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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.









New Delhi, India, 1961
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First Talk in New Delhi


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


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


Do observe, watch your own mind when you are listening to what is being said. Then you learn.


Question: Sir, what do you mean by learn?


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


Then what is learning—like what is listening? Do I listen if I am interpreting, if I am translating, if I am merely corroborating to myself that which I am listening to, contradicting or accepting or denying? Does learning consist in transforming one’s conclusions, altering one’s conclusions, or adding more, or expanding one’s conclusions? Surely, if one has to understand what is listening, what is learning, one has to explore somehow, doesn’t one? Or is learning or listening or seeing unrelated to the past, and it is not a question of time at all? That is, can I listen so completely, so comprehensively that the very act of listening is perceiving what is true, and therefore the very perception has its own action without my interpreting what is seen into action?


Question: Aren’t you using learning in a very special sense? As we understand learning, it has a relation to knowledge—that is, getting more and more knowledge. There is no other meaning which can be put into that word learning. Are you not using it in a very special sense?


KRISHNAMURTI: Probably we are using that word in a special sense. To me it is exploring and asking. I want to find out how to discuss this. Is a discussion merely an exchange of ideas, a debate, an exposition of one’s own knowledge, cleverness, erudition, or is a discussion, in spite of knowledge, a further exploration into something which I do not know? Is it a scientific exploration where the scientist, if he is really worthy at all, inquires?—there is not a conclusion from which he inquires.


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


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


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


Comment: Total living.


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


Comment: Sir, I am interested in understanding the mechanism of thinking. At times thought seems to come from the bottom of conclusions, and at times from the top surface, like a drop from above. I am confused. I do not know thought apart from the background. I am unable to evaluate what the word thought really means.


KRISHNAMURTI: Yes, sir, shall we discuss that?


Thought is the mechanism of thinking. Is thinking merely a response to a question, to a challenge? If thinking is merely a reaction, is that thinking at all? I think perhaps I am going too fast. Somebody should tell me if I am going too fast.


Comment: I think we can understand you, sir.


KRISHNAMURTI: All right, sir. You asked me a question and I replied. The reply is provoked by your challenge, and I reply according to the content of my memory. And that is the only thinking I know. If you are an engineer and I ask you a question, you reply according to your knowledge. If I am a yogi, a Sanskrit scholar, or this or that, then I reply according to that, according to my conditioning. Isn’t that so, sir?


So, is thinking—thinking as we know it—a reaction to a challenge, to a question, to a provocation, according to my background? My background may be very complex; my background may be religious, economic, social, or technical; my background may be limited to a certain pattern of thought—according to that background I reply. The depth of my thinking may be very superficial; if I am educated in the modern system, then I reply to your question according to my knowledge. But if you probe a little deeper, I reply according to the depth of my discovery into my unconscious. And if you still ask me further, probe, inquire more deeply, I reply either saying, “I don’t know,” or according to some racial, inherited, acquired, traditional answer. Isn’t that so, sir? That we all know, more or less. Thoughts are all mechanical responses to a challenge, to a question. The mechanism may take time to reply. That is, there may be an interval between the question and the answer, to a greater or lesser extent, but it will be mechanical.


Now if I am aware of all that process—which few of us are; if I may, I am taking it for granted that we are aware—I realize that my whole response to a question, which is the process of thinking, is very mechanical and shallow; though I may reply from a very great depth, it is still mechanical. And we think in words, don’t we, or in symbols. All thought is clothed in words or in symbols or in patterns. Is there a thinking without words, without symbols, without patterns?


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


Question: What is thinking?


KRISHNAMURTI: I ask you a question, how do you reply to that?


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


KRISHNAMURTI: I ask you, “Where do you live?” And your response is immediate. Isn’t it? Because where you live is very familiar to you, without a thought you reply quickly. Isn’t that so, sir? And I ask you a further complex question. There is a time lag between the reply and the challenge. In that interval one is thinking. The thinking is looking into the recesses of memory. Isn’t it?


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


Now can the mind ever be in such a state when it says, “I really do not know”?—which is not a negation, which isn’t still saying, “I am waiting for an answer.” I ask you what truth is, what God is, what X is, and you will reply according to your tradition. But if you push it further and if you deny the tradition because mere repetition is not discovery of God, or reality, or what you will, a mind that says “I don’t know” is entirely different from a mind which is merely searching for an answer. And isn’t it necessary that a mind should be in such a state when it says, “I really do not know”? Must it not be in that state to discover something, for something new to enter into it?


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


KRISHNAMURTI: Sir, have we experienced directly that all thinking, as we know, is verbal? Or, it may not be verbal. I am just asking. And what has that to do with daily existence? Going to the office, meeting the wife, quarreling, jealousy—you know the whole business of daily existence, the appalling boredom and the fear and all that—what has that got to do with this question? Is thinking verbal? I feel we should not go too far away from the actual living—then it becomes speculative. But if we could relate it to our daily living, then perhaps we shall begin to break down some factors in our life which are distracting. That is all.


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


Comment: Yes. The meaning of the word is very important.


KRISHNAMURTI: That is what I mean, the meaning of the word. And can the mind be free of the word which so conditions our thinking? Do you understand, sir?


Comment: That cannot be.


KRISHNAMURTI: Sir, it may be an impossible thing; it may not be possible at all, but we are slaves to words. You are a Theosophist, or you are a communist, or you are a Catholic with all the implications in the significance of those words. And if we do not understand those words and their meaning and their inwardness, we are just slaves to words. And should not the mind, before it begins to explore, to inquire, break down this slavery to words? Do you understand, sir? The communist uses the word democracy in one sense—people’s government, etc.—and somebody else uses the same word in a totally different sense. And so a man begins to inquire what the truth is in this matter when he finds two so-called intelligent people using the same word with diametrically opposite meanings. So one becomes very, very cautious of words.


Can the mind break down the conditioning imposed by words? That is the first thing, obviously. If I want to find God, I have to break down everything—simple ideas, conclusions about it—before I can find it. And if I want to find out what love is, must I not break down all the traditional meaning, the separative, dividing meaning of love—such as the carnal, the spiritual, the universal, the particular, the personal? How does the mind free itself from words? Is it possible at all? Or do you say, “It is never possible”?


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


KRISHNAMURTI: Sir, in regard to discussing anything, what do you mean by “temporarily suspend”? If I temporarily suspend that I am a communist and discuss communism, then there is no meaning, no discovery.


Question: Sir, is it not like that one can go into the dark without even a torch?


KRISHNAMURTI: Yes, sir, probably; then its exploring may be like that. Real thinking is opposed to mechanical thinking. I do not know what mechanical thinking is and what real thinking is. Is your mind mechanical? To you, is thinking mechanical? Should not the mind be really interested in breaking down the words, the difficulties in problems, the danger of confusion created by words? Should not the mind be really interested, not intellectually, in the life and death problems of the world. Unless the interest is there, how will you start breaking down the accepted academical meaning? If you are inquiring into the question of freedom, into the question of living, must you not inquire into the meaning of those words? Merely to be aware that a mind is slave to words is not an end in itself. But if the mind is interested in the question of freedom, in the question of living, and all the rest of it, it must inquire.


Question: If the mind is not interested, how is the mind to get it?


KRISHNAMURTI: “How am I, who am not interested, to be interested?” I must sleep, and how am I to keep awake? One can take several drugs or counsel someone to keep oneself awake. But is that keeping awake?


Comment: When I see a thing, my seeing is automatic; then interpretation comes in and also condemnation.


KRISHNAMURTI: Sir, what do you mean by “seeing”? There is a visual seeing—I see you and you see me; I see the things that are very near, very close, and I also see visually things very far. And I also use that word seeing to mean understanding; I say, “Yes, I see that very clearly now.” And the interpretative process is going on in the very seeing. And we are asking, if all seeing is interpretation, what is the principle which says that seeing is not interpretation? Can I look at something without interpreting? Is that possible?


