? Conform to the pattern and you will be free in the end; do all these things, obey, and ultimately there will be freedom. To me all that is sheer nonsense because freedom is at the beginning, not at the end, as I will show you.


To see something true is possible, is it not? You can see that the sky is blue—thousands of people have said so—but you can see that it is so for yourself. You can see for yourself, if you are at all sensitive, the movement of a leaf. From the very beginning there is the capacity to perceive that which is true instinctively, not through any form of compulsion, adjustment, conformity. Now, sirs, I will show you another truth.


I say that a leader, a follower, a virtuous man does not know love. I say that to you. You who are leaders, you who are followers, who are struggling to be virtuous—I say you do not know love. Do not argue with me for a moment; do not say, “Prove it to me.” I will reason with you, show you, but first, please listen to what I have to say without being defensive, aggressive, approving, or denying. I say that a leader, a follower, or a man who is trying to be virtuous—such an individual does not know what love is. If you really listen to that statement not with an aggressive or submissive mind, then you will see the actual truth of it. If you do not see the truth of it, it is because you do not want to, or you are so supremely contented with your leadership, your following, or your so-called virtues that you deny everything else. But if you are at all sensitive, inquiring, open, as when looking out of a window, then you must see the truth of it, you are bound to. Now I will give you the reasons because you are all fairly reasonable, intellectual people, and you can be convinced. But you will never actually know the truth through intellect or reason. You will be convinced through reason, but being convinced is not the perception of what is true. There is a vast difference between the two. A man who is convinced of something is incapable of seeing what is true. A man who is convinced can be unconvinced and convinced again in a different way. But a man who sees that which is true is not “convinced” he sees that it just is true.


Now as I said, a leader who says, “I know the way, I know all about life, I have experienced the ultimate reality, I have the goods,” obviously is very concerned about himself and his visions and about transmitting his visions to the poor listener; a leader wants to lead people to something which he thinks is right. So the leader, whether it is the political, the social, the religious leader, or whether it is your wife or husband—such a one has no love. He may talk about love, he may offer to show you the way of love, he may do all the things that love is supposed to do, but the actual feeling of love is not there because he is a leader. If there is love you cease to be a leader, for love exercises no authority. And the same applies to the follower. The moment you follow, you are accepting authority, are you not?—the authority which gives you security, a safe corner in heaven, or a safe corner in this world. When you follow, seeking security for yourself, your family, your race, your nation, that following indicates that you want to be safe, and a man who seeks safety knows no quality of love. And so also with the virtuous man. The man who cultivates humility surely is not virtuous. Humility is not a thing to be cultivated.


So, I am trying to show you that a mind that is sensitive, inquiring, a mind that is really listening can perceive the truth of something immediately. But truth cannot be “applied.” If you see the truth, it operates without your conscious effort, of its own accord.


So, discontent is the beginning of freedom, and so long as you are trying to manipulate discontent, to accept authority in order that this discontent shall disappear, enter into safe channels, then you are already losing that pristine sense of real feeling. Most of us are discontented, are we not, either with our jobs, our relationships, or whatever we are doing. You want something to happen, to change, to move, to break through. You do not know what it is. There is a constant searching, inquiring, especially when one is young, open, sensitive. Later on, as you become old, you settle down in your habits, your job, because your family is safe, your wife will not run away. So this extraordinary flame disappears and you become respectable, petty, and thoughtless.


So, as I have been pointing out, freedom from something is not freedom. You are trying to be free from anger; I do not say you must not be free from anger, but I say that that is not freedom. I may be rid of greed, pettiness, envy, or a dozen other things, and yet not be free. Freedom is a quality of the mind. That quality does not come about through very careful, respectable searchings and inquiries, through very careful analysis, or putting ideas together. That is why it is important to see the truth that the freedom we are constantly demanding is always from something, such as freedom from sorrow. Not that there is no freedom from sorrow, but the demand to be free from it is merely a reaction and therefore does not free you from sorrow. Am I making myself clear? I am in sorrow for various reasons, and I say I must be free. The urge to be free of sorrow is born out of pain. I suffer because of my husband or my son or something else; I do not like that state I am in and I want to get away from it. That desire for freedom is a reaction; it is not freedom. It is just another desirable state I want in opposition to what is. The man who can travel around the world because he has plenty of money is not necessarily free, nor is the man who is clever or efficient, for his wanting to be free is again merely a reaction. So can I not see that freedom, liberation, cannot be learned or acquired or sought after through any reaction? Therefore I must understand the reaction, and I must also understand that freedom does not come through any effort of will. Will and freedom are contradictory, as thought and freedom are contradictory. Thought cannot produce freedom because thought is conditioned. Economically you can, perhaps, arrange the world so that man can be more comfortable, have more food, clothing, and shelter; and you may think that is freedom. Those are necessary and essential things, but that is not the totality of freedom. Freedom is a state and quality of mind. And it is that quality we are inquiring into. Without that quality, do what you will, cultivate all the virtues in the world, you will not have that freedom.