Can I look at something without interpreting that which I see? I see a flower, a rose. Can I look at it without giving it a name? Can I look at it, observe it? Or in the very process of observing, is the naming taking place, the two being simultaneous and therefore not separable? If we say they are immediate, not separable, then there is nothing that can bring about the cessation of interpretation.


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


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


KRISHNAMURTI: Then it is not a difficult thing. You see the fact. The difficulty arises only when you don’t see the fact. I see very clearly that when I see myself as I am, I condemn, and I realize that this condemnatory process stops further action. And if I do not want further action, it is all right. Isn’t it? But if there is to be further action, this condemnatory process has to cease. Then where is the difficulty?


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


If I see that I am lying and I like it, I go on with it. But if I don’t like it, if it does not lead anywhere, then I don’t say it is difficult. Because it doesn’t lead anywhere, because to me this is a serious matter, I stop lying. Then there is no contradiction, there is no difficulty.


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


Question: But is action separate from that word?


KRISHNAMURTI: Is observing a thought process? Can I observe without the word, which we said is either condemnatory or appreciative?


Question: How is observing different from thinking, sir?


KRISHNAMURTI: I am using the word observing. Stick to that word observing. I observe you and you observe me. I look at you and you look at me. Can you look at me without the word me, the prejudice, your like and dislike? You are putting me on a pedestal, and I am putting you on a bigger pedestal. Can you look at me and can I look at you without this interpreting process?


Comment: It is not possible to observe without the thought process, which is memory coming into being.


KRISHNAMURTI: Then what? If that is so, then we are perpetual slaves to the past, and therefore there is no redemption. There is no redemption for a man who is always held a slave to the past. If that is the only process I know, then there is no such thing as freedom; then there is only the expansion of conditioning or the narrowing down of conditioning. Therefore, man can never be free. If you say that, then the problem ceases.


Question: My response to you now is one thing, and my response when I go outside is another. For maintaining my family and myself, certain basically essential things are necessary. In getting them, I also feel the need to ensure the continuity of these material things—food, clothing, and shelter—in the future also. My needs also tend to grow. Thus, greed steps in, and it develops. How is my mind to stop greed at any level?


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


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


January 8, 1961


Second Talk in New Delhi


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


I don’t see how we can discuss in a serious manner what is intelligence if we do not understand how we think. A mere definition of intelligence has no significance. The dictionary has a meaning, and you and I can give definitions, conclusions. But it seems to me that the very definition and giving a conclusion indicates a lack of intelligence rather than intelligence. So, if you think it is worthwhile also, we could go into this problem of intelligence rather widely and extensively, rather with fun, with a sense of gaiety—with a desirable seriousness which has also its own humor. So if you would let me talk a little bit, then you can pick up the threads, and afterwards we can discuss together.


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


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


Let us be clear that we are discussing—not academically nor theoretically as theoreticians, but actually—to experience what we are talking about. We are trying to find out, as we said, what it is to be intelligent. Can the mind be intelligent when it is burdened with problems? And in order not to be so burdened, we try to escape from problems. The very desire to find a solution is an escape from the problem. It is also an escape to turn to religions, to conclusions, to various forms of speculations. And as we have problems at every level of our existence—economic, social, personal, collective, national, international, all the rest of it—we are burdened with problems.


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


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


Problems arise out of knowledge. And that very knowledge has already given the solution. The solution is already in the knowledge, consciously or unconsciously. What we are seeking is not the solution but the technique of achieving the solution which is already known. If I am an engineer or a scientist, I have a problem because I already know. The knowledge invites the problem. Because I know the problem which is the result of my knowledge, that knowledge also has supplied the solution. Now I say, “How am I to bridge the problem with the solution which is already known?” So, it is not that we are seeking solutions, answers, but how to bring about the solution, how to realize the solution. I think we have to realize that it is not the answer that we want because we know the answer; a problem indicates the answer, and the interval between the problem and the answer, the time interval is the technological interval of bringing that solution into effect. You see, it requires a great deal of self-knowledge to understand this, which means really the knowledge not only of the self that is active every day—going to the office, selling, buying, quarreling, being jealous, envious, ambitious, and all the rest of it, the outward symptoms of this egocentric activity—but also of the unconscious, the deep recesses of the mind, the untrodden regions of the mind. So, all this knowledge which is stored up creates the problem. The mere seeking of an answer to the problem is really, essentially, a technological search for the solution which is already known, and for this, one must go into the whole problem, into this whole thing called consciousness. I do not know if I am making myself clear, or I am making this a little more complex. After all, if I have intelligence, if there is intelligence, then there are no problems; I can tackle the problems as they arise. And can a mind be without a problem?


Let us go further. The state of the mind that is without a problem is what we call peace, what we call God, what we call the intelligent thing. That is essentially what we want, that is what the mind is constantly pursuing. But the mind has reduced all life into a series of problems. Death, old age, pain, sorrow, joy, how to maintain joy—everything is a nightmarish tale not only at the psychological level but at the individual level and at the collective level and also at the unconscious level of the whole human being. So it seems to me, to be actively participating in intelligence, one must go through all this; otherwise, it becomes merely a theoretical issue.


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


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


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


Comment: I know a little of mathematics.


KRISHNAMURTI: We are discussing human problems. You say you have a problem of love.


Comment: Is that the result of prior knowledge? Sir, I love my children, I love my brother. I take their burden. I have a problem, and therefore I want to be free of that.


KRISHNAMURTI: What for? Why should you be free?


Comment: Because it is a disturbance to my mind


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


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


Comment: Sir, the use of the word knowledge is rather vague. You are covering so many things. Now take the instance of a car—that is technical knowledge. But that knowledge is quite different from a knowledge of the problem of life, or something where it is difficult to find a solution because of so many changing social conditions. And therefore knowledge does not always lead to a solution—it is not implied; sometimes in certain cases it may be implied, in certain cases it may not be.


KRISHNAMURTI: I am not at all sure that it does not apply to everything. I am just suggesting, sir, I am not becoming dogmatic. Now wait a minute. You said the outward and inward, the outward knowledge and the inward knowledge. Why do we divide this as outward knowledge and inward knowledge? Are they to be kept in watertight compartments, or the outward movement is only the natural movement which becomes the inner? It is like the tide that goes out and then comes in. You don’t say that it is the outward tide and the inward tide. The whole life is one movement going in and out, which we call the inner and the outer. It is one movement, isn’t it, sir—not an outward movement apart from the inward movement. Essentially, is there a difference between outward knowledge and inward knowledge? It is not the outward knowledge that conditions the inward knowledge, and it is not the inward knowledge that modifies the outward knowledge. Can we so demarcate knowledge as the outward and the inward, and can we comprehend that knowledge is always in the past, it is something in which is implied the past?


Question: Sir, what about intuition?


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


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


I have a problem, say, a problem of love, which is—I want to love universally, whatever that may mean; I want to love everybody without difference, without up and down, without color. I talk of universal love, and yet I love my wife. So, there is the universal and the particular, which becomes contradictory, not only verbally, but actually. We don’t know what universal love means, first of all, but we glibly talk about it. Don’t we? This country has been speaking everlastingly about nonviolence and preparing for war; there are class divisions and linguistic divisions. I am taking it as an example of our mind which talks about universal love and says God is love. You follow, sir? There is universal brotherhood, and I love my wife. How can I reconcile these two? That becomes a problem. How to transmute the personal, the particular, the “within-the-wall” to something which has no walls? You see, that becomes a problem. Doesn’t it? Now let us discuss that.


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


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


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


KRISHNAMURTI: You try to approximate to the standard, the ideal, the example, and as you cannot approximate yourself to it, it creates a problem. I want to be the manager, and I am a clerk, so that creates a problem. I do not know and you know, and I want to reach that state when I also can say, “I know,” so that creates a problem. Isn’t that so, sirs?