So how is that sense of otherness, that quality of mind to come about? You cannot cultivate it because the moment you use your brain, you are using thought, which is limited. Whether it is the thought of the Buddha or anyone else, all thought is limited. So our inquiry must be negative; we must come to that freedom obliquely, not directly. Do you understand, sirs? Am I giving some indication, or none at all? That freedom is not to be sought after aggressively, is not to be cultivated by denials, disciplines, by checking yourself, torturing yourself, by doing various exercises, and all the rest of it. It must come without your knowing, like virtue. Cultivated virtue is not virtue; the virtue which is true virtue is not self-conscious. Surely a man who has cultivated humility, who because of his conceit, vanity, arrogance has made himself humble—such a man has no true sense of humility. Humility is a state in which the mind is not conscious of its own quality, as a flower which has fragrance is not conscious of its own perfume. So this freedom cannot be got through any form of discipline, nor can a mind which is undisciplined understand it. You use discipline to produce a result, but freedom is not a result. If it is a result, it is no longer free because it has been produced.


So, how is the mind, which is full of multitudinous influences, compulsions, various forms of contradictory desires, the product of time, how is that mind to have the quality of freedom? You understand, sirs? We know that all the things that I have been talking about are not freedom. They are all manufactured by the mind under various stresses, compulsions, and influences. So, if I can approach it negatively, in the very awareness that all this is not freedom, then the mind is already disciplined—but not disciplined to achieve a result. Let us go into that briefly.


The mind says, “I must discipline myself in order to achieve a result.” That is fairly obvious. But such discipline does not bring freedom. It brings a result because you have a motive, a cause which produces the result, but that result is never freedom, it is only a reaction. That is fairly clear. Now, if I begin to understand the operations of that kind of discipline, then in the very process of understanding, inquiring, going into it, my mind is truly disciplined. I do not know if you can see what I mean, quickly. The exercise of will to produce a result is called discipline; whereas, the understanding of the whole significance of will, of discipline, and of what we call result demands a mind that is extraordinarily clear and “disciplined,” not by the will, but through negative understanding.


So, negatively, I have understood the whole problem of what is not freedom. I have examined it, I have searched my heart and my mind, the recesses of my being, to understand what freedom means, and I see that none of these things we have described is freedom because they are all based on desire, compulsion, will, on what I will get at the end, and they are all reactions. I see factually that they are not freedom. Therefore, because I have understood those things, my mind is open to find out or receive that which is free.


So, my mind has a quality which is not that of a disciplined mind seeking a result, not that of the undisciplined mind which wanders about, but it has understood, negatively, both what is and ‘what should be’, and so can perceive, can understand that freedom which is not from something, that freedom which is not a result. Sirs, this requires a great deal of inquiry. If you just repeat that there is a freedom which is not the freedom from something, it has no meaning. So please do not say it. Or if you say, “I want to get that other freedom,” you are also on the wrong track, for you cannot. The universe cannot enter into the petty mind; the immeasurable cannot come to a mind that knows measurement. So our whole inquiry is how to break through the measurement—which does not mean I must go off to an ashram, become neurotic, devotional, and all that nonsense.


And here, if I may say so, what is important is the teaching and not the teacher. The person who speaks here at the moment is not important; throw him overboard. What is important is what is being said. So the mind only knows the measurable, the compass of itself, the frontiers, ambitions, hopes, desperation, misery, sorrows, and joys. Such a mind cannot invite freedom. All that it can do is to be aware of itself and not condemn what it sees; not condemn the ugly or cling to the beautiful, but see what is. The mere perception of what is is the beginning of the breaking down of the measurement of the mind, of its frontiers, its patterns—just to see things as they are. Then you will find that the mind can come to that freedom involuntarily, without knowing. This transformation in the mind itself is the true revolution. All other revolutions are reactions, even though they use the word freedom and promise utopia, the heavens, everything. There is only true revolution in the quality of the mind.


September 21, 1958


Sixth Talk in Poona


As this is the last talk, I am going to cover as much ground as possible. Most of us, I think, from childhood to maturity and even up to the grave are accustomed to being told what to do and what to think. Not only the society about us, but all our religious books, our governments, everybody tells us what to do and what to think, and it would be a great mistake if you expected the same thing from the speaker, because what is important is to find out for oneself what one thinks and from that find out what to do. It is essential, surely, to know oneself—not the self which is supposed to be beyond consciousness, which is described in various books, and so on, but the self that is within the limitations and the frontiers of consciousness. In the understanding of that everyday consciousness, in the unrolling of that extraordinary map, in venturing on the ocean of the unfolding self and seeing its whole significance, comes right action, which is true vocation. But if one does not know the ways of one’s own mind, the ways of one’s own thought, if one does not perceive the first reaction to every challenge, the first movement of thought to form a demand, if one leaves that first movement of the mind unexplored, unquestioned, without discovering the cause of the responses, then we shall be utterly lost in the verbal and theoretical activities of the mind.