Comment: The feeling of insufficiency.


KRISHNAMURTI: Why do you make it a problem, sir? I feel an insufficiency, I feel envy, I have no capacity, I am not intelligent. I feel this emptiness in me. I see people happy and I am not. That is a very concrete example, sir. Now I feel insufficiency. And I am just asking myself why I make that into a problem. What is the quality that makes it into a problem? Do you understand, sir, what I am saying? I realize I am insufficient. Why should it become a problem, sir? I am insufficient, and I want to reach that state of mind which is sufficient. I realize through comparison, by seeing you, you have cleverness, position, money, prosperity, and I have none of these. I see that, and suddenly it has become a problem to me. You, the rich, and I, the poor—that has become a problem. I say to myself, “What has made the mind reduce this thing into a problem?” I see you beautiful and I am ugly, and the misery begins. I want to be like you—clever, beautiful, intellectual, you know all the rest of it. What has set the mechanism going? The mechanism is obviously comparison, isn’t it? I am insufficient, you are sufficient; I am ugly, you are beautiful; you are this, and I am not—a contradiction. Now what creates this comparison? Why has the mind created the problem? Because, the mind has the capacity to compare, and this comparison has been cultivated from childhood. You are not so clever as your brother, you are not so good as your uncle, you are not so beautiful as your sister, and the rest of it—so from childhood this has been dinned into us. The mind says, “I am this and I must be that,” and through comparison creates dissatisfaction. And this dissatisfaction, we say, leads to progress. This is the whole process.


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


Comment: Only an insane mind has no problem.


KRISHNAMURTI: A gentleman says that only the insane mind has no problem. The insane mind so identifies itself with something that all other things cease to exist. Psychologically when a mind identifies itself with something or says, “I am this,” such a mind excludes every other issue and confines itself to that one thing. Now obviously it has no problem. Such a mind is an insane mind. But we are also insane because we have got innumerable conclusions with which we identify, and we exclude everything else. When I say, “I am a Muslim,” or “I am a Hindu,” and I refuse to recognize any other thing, I am insane.


Now, let us go back. Why does the mind create problems? One of the factors of this creation lies in comparison. Now, can the mind by investigation, by looking, observing, understand the futility of comparison, the waste of comparison?—because comparison leads to problems. Do you follow? A mind ridden with problems is not a mind at all; it is incapable of thinking clearly. So the truth is that comparison creates problems. I am ugly, I am violent; can I look at what I am without comparison?


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


Comment: It is possible, but it is very difficult.


KRISHNAMURTI: Now what do you mean by “difficult”? You are using that word difficult because your mind is not free from comparison. When you say that it is difficult, you are thinking in terms of achievement—which means comparison. A problem is a waste of energy, and any engineer will tell you that waste is unused energy. Now, if a problem is a waste of energy, can this energy be brought to look at the problem without comparison? When I compare, it is a waste of energy. Obviously it is an escape from what I am. Now, to look at what I am, to be with the fact of what I am, requires all my energy. Doesn’t it? Have you lived with something beautiful or ugly?


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


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


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


KRISHNAMURTI: Either you are oblivious of it, or you are really caught up.


Comment: We are not caught if we are indifferent to it.


KRISHNAMURTI: As you are indifferent to the squalor, you are equally indifferent to the beauty. So, see the facts, sir. Something very interesting is coming out of this, which is the mind is dissipating its energy through problems. Obviously, the mind then through its dissipation becomes enfeebled and therefore cannot face facts. The fact is the mind is narrow, petty, stupid, and the mind cannot face that fact. And for the mind to live with what is is extraordinarily difficult, isn’t it; that requires an enormous amount of energy so that it can observe without being distorted.


Question: When you use the word insufficiency, does it not imply comparison?


KRISHNAMURTI: Sir, I am only using that word in the sense the dictionary uses it, not comparatively. I am just saying I am insufficient. Insufficiency has a comparative meaning. But when I use the word insufficient in the dictionary sense, there is no comparison. I wish we could somehow, if we are really serious, disinfect all words so that we have just the meaning of the words. To live with sufficiency or insufficiency, it requires a great deal of energy so that the fact does not distort the mind.


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


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


Please see the fact, the fact that the mind is insufficient, and live with it all day, see what happens, observe it, go into it. Let it have its way, see what happens. And when you can so live with it, there will be no insufficiency because the mind is freed from comparison.


January 11, 1961


Third Talk in New Delhi


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


Now, is action born of discontent creative action? I do not know if I am going on to what we were discussing day before yesterday. But I think it is connected with what we were discussing the other day because we are always thinking, aren’t we, in terms of the better. And is there creation in the field of the better? Is there intelligence where there is discontent? And discontent, surely, as we know it, is the incapacity to approximate totally or completely with the better, with the more.


Please, if I may point out here, this is rather a difficult thing which we are discussing. Unless we somehow give a little bit of our attention to it, it is going to be rather difficult. I feel that the mind in conflict is a most destructive mind. When a mind is in conflict and so destructive, any action springing from the mind—however erudite, however cunning, however capable of carrying out a plan, economic, social, whatever it is—is destructive. Because its very source is discontent—which is the comparative mind, which is the destructive mind—its action, whether partial, total, or whether it is capable of covering the world and all the rest of it, is destructive. And as most of us have this bug, this insect, this cancer of discontent and we are always seeking satisfaction because of this discontent—through drink, God, religion, yoga, political action, and so on—our action is surely the escape from this flame of discontent. And the more quickly we find a corner in the recesses of the mind, or in action, where we find we are more contented, there we settle down to stagnate. This happens for all of us in our everyday relationship, in our activities, and so on. If I can find a guru, a teacher, a theory, a speculation, I am out of my discontent; I am happy to find it, and I settle back. And surely such action is very superficial, isn’t it? And is it possible for the mind to see, or perceive, the truth of discontent and yet not allow itself to stagnate but discover the source of discontent? Let me put it round the other way, sirs. Comparison—the better, the more—surely breeds discontent. And we think, don’t we, that if there were no comparison, there could be no progress, there could be no understanding. Such comparison is essentially the expression of ambition. Whether the comparison is in the political, religious, or economic field, or in personal relationship, such comparison inevitably is based on ambition. The man wanting to become the manager, the minister wanting to become the prime minister, and the prime minister saying, “Everything is all right; I am in the right place; you don’t be ambitious”—the whole of that process, surely, is the result of comparison to better the “I am” and “We are.” When the mind is ambitious, surely, such a mind is incapable of love. Ambition is a self-centered action. Though it may talk in terms of peace and world welfare, God, truth, this or that, it is surely the self-centered movement expressing itself through comparison, ambition. Such a mind is incapable of love. That is one thing. And can the mind see the truth of all this? A mind which is concerned with itself, with its own advancement, with its own expression through fulfillment, economic, social, and all the rest of it—such a mind is incapable of affection, of love. And therefore it must inevitably create a world in which comparison, the hierarchical values of comparative existence is continued. So conflict is a continuous inevitability, and as far as one can see it, it is very destructive. Now we see all this as factual, as actual fact, in our daily life. And can the mind cease to think comparatively and therefore eliminate conflict—which does not mean stagnate in the thing which is?


What I am trying to say is: Can the mind cease to be in a state of conflict? And is conflict, which indicates self-contradiction, inevitable? You see that awakens an extraordinary question, which is: Is creation—I mean not printing, building, writing a poem, that is only an expression of the state of the mind; I am not talking of the expression but of that state of creativeness—is that state of being in creation the result of conflict? And truth, God, and whatever one likes to name that—that thing which human beings have been seeking century upon century—is that to be perceived, known, experienced, through conflict? Then why are we in conflict? And is it possible for the mind to be totally free of conflict, which means having no problems? But there are problems in the world, and a mind free of conflict will meet with those problems and cut through them like a knife through butter, like a sharp knife that cuts through without leaving any traces on the knife.


Now I do not know if you think along these lines or if you think differently. After all, sir, the individual as well as the collective, the unit as well as the community, the one as well as the society, is concerned, isn’t it, really with a mind that is not in conflict, that is really a peaceful mind—not the politician’s peace, not the communist’s peace, not the Catholic’s peace, but in the sense of a good, first-class mind, capable of reasoning, analysis, and also capable of perceiving directly and immediately. Can such a mind exist?


If the mind is in a state of comparison, it creates problems and is everlastingly caught in them, and therefore it is never free. Sir, from childhood we have been brought up to compare—the Greek architecture, the Egyptian, the modern—to compare with the leader, ‘the better, the more cultured, the more cunning; to be the perfect example; to follow the Master; to compare, compare, compare, and therefore to compete. Where there is comparison, there must be contradiction obviously—which means ambition. Those three are linked together inevitably. Comparison comes with competition, and competition is essentially ambition. Is there a direct perception, is it possible to see something true immediately when the mind is caught up in this vortex of comparison, conflict, competition, and ambition? And yet you know the communist society as well as the capitalist society, and every society is based on this competition. The more, the more, the more, the better—the world is caught up in it, and every individual is in it. We say that if we have no ambition, if we have no goal, if we have no aim, we are just decaying. Sirs, this is so deeply rooted in our minds, in our hearts—this thing to achieve, to arrive, to be. And if you take that away, shall I stagnate? I will stagnate if it is forcibly taken away from me; if through any form of influence I cease to compete, I stagnate. But can I understand this process of comparative, competitive, ambitious existence, and through understanding and seeing the fact of it, be free of it? This is a very complex problem. It is not a matter of just agreement or disagreement. Can the mind be in a state in which all sense of influence has ceased?


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


But aren’t we, all of us, unconsciously or perhaps even consciously, the slaves of such subliminal propaganda? After all, all tradition is that. A man who lives in tradition repeats whatever he has been told—which most of us do, either in platitudes or in certain forms of expansive modern words. We are slaves to that tradition, not only as custom, habit, but also as the word. I do not know if this interests you. Because, all this surely is implied when the mind begins to go into it to see if it can free itself from this comparative existence.


The world is in chaos. There is no question about it. From the communist point of view, it is in a mess. Some say you must have better leaders, bigger, wiser, more capable leaders. Others say you must go back to religion, obviously implying you must go back to your tradition, follow this and follow that, or create a plan which you must follow. You know what is happening in the world.


Looking at all this, is it a matter of leadership, is it a matter of better planning or creating a world according to a certain pattern, whether the left or the right—which means the pattern is much more important, the formula is much more important than the human being who will fit into the pattern? That is what most politicians, most leaders, most theoreticians, and the rest of them are concerned with. They create the plan and fit the human being into that plan. Is that the issue at all? At one level, obviously, that is the issue. But is that the fundamental issue, or is it that creativity in the immense sense of that word has completely stopped, and how is one to bring the human mind to that state of creativity?—not how to control the human mind and shape it according to a certain pattern as the Catholics and everybody else are doing in the world.


What are the things that hold the mind? The psychoanalysts have tried to unloosen the mind by analysis. But they have not succeeded. And I am not at all sure that any outward agency, as religion, as a guru, as a book, as a theorist, and so on and so on, can ever unloosen the blockages of the mind. Or is it really only possible through self-knowing from moment to moment? You understand? That means an awareness without the burden of previous knowledge which interprets what is being experienced. But, what is the state of the mind which is experiencing? I see a beautiful thing, a tree, a building, the sky, a human being lovely with a smile, with a job, and all the rest of it. I see it; the very perception of that is the state of experiencing.


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


Sir, we are aware consciously that we are in conflict, and that conflict arises out of self-contradiction. Now, there is a state of self-contradiction. How do we eradicate it? By analysis, going into it, analyzing step by step, and saying these are the causes of contradiction and these are the blocks? Ambition, obviously, is the result of self-contradiction. You don’t live with the fact.


Sir, how do you live with a fact? The fact that I have ideals is one thing, and the fact that I realize that having ideals is the most stupid escape from the fact of what is is another thing. They are two stages. Now, I can reject ideals because I see the falseness of ideals. I see the falseness of an ideal; it has no value, so I brush it aside. But there is the fact that I am violent, that I am this and that. The fact is that, and can I live with the fact? And what is implied in living with something? Sir, I may live in a street full of noise, dirt, squalor. Is that living with it? I don’t smell any more the filth, I don’t see any more the dirt in the street because I get used to it by living in that street.


Getting used to something is one way of living—which is: The mind has become blunt, dull, which means the thing which is dirty, squalid, ugly, has perverted the mind, made the mind insensitive. There is something extraordinarily beautiful—the picture, the sunset, the face, the field, the trees, the river, a light on the river—I see these every day and these also I get used to. The marvelous mountains—I get used to them. And the mind has become insensitive to both, the ugly and the beautiful. That is one way of living.


Now, what does living with something mean? Obviously, to live with ugliness implies my mind must be much more sensitive, much more energetic, full of energy in order not to be perverted by the ugliness; and similarly, my mind must be astonishingly alive in order to live with something extraordinarily beautiful. Both should demand an intensity of energy, an intensity of perception, so that there is no question of getting used to it. Not getting used to it—that is what is implied in living with something.


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


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


Comment: But being conscious of all this, I get a feeling of being unhappy.


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


What do you mean by ambition? I am using the word ambition in the dictionary sense, which means an intense desire, the fulfillment of that desire. That is, I want to be the manager, I want to be the minister, I want to be on the top of the heap, I want to be something intensively. To see the absurdity of such a thing and at the same time talk about love and peace and goodness is utter nonsense. When I have seen that is ambition, I am out of it, I won’t be ambitious; at least I won’t talk about peace, love, and goodness.


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


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


Some days ago, perhaps last year, some of my friends asked me to sit in front in a car, and several people were sitting behind in the car. And as we were driving along, they were talking about awareness, the complications of awareness, what was meant by awareness, and the chauffeur who was driving the car ran over a poor goat and broke its leg. And the gentleman sitting in the car was still discussing awareness; he never noticed that the poor goat had been run over; he was not concerned about anything but intellectually discussing awareness.


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


Comment: There is the will to live. If my mind were to know that it is dull, it wouldn’t be able to live.


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


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


Have you been aware of the fact of what you are? We are slaves to words—the word soul, the word communist, the word congress, the words this and that. Are you aware of this fact that you are slaves to words? For instance, you don’t go into why you are used to the word leadership. Why? Because, you belong to a party, socialist, communist, congress, or something else. They have their leaders, and you accept them; it is the tradition, and you also see if you don’t want to accept the same, you may lose your job. Therefore fear blocks you from looking. So you accept it as it is advantageous, it is profitable, it is less disturbing, so you live in the world of words and are slaves to words. So, the word God means very little to all of you. Does it really mean anything? We might spell it the other way and be slaves to that word dog as the altruists are. But, sir, can the mind break through all this slavery to words?


As long as the mind is seeking security through words, it is going to be dull. I don’t mean that the mind must be very clever, read lots of books, and all the latest books and the enormous and the latest criticism—I am not talking about that sort of superficial cleverness. I am talking of perceiving the mind as it is.


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


Comment: There is a distinction between rational ambition and irrational ambition. For example, I try to improve my work, that is a rational ambition; and if I want to become the prime minister, that is irrational ambition.


KRISHNAMURTI: Sirs, a gentleman says, “There is rational ambition and there is irrational ambition; when I try to become the prime minister—a post which is already occupied—it is irrational ambition, and it is rational ambition when I try to improve my job.”


Comment: He means personal efficiency. That is all.