Most of us are concerned with action, with what to do. There is so much sorrow, misery, and starvation, and what can the human being who is conscious of all this do about it? Is he to leave the reformation entirely to the government, or should he, as an individual, join an organization which will bring about a little more order, a more equal distribution of land, a little more happiness and beauty in life? That is one of our problems, is it not? Has true religion any relation to reformation? Has the really religious man any relationship with politics and government? Or must he concern himself entirely with all the implications of that word religion?—which is not the same thing at all as organized religion, belief, dogma, ritual, the reading of sacred books, and doing nothing about it. All that is merely verbal enjoyment. The problem is, is it not, that one sees the misery in this world, the unemployment, the starvation, the appalling state of things, and what is one to do? Should one join a group to bring about reformation or is that the function of the government? Please, I am not asking you to do anything. We are just examining the whole problem of action because most of us want to do something in this world either in a limited, narrow sense or in a wider sense. To do something about it is a human, instinctual response, but there is a great deal of confusion which I am briefly exploring now—which does not mean that you must follow any of the things I say because to be a leader or a follower destroys human relationship. Neither a leader nor a follower can bring about a mind that is capable of affection, of love.


So one of our problems is action. We see this misery about us, and what should we do? Should one join a group to bring about reforms, or should one see to it that the government makes such laws, restrictions, and edicts as will bring about a right reformation? And why do the people who are dedicated to some kind of reform join hands with the politicians? Is it because they think that by joining hands with the government they can accelerate reformation, or is it because they are trying to fulfill themselves through reforms and through politics? Helping to bring about a reformation in society gives us an opportunity to expand ourselves, does it not? It gives us a chance to become important. Then we are somebody, in the religious as well as in the political field. But is that the function of the truly religious man? I hope you understand the question, sirs. It is the function of the government to pass laws against corruption, to see that there is no starvation, no war, no extremes of wealth and poverty, and when the government does not do it, is it your responsibility, as an individual, to see that there are politicians to do all this? Why should you or I take an interest in politics? I am not suggesting that you should dissociate yourselves from voting and all that business, but is it the duty of the religious man to enter the field of politics, which is concerned only with immediate results—to build a dam, to bring hydroelectric current all over the country, and so on? Is it the duty of the religious man, is it his job, his vocation, to enter into that field?


Now we want to do both, don’t we? We want to be serious or so-called religious, and we also want to dabble in politics. So I am trying to find out what is the real function of a religious man. We know the function of the politician—not the crooked man, but the right kind of politician. It is his job to see that certain things are done, carried out, and that he himself is incorruptible. But what is a religious man, and if he is really religious, will he take part in politics, in the immediate reformation? Let us go into the question of what we mean by religion and the religious man. Obviously we do not mean the man who goes to the temple three times a day, nor the man who repeats a lot of words, nor the man who follows some doctrine like the savage gathering to himself all kinds of beliefs. And surely he is not a religious man who repeats what Shankara has said, or Buddha, or Christ; he merely spins words. Such a mind is a diseased mind. The religious man is he who, realizing his conditioning, is breaking through that conditioning. Such a man does not belong to any religion, he has no beliefs, follows no ritual, no dogma because he sees that dogma, ritual, belief are merely conditioning factors, the influences of the society around him. Whether he lives in Russia, Italy, India, America, or anywhere else, the environment is conditioning him and influencing him to believe or not to believe. But the religious man is he who, through self-knowledge, begins to discover his conditioning and to break through it; and the breaking through is not a matter of time.


Now what do we mean by time? Sirs, I am describing but it is for you to experience, so do not say to yourself that you will listen very carefully in order to see whether Shankara, Christ, or Buddha says the same thing. We are discussing, you and I, as two individuals trying to find out for ourselves, and if you compare what you hear with what you have read, then you are not listening, then you are not experiencing as we go along. We are trying to discover what it is to be religious and whether the religious man is concerned with time as a means of arriving at virtue or as a means of conquering his disabilities, his afflictions. In examining this process of time, which is the distance between what we are and what we want to be, we say time is necessary. We say time is essential to cultivate virtue, time is necessary to free the mind from its conditioning, time is required to travel the distance from an idea to another idea, to the ideal. The distance from a point to a point, that is what we mean by time, whether it is chronological or psychological—chronological time means needing a whole lifetime or many lives, and psychological time means the ‘I will arrive’, ‘I will be’ state of mind. The ‘will be’ is time, is it not?