KRISHNAMURTI: Personal efficiency? Can an ambitious mind ever be efficient? Have you noticed a child completely absorbed in a toy? Would you call that child efficient? You don’t call it efficient because the toy to him is something amazing; he is completely in it. There is no incentive, there is no trying to become better, trying to become something else.


Question: This is play. If I have no ambition, if I don’t want to work for my children, why should I improve?


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


Comment: But we have no choice because of circumstances.


KRISHNAMURTI: Sir, each of us is a slave to circumstances, and we hold to them. Can’t we realize to what extent one is a slave to circumstances and limit it, cut it and be free of it, instead of saying, “I am a slave to circumstances”? Limit it to bodily needs and get on with it. We are not asking ourselves first why the mind is made dull.


Sir, we began this morning asking ourselves if we can understand this whole process of competition, conflict, and ambition and this attitude of the mind to accept leadership, to follow. This is what we are used to. You are sitting there, I am sitting here; you are listening to me with an attitude, with an idea, and you say, “Let me listen.” So there is this conflict which inevitably results in dulling the mind. Obviously, sir, all conflicts destroy the mind. Now, is it possible to see the process of this conflict? And the very perception of this conflict—perceiving, seeing the very source of this conflict, not what you should do about it—the very perception has its own action. Now, do we see that? That is all that I am asking. What is the good of saying, “It is inevitable. What will happen if I don’t compete in the society which is competitive, which is ambitious, which is authoritative? What will happen to me?”—that is not the problem. You will answer it later. But can we see the fact that a mind which is in conflict is the most destructive mind, and whatever it wants to do, any activity, however reformative, has in it the seed of destruction.


Do I see it as I see a cobra, that it is poisonous? That is the crux of the whole matter. And if I see it, I do not have to do a thing about it; it has its own action. Look, sir. You know, the saints, the leaders, and all the swamis and the yogis talk about building character, doing the right thing, living a right life, and they talk a great deal about what they do in the West, about sin. Now, is there sin when there is love? And when there is love, is there not character? Let love do what it will; it is always right. When there is love, what it does is right; and if it doesn’t do anything, it is right. So why discuss everything else—how to build character, what should you do, and what should you not do, and how can we find it? Surely, sir, to uncover the source of love, the mind must be extraordinarily free from conflict. To look at the heavens, sir, your mind must be clear, mustn’t it? It cannot be engrossed in your office, in your wife, in jour children, in your security; it must look, mustn’t it? So, can the mind be free from conflict, which means competition and all the rest of it?


Sir, how do you see things? Do you see things at all? Sir, do you see me and do I see you—see visually—or between you and me are there several layers of verbal explanations and curtains, opinions, and conclusions? You understand what I am saying? Do you see me, or do you see your verbal explanations about me? When you see a minister, do you see the man or the minister? What, sirs?


Comment: We usually see the minister and rarely the man.


KRISHNAMURTI: SO, you never see the fact at all, you see the label and not the contents. You are slaves to words, slaves to labels. You don’t say, “Let me look at that man and not that label, not the socialist, the congress, the communist, the capitalist, but look at the man”—which indicates that we are slaves to words. Sir, haven’t you noticed with what respect we greet a big man, a big noise? What does that mean? Surely, all this is part of self-knowing. The very knowing is going to create its own action.


January 13, 1961


Fourth Talk in New Delhi


The last few times that we met here, we have been considering what it is to be intelligent, not merely at the functionary level, but right through one’s whole being. And we were, I think, day before yesterday considering efficiency and competition, whether a competing mind, a mind that is ambitious, is really an intelligent mind. A mind that is comparing and in comparison is said to be progressing, achieving, arriving—is such a mind essentially an intelligent mind? You know, words are as a rider to understanding; words are meant to convey a certain significance, to open the door to further comprehension. But if we merely use words and are slaves to words, it seems to me, it is incredibly difficult with a group of people which is constantly changing, to pursue a particular line of thought completely and wholly because there are newcomers all the time, and it is rather difficult to maintain a certain verbal comprehension at a certain level at the same time. And we were discussing, considering, whether the mind could be free of this idea of comparison. And from that, the question arose as to efficiency in action: whether a mind which has comprehended the fullness, the deep significance of competition, achievement, arriving—whether such a mind can act at all efficiently. I think it might be worthwhile if we could this morning consider what is action.


I wonder what we consider is action. At what level does action cease and contemplation begin, or is there no such division as contemplation and action? I am not using the word contemplation in any ascetic or Christian sense of that word, but in the sense: to contemplate, to think, to fathom out things, to delve into the deep recesses of one’s own mind, to meditate, is there a difference between action and contemplation in that sense? But for most of us, action means doing, a physical action, doesn’t it? For most of us, going to the office, writing, playing, doing something, cooking, bathing, talking, and so on, the doing is the action. And so we have a philosophy of action.


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


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


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


And reaction is not obviously total action. I seek God, or truth, or something else, because I am afraid of life, and I pursue a pattern of views, denials, in order to achieve a result; such activities are obviously reactions which bring about, breed contradiction. And being in a state of contradiction, any action from that contradiction creates further contradictions, and therefore there is general reaction and not action. Sir, if you really go into it, it is very interesting to find out for oneself if the mind can be in a state of action without reaction. Because reaction involves the pattern of authority—whether it is the authority of the Catholic, the authority of the communist, the authority of the priest, or the authority which the reaction has brought about, an experience which becomes the knowledge from which there is action. I do not know if you are following all this. So, the mind has to understand what is action, not according to the Gita, not according to the various divisions which the human mind has broken action into—such as the political action, the religious action, the contemplative action, the individual action, the collective action—which, to me, are all reactions; communism is the reaction to capitalism, and Marxism is the reaction to all the 18th century or the 19th century conditions.


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


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


So, the understanding of the contradictions within oneself—not merely those at the conscious level, at the verbal, intellectual level, but also the deep contradictions within oneself—may perhaps reveal the reaction and its processes; and in understanding them, perhaps we shall be able to come upon that action which is not the outcome of influence, I do not know if this thing interests you at all.


A man says, “I am going to lead a religious life, I am going to lead a life of silence, a life of contemplation; I am not a businessman, I am not a shoddy-level politician, I am not interested in socialism, so I don’t like any of these things as they don’t appeal to me; I am going to withdraw and lead a contemplative life.” Is such a mind an intelligent mind, which divides life as the contemplative, silent life and the business life and the political life and the religious life, and can it live? Whether I do go to the office or I don’t go to the office, life is action, living is action. And is it possible to live so totally that there is no division? This means really there is only the active present of action, which is the acting—not the acting according to a pattern, not the doing according to something, but doing, living, acting—always in the present. Sirs, can we discuss this?


Sir, as one sees, tyranny is growing more and more in the world. Whether it is the tyranny of the fascist or the tyranny of the communist, or the tyranny of the church or of the politician, tyranny is extending, expanding. And one can only battle it not as a reaction, but by living a life which is not a reaction, which is a thing which is real, which is uninfluenced, which is complete, which is not conditioned. The fascists and the communists are the same because both are tyrannical, as the church is. One has to see this and not act in reaction to it, and the very seeing of it is action.


To put the question differently, sirs, the active present of doing—acting not with an end in view, not with a goal to achieve, not to conform to the pattern established either by society or by yourself for yourself through your own reactions—has got immense importance. You say that unless one belongs to a group, to a political party, to a particular organization, or to various sects, action effective in society is not possible; that if you want to do something to alter society, you must create an organization or join a group of people who want to do the same thing.


Such a group is a reactionary group, and so the reform is a continuous process of bringing about the seed of deterioration.


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


Question: Is there not such a thing as purposeless action, action without a purpose?


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


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


KRISHNAMURTI: So, to you, event is different from action. An action has a purpose towards something, and an event is an immediate incident. This is all hairsplitting. Don’t do it.


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


Comment: It seems to me that when I look at a flower, I have no purpose, and this is an action. When I hear a bird singing, that bird-song somehow affects me, and I have real joy in hearing that; this is an action, but without purpose.


KRISHNAMURTI: Yes sir. But there is poverty in this country, starvation, squalor, and all the rest of it. That has to be altered, it has to be wiped out; and you and I, being part of the society, we say, “What shall I do about it?” What you said about the flower is one thing, and the other thing is, “What am I to do about this?” And seeing that, I say, “I will join that group, or that party that will help to wipe this out.” This is a purposive action also. Isn’t it? Now I am just asking myself—I am sure you are doing the same—whether action needs a purpose. I am living rightly, and therefore the very act of living is right action. It seems to me that we are substituting purpose for living, and that from living there is an action which is not purposive in the ordinary sense of the word.


Sir, let us take another question, which is: Has love a purpose? And is not the very fact of loving, in itself, the righteous, the good, the complete action in the world, and in the world of thought and ideas and of flowers and everything else? Sir, this is not a matter of intellectual agreement with me. We are trying to understand whether an action with a purpose, or a purposive action, is the right way out of all this mess and difficulty. Or, is there a different way, a different approach, a different thing altogether? You follow, sir? I can live purposively, according to the Gita or the Koran or some other book, but that is not living at all; it is conforming, it is a reactionary process. Or, I can establish a righteous purpose, seeing the immediate purpose—which is Tibetans starving and poverty in India—and act on that immediacy. But always there is the act of doing. There is an entity as the thinker, the doer who is doing, and hence there is a gap; he is everlastingly trying to bridge over between the idea and the action. Now, can I wipe out all that, the whole thing, and look at action entirely differently? Then the very living is acting, which does not need any purpose, which does not have an end. Living has no end. It is only a dead being who says, “My end is there.” So, if I can so live, why do I want a purpose? But the living is the thing, which is not a reaction.


Question: I see a boy drowning and I rescue him. Is that action a purposive action?


KRISHNAMURTI: Sir, don’t please take a concrete example and draw conclusions from that example, whether an action such as rescuing a boy or somebody drowning is spontaneous or true. What we are trying to find out is: How to live? And the “how” is not a pattern. This is a question to comprehend a way of living which is not a reaction, which has no end in view—a living that is so complete, so total, that the very living is the action both outward and inner.


The fact is my life is in a state of contradiction. That obviously is a fact, and from that fact there are reactions which, in fulfilling those reactions, create further reactions and further misery. And I say that the pursuit of such fulfillment politically, religiously, economically in the present is most destructive. Now, if those are facts, my concern is with the understanding of self-contradiction within and without—which is society as well as within—which is a unitary process and not a separative process; and then in understanding this contradictory process, outward and within, the mind inevitably comes to this question of action without seeking a purpose, action which is not stimulated by a purpose.


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


Look, sir, I want to live a life which is not contradictory. I see that everything around me—politically, religiously, traditionally, my education, my relationship, everything I do—is contaminated with this contradiction, tarred with this ugliness; and such contradiction is a sin, pain, is a thing that the mind says it must go beyond. First I have become aware of this contradiction within as well as in society, and seeing the brutality of contradiction, the question arises: Is it possible to go beyond it, not theoretically and verbally, but actually? When the mind puts that question to itself, it must inevitably come upon action; it cannot just theoretically say it is out of contradiction. Contradiction is an action in living. So then the mind asks itself: Is it possible to live—which is action itself—such that there is no purpose? Purpose is so silly in living. It is a small mind that is always asking for the goal of life, for the purpose of life.


So, sir, if you could understand this, if the mind could understand this sense of living which is action, then there would be no division between the political, religious, contemplative action and life. There is not a life according to the Gita, or according to the Bible, or the Christ or the Buddha, but there is living.


Question: I want to lead a life without contradiction. Does that become a purpose?


KRISHNAMURTI: If you want to lead a life without contradiction and that becomes a purpose, then you will never lead a life without contradiction. Sir, I am not being personal. Are you aware of a state of contradiction in your life? Are you not ambitious? A mind which is in a state of ambition is in a state of contradiction, obviously. I am just asking: Are you actually, apart from the verbal expression, aware that your life is in a state of contradiction? I am violent and nonviolent; that is contradiction, isn’t it? Am I aware of this? Do I know that I live like that? Or living that way, do I say it is inevitable, rationalize it, and cover it up? What do I do, sir?


Sir, the society and the leaders of society who try to guide the society which they represent, politically or religiously, are in a state of contradiction, isn’t it so? Yet, these people talk about peace. How can a mind which is in conflict ever have peace and talk about peace, or try to organize peace?


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


KRISHNAMURTI: The mind which is violent tries to be nonviolent. What does it mean? Is that possible? You have not tried it, you have been talking about nonviolence. Have you tried to become nonviolent? What is the thing which is more important—to understand what is, or to see what is and try to make what is into “what it is not”?


Comment: A person who is trying to be nonviolent may succeed ultimately.


Question: Sir, do you advocate spontaneous love?


KRISHNAMURTI: Sir, if you don’t mind, I may put it differently. I don’t know what love is, what it is to love, what it is to have humility. Can I know what love is by trying to love? Can I have humility, the quality of being humble, by trying to be humble?


Comment: Behind all this there is a certain pressure.


KRISHNAMURTI: This is your problem. A mind that is completely empty cannot be pushed around; it has no pressure behind it, to use that gentleman’s word. And most of our minds have pressure which creates contradictions—pressure being desire. Can the pressures be removed, not as a reactionary process? Or can the mind perceive these pressures and be free of them? Put it anyway you like, the very perception of these pressures is the releasing of the mind from the pressures. That is the real issue, isn’t it? What we are talking about is that action through pressure is a reaction, whether the pressure be good, noble or ignoble, it is still reaction, and such a reaction must create more confusion, misery. Seeing all this, the mind asks itself whether it is possible for it to exist without these pressures and what the action is that flows when there is no pressure.


Sir, you have heard all this for an hour and a half. What does it mean to you, not verbally as agreement or disagreement, but in fact? If you happen to hear something true, it does something to you. We know unfortunately that our life is miserable, contradictory, and very superficial. When we leave this room, are we going to continue in the same way? I am not trying to say you should or you should not. That is up to you.


January 15, 1961


Fifth Talk in New Delhi


We were discussing on Sunday morning what it is to act, what are the implications of action, what are reactions, and how far one can differentiate between reaction and action which is not merely the outcome of a response. I think we made it sufficiently clear that there is a vast difference, not only in quality, but in dimension, between action and reaction. For most of us, activity is reaction, and to be able to discern reaction at depth requires, does it not, a great deal of understanding of oneself. And I do not know how far each one of us has gone within himself to find out for oneself whether most of our activities—religious, political, family—and the relationship between us and society and between society and us are not based on reaction. And reaction, as we discussed, is the outcome of contradiction. And in the process of understanding the self-contradiction, there is, if one has gone into it sufficiently deeply, an action which is totally divorced from reaction. The greater the tension in self-contradiction, the greater the activity, the greater the response of that action, of that reaction.


You know there is a tension when a human being is contradicting, consciously or unconsciously, not only within himself, but between himself and society. When there is a contradiction, there is a tension; and the more violent the contradiction, the greater is the tension. And of course the ultimate tension is the asylum. But for most of us this contradiction does breed a certain tension. And from this tension, there is an action, there are activities. I think there is a well-known case about which an analyst has been talking to us. A good and well-known writer, who was in revolt, was analyzed. He wrote from a great deal of tension, a sense of contradiction within himself, with society, and with all the things that society stood for; and the feeling that he was in revolt was a reaction; and out of this reaction which created a great deal of tension, he wrote. And when he was analyzed, this tension was taken away, and he could not write at all afterwards. With most of us, this tension does exist in a mild form, but the greater the tension, the greater will be the emotional response to society as a reaction. And as most of us are casually, superficially aware of our contradictions, our tension is very mediocre, very small, superficial; and therefore our activities are superficial, and we lead a very mediocre life, though we are aware of our tensions. I do not know if you have not noticed all this within yourselves.