So, is time necessary in order to understand, or is understanding something that is immediate, something unrelated to time? Surely, if you are really listening, then time ceases. I do not know if you have ever experimented with the question of time. If you have, you will realize that all understanding is in the immediate present, and by the present I do not mean in opposition to the past or the future, but a mind that is completely attentive with an attention that has no causation, that does not wish to arrive somewhere. So I am trying to uncover that instantaneous understanding of the conditioning of the mind, and in that understanding break through the conditioning. That is what we are examining. I realize that my mind is conditioned by society and I want to know if time is necessary to break through that conditioning. Is time necessary in order to see, to understand something? Will I understand after two hours or by the end of the day or after many days, or do I understand something immediately? We generally think that time is necessary in order to understand. We rely on progress, we say, “Give me time, give me opportunity. Let me use discipline, grow, become, and at the end I will understand.” That is the traditional, the religious, and the so-called human approach. And I ask myself if that is so. Is understanding really a matter of time, or is it a matter of the immediate present? If it is a matter of the immediate present, it means that the mind must be free of the idea that it will understand in the future. After all, when it says, “I will understand,” the “will” is the time period. Now during that time period what actually happens? You go on in your own sweet way, do you not, carrying on with all your pleasures and pains because you really do not want to understand; but when you do want to understand, then the action is immediate. Please, this does not require time in which to think if what is said is true or not, but it requires a certain state of attention. I do not know if you have ever thought what we mean by yesterday, tomorrow, and today. In chronological time we know that yesterday was Tuesday, but it means also all the content of yesterday, and the memories, the experiences, the pleasures and unhappiness of the many, many yesterdays which conditioned yesterday. And what do we mean by tomorrow? We mean all the past passing through today into the future which is somewhat modified, but which has the same content as yesterday. That is what we mean by yesterday, today, and tomorrow; yesterday, with all its struggles, efforts, and miseries, passing through today and coming to tomorrow, which is the future. And what is today? Is today merely a passage of yesterday to tomorrow?


Please, sirs, do listen, and you will see it. Is today merely the passage of yesterday through this thing called today and going on to tomorrow, or is today something entirely different? Is there not the timeless today, the feeing that today is dissociated with the past or with the future? But you cannot dissociate from the past if you are not dead to the past. If you carry the burden of yesterday through today and on to tomorrow, then there is no ending of yesterday. Then you only know a continuity, not an ending. I do not know if you have ever tried dying to something, ending. Have you ever tried dying to a pleasure? I know you have tried dying to sorrow, to a worry, to an unpleasant, irritating problem, but you have never died to a pleasure, have you? It is this pleasure of wanting, wanting to be different tomorrow, which is the reason for our continuity from yesterday through the present to tomorrow; it is as simple as that. So, is it possible to die to yesterday? Can I not die today to my property, my desires, my virtues, my ambitions, and all the petty little activities, put them away from me completely? Have you ever tried it? I am afraid you have not, and yet you talk in apprehension about dying in old age, whereas if you die to yesterday, there would be no fear of death in the tomorrow because there would be nothing to carry over to tomorrow of those things to which you are clinging. If you have really listened to this, you will have experienced that state of mind which is dead to yesterday. Unfortunately most of you are being stimulated by me, but if you really do die to the past, even for a second, then that experience is the perceiving of something true, and that will act. As a poison will act of itself in your body, so the truth will act as a poison unless there is action in relation to that perception.


So a religious man, as I was saying, is concerned with freeing the mind from conditioning through self-knowledge, and we say that time is necessary to break the conditioning because the conditioning is not only at the conscious level but also at the unconscious level where there is the residue of the racial, family, and general human experience. Now must one go through all that process, or is there a way of really breaking through and understanding it immediately? That is the real crux of the problem. I say that there is a way of doing it immediately and that there is no other way. The desire for another day is the allocation of time for the mind to continue merely playing with the idea of being free from conditioning. To realize that the mind is conditioned and is a prisoner in that conditioning requires attention, and it is that attention, that immediate perception which frees the mind. Such a man is not concerned with reforms, for all reforms are within the field of time. So I am talking of the man who is not concerned with bureaucracy, administration, and all the immediate reforms and edicts but who is concerned—however much he may make a mistake—with truth, whose primary interest is that. Such a mind has no authority either over somebody else or over itself. It is not out to guide people, it is not out to tell people what to think, whether there is a God or no God. Such a mind is concerned with helping man to free himself from his own conditioning, and I say such a man is a religious man. You may ask, what has such a man to do with society which needs reformation, purgation? I say that the religious man will be the most important factor because he is the revolution. It is not that he will bring about a revolution but that he himself is in a state of revolution. I leave it to you to think out the difference.
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