And is there an action which is devoid of this reaction? I think we should approach it negatively. I mean negative not in the sense of the opposite of the positive. Obviously action which is divorced from reaction cannot be cultivated because all that I know is reaction. Isn’t it? You flatter me, I feel very alive; you insult me, I feel low. I am ambitious, I want to climb, and I am frustrated and I feel miserable. So there is the reaction. And if in myself there is contradiction without understanding the quality, the whole process of this contradiction within myself, merely to cultivate or to think about the action which is devoid of reaction is another form of reaction. Therefore we must approach the question of action which is extraordinarily positive, only negatively. I do not know if I am making myself clear on the point. To see something very clearly, one must have no blocks; there must be no hindrances. If I want to see very clearly this tree with all the beauty, with all the outlines—the trunk, the extraordinary grace, the strength and the movement of the tree—what do I do? I cannot see it very clearly if I am myopic, if I am thinking about something else, if I am worried, if I am distracted. I must give my whole attention, and I cannot give my whole attention to it if I am thinking of other things, if other things are worrying me. Therefore, to perceive, to see anything in life, the perception must be negative and not positive. The mind must cease to worry, the mind must put away its own problems—its myopic, shortsighted, limited view—and be negative; then only can it see what is. The quality of action is dynamic, not theoretical. I have a horror of theories because they have no meaning; a theory is merely conforming to an idea or creating an idea according to which you are going to live—which are all reactions.


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


So, we are going to examine and discuss the blockages, the hindrances, the limitations that create a tension, a contradiction from which there are activities which are what we call positive and negative. So, one of the fundamental hindrances to this action without response is the urge and the demand for power. Power is essentially the urge of a mind which is in a state of contradiction within itself and tries to cover it up by achieving success.


Sir, this is a very difficult subject, and one has to go very deeply into oneself to understand this. We all want power, power which comes through money, through position, through success, through some capacity which is recognized by society, and that recognition gives us a position of prestige. That is what we all want, the religious people as well as the nonreligious, the materialistic people as well as the scientist; every human being demands this recognition by society as an important person, as being a VIP, a big man. And this urge for power is really evil, if one may use that word evil—I am using that word in the dictionary sense without any condemnatory meaning behind it. But once one admits that to oneself or sees the truth of it, it becomes extremely difficult to fit into society. The power to do good, the power to alter human lives, the power of the husband over the wife, the power of the wife over the husband, the power of a leader, the power which the follower creates in the leader—all power breeds this sense of domination in the leader because there is no leader without a follower. If I don’t follow, I have no leader. But we want to follow. We want to be told, we want to be urged, coerced, influenced, urged to do the right thing. And so there is power, whether it is the tyrannical power of a dictator or the democratic power of a prime minister. The prime minister has got immense power through our poverty, and the so-called saint—through austerity, through denial, through control—feels in himself tremendously self-centered power. I am sure you have felt all this—the moment you have a certain capacity, that capacity gives you an immense power; if you can do some thing very well, you are already on the top of the world. All such forms of power are essentially and basically evil. One has to see that for oneself and to observe that for oneself, not merely intellectually, verbally, but inwardly, and to eschew that because one understands it. Doesn’t a man who has power direct, guide, change, move? Such a man we call a creative man, a good man; we say he is creating a new society, a new way of looking at life, a new public—you know the whole business of the political world. And then there is the vast field of power through religions. So, one has really to grasp that, understand it, not say, “Power is evil, and tell me how to get away from it,” because there is no getting away from it. You have to understand it, you have to see it, and you have to have it in your blood; then you move away from it. And in the moving away from power, there comes the action which is divorced from reaction. I hope I am making myself clear.


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


Most of us are envious, and envy is a tremendous hindrance to that action. You may say, “How can I live in this world without envy?” You know envy. A man who is envious, who is perpetually seeking power, has no humility.


And another thing that blocks us is the sense of conformity—conformity being limitation, conformity to an example, conformity brought about through influence, a good influence, any influence, pressure. Can the mind understand this sense of conformity and free itself from that conformity? You know, sir, this is one of the most difficult things to do, if you have tried to understand conformity and whether the mind can ever be free from conformity. Because, after all, the leaders, political or religious, are all after shaping the mind of a human being according to their patterns. And can a mind which is the result of the conformity of centuries be free from conformity? I am talking of the mind, not just the superficial mind that is educated to learn a certain technique, but also the mind that has accepted tradition, that lives in tradition, that functions in tradition, that quotes, that repeats, that everlastingly cultivates good habits and calls it virtue following the pattern of tradition. All such limitations, acceptances, or denials are reactions of these things that we have accepted. Can the mind understand these things, and mustn’t the mind be free from the sense of conformity which breeds authority? Mustn’t the mind be free from this limitation?


Sir, I can go on talking, you can go on listening. But you see our lives are so twisted with fear, so warped, corrupt, corrupted by fear, conscious or unconscious. And it seems to me that a mind that understands the nature of this destructive thing called fear must go into this question of conformity with its authority, with its sanctions, with its limitations, acceptances. And can the mind understand conformity, unravel it? Not how not to conform because that has no meaning, because the moment you say “how,” you have another pattern, and you become a slave to that pattern. But if we could unravel the way of conformity, then you would come to see that there is the verbal conformity—because I am speaking English and you also speak English, there is the possibility of communication between us, which is a conformity. There is also the conformity to put on a shirt, a coat, the conformity of certain accepted codes of conduct, such as keeping to the right side of the road or left side of the road and so on.


Now, when you go beyond those, is not all thinking, the patterns of thinking, a form of conformity, a form of imitation, projected by memory? Do you understand, sir? Our thinking is the response of memory, memory-association, and that memory-association is the pattern of conformity, like the electronic brains which function at astonishing speed, with such astonishing clarity, precision; memory, when it is very clear, sharp, alive, functions mechanically, which we call thinking. And is not that thinking a process of conformity? Please don’t accept this because you have to see this for yourself; there is no acceptance or denial in all this. Whatever you call God, truth, that immense thing, immeasurable thing, cannot be measured by the mind which is shaped and held and put in the framework of conformity to ideas, to impressions, to memories, to influence, to tradition. Can the mind go beyond all this, or is the mind not capable of it but can only function within the framework of the pattern of conformity? It may be a bigger pattern or a smaller pattern, a more peaceful pattern, more good, more sociable, more amenable, more affectionate, but it is still within the pattern of conformity—conformity as idea, conformity as thought. If it cannot go beyond and if you say that is not possible, then we take root in the prison and make the prison more beautiful; then man can never be free. I think most of us accept that theory, though we all say we are this or we are that. And a mind that has gone into itself, delved into it—in the sense of meditation—will find out the limitations of conformity, without being told how to conform or not to conform.


So, when the mind understands, perceives, sees this imitative, conforming process, will not that very perception of conformity free the mind so as to be active without reaction? You see, sir, from that arises another question. I am not talking, I am observing the whole thing, experiencing the whole thing as we go along. There is another thing involved in this, which is maturity. Maturity, for most of us, is growing from boyhood to middle age and then to old age physically. Mentally we are not mature. A mature mind is not a mind which is in a state of contradiction. A mature mind is not a mind that is in a tension of that contradiction. A mature mind is not a mind that merely conforms through the urge or the demand for power, position, prestige. I feel a mature mind is that mind which comprehends all this—power, imitation, the evilness of power, the corruption of conformity through ambition, competition, the conformity to a pattern whether established by society or by the mind itself through its own experience. A mind which is held in all these patterns of activities is an immature mind and therefore a mediocre mind.


So, can a mind, seeing all this, go beyond it? That is the question. So, let us discuss this. What is the function of a talk like this? Is it not that you and I, though I am talking, should not only hear but experience these things in living? This, a talk should do. When you leave, you cannot be what you were when you came in. You have to discover what you are and break through; the very perception is the breaking through; you don’t have to break through.


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


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


Comment: Not caring for the results.


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


Comment: Attachment is normal. It is instinct. And detachment is something you have to arrive at, a positive act.


KRISHNAMURTI: You say that attachment is natural, and detachment is something to arrive at through discipline. Now, is attachment natural? Have you seen the little puppies on the roadside, sir? The mother feeds them for about 4 to 6 weeks, and afterwards they are detached from the mother. This is true of birds and animals. They don’t squeal about detachment. They don’t practice attachment.


Comment: That is a biological process and this is an intellectual process.


KRISHNAMURTI: Oh, that is a biological process! Again, a mother is attached to a baby, why? It is a biological process. No? You are attached to your children; is it a biological process? Now, why are you attached? Please don’t say that we must tie attached or that we must not be attached. I am asking why we are attached; examine that first. Is it natural, biological, to be attached? Why are you attached? That is good enough, begin with that.


Comment: One should not be attached as soon as the children can stand on their own legs.


KRISHNAMURTI: What do you mean by “should not”? The fact is that we are attached. Why are you attached? We have to examine that first. But before we understand why we are attached, we want to detach. Sir, why are you attached? Why am I attached to this house? I feel secure in having a job, in being a big man, in being a big noise; and I say, “This is my house, my wife, my child—my, my, my.” Now what is behind that? You know you are attached to your wife and children. Why are you attached? Sir, the psychological reason is insufficiency, fear, moodiness, loneliness; all these things compel me unconsciously or consciously to identify myself with this house, with a job, with a position of importance, never something below me, but always up, never with a cheap thing, but always with the prime minister, never with a man, but with God. So this process of identification creates attachment, obviously, doesn’t it? Look how difficult it is to break down the idea to which you are so attached, the idea of Christ, the idea of somebody else, and the idea which one has created for oneself! You are attached to these ideas, and then you ask, “How am I to be detached?” If I know how, for what reasons, why I am attached, then my concern is not detachment but the understanding of attachment, and from there, there is no problem. I am attached—which means all the pain, all the misery, the confusion, the contradiction, the frustration, fears—I like that, and I say, “Yes, I like this and I live it.” But without understanding this, if I talk about detachment, it has no meaning, it is just a pastime.


Do you know, do you feel, that you are seeking power, that your mind is conforming? Do you know that you are mediocre? Do you know it, feel it? Or are you afraid to face the fact that you are dull, mediocre? Sir, mustn’t I recognize what I am before I do anything else? How can I undertake the job of a minister or a captain or a general or an admiral if I do not know the job? I must have the capacity, I must first see what I am, and not react. I must recognize the fact first, mustn’t I?


Let us take a very simple thing. Sir, do I recognize that I am insensitive, dull, mediocre? If I don’t recognize it, I am pretending, am I not? But in actuality, I cannot pretend; if I have got cancer, I cannot pretend that I have no cancer. And if I can recognize that I am dull, then a different action takes place. Either I become terribly depressed because I say, “I must be clever like that man,” and I begin to discover that I am comparing and that the very dullness comes about through comparison. Or, when I recognize that I am dull, insensitive, then I am not insensitive, I am not dull. But the man who pretends that he is never dull—he is the most stupid man.


Have you, has the mind watched itself thinking, sir? We are not merely concerned with the movement of thought, with the nature of thinking, but what to think and what not to think. We do not watch the river flowing by, we do not see the boat or the little buoy on the river; but we say, “Now, can I use that water for hydroelectricity or take it to my garden or this or that?” We don’t move with the thought. Now, we are thinking not in terms of how to change thinking, or to change the content of thinking, but about the very nature of thinking. You understand, sir? Now, to find out the nature of thinking, one has to follow it, not say, “I must change, I must not change”—which is to be aware of the movement of thinking. Sir, have you ever tried for a given period of time, say ten minutes, to put down precisely what you think? Please try this: just to put down on paper for ten minutes every thought. Try it, sir; then what happens? First you find your thought is moving very rapidly; then by writing down, your thought becomes slower. Doesn’t it? But if you say that you cannot do it because the thought is too rapid or that it is difficult, it is finished. But if you say, “I am going to write down for ten minutes this morning every thought, whatever the thought may be—good, bad, vulgar, successful, nonsuccessful,” and if you write it down, you will see that the mind, in the very process of putting it down, becomes slower. If you put it down as an exercise that you are doing, then there is a restriction, then there is an effort, then it is like putting on the brake of a car which you want to slow down. You may succeed, you may fail, but just do it for the fun of it, and then you begin to discover that the mind can be astonishingly slow, precise, and that the mind that is slow can be made tremendously fast.


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


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


KRISHNAMURTI: First of all, sir, is the present society in which we live in such good order, beautifully arranged, everything functioning beautifully? Is there not chaos in India, in the world? What do you mean by nonconformity and conformity? Sir, even the most ascetic man in power conforms when occasion, death or marriage, arises; though he says, “I don’t conform,” he conforms. Doesn’t he? You see this everywhere. Ceremonies have no meaning, surely. Yet you people do ceremonies. Don’t you, sir, in some form or other? You do ceremonies that have no meaning, and yet you are all professors and intellectuals, you call yourselves modern. This is an obvious contradiction, isn’t it? We are totally unconscious, carrying on in what you call the modern way and living in an ancient world—which is a contradiction. You follow, sir? Don’t bring them to clash, avoid the clash, that is all; one part of the mind says, “Let me carry on in the traditional way,” and the other part of the mind says, “I will drive a car.” You don’t ever allow the two to meet. So, in order to avoid that conflict, we keep them apart—that is all what we are doing. And then in the middle of all this mess and confusion, we talk about God.


Comment: Sir, conformity is essential to some extent.


KRISHNAMURTI: Yes, sir. I conform by keeping to the right side of the road, I conform by buying the postage stamp, I conform by putting on cloth, I conform to certain activities which society demands—buying, taxes, and all the rest of it. Now, does conformity of such a kind interfere with the state of the mind which says, “I must find out what it is to live without conformity”?


Question: May I know the technique for comprehension?


KRISHNAMURTI: Sir, do you mean to say that you learn something through a technique? You know the jet? I do not know anything about the jet. I know a little about the piston engines because I have taken them out and put them together. I do not know anything about the jet. I want to learn and to know all about it. Do I have a method by which to learn? Do stick to this one point, sir. Do I have a method to learn, or do I go to somebody who teaches me, points out various parts of the jet machine, and I listen and learn? There is no technique to learning. Sir, to learn something, the mind mustn’t know anything about it. Don’t agree. If I know nothing about anything, then I can learn. If I know something about something, I am only adding to it. Sir, take your own example. You are all so-called religious people. I do not know what that means. But I accept it, that you are all religious people. You are all seeking God. But actually you know nothing about God, actually nothing. Now if you want to know, you cannot carry all your Upanishads, Gita, Koran, and all the rest of it; you must learn; your mind must be empty to learn; you cannot go to that God with all your prejudices, your compulsions and wants and hopes and fears; you must go to it empty to learn. To learn about something, there must be a sense of not knowing. If I know already about the jet, I learn along the same line. I add more to what I already know. That is not learning. That is only adding; addition is not learning.


Sir, look at a flower when you go out in your garden, or at a flower on the roadside; just look at it; don’t say, “It is a rose, it is this and that.” Just look at it, and in looking at it that way, you learn—learn about the petal, what the stem is like, what the pollen is like, and so on. Can you keep on looking at it every time afresh, at every flower, not just say, “It is a rose,” and finish with it? That means, can I look at my wife, my child, the neighbor, always with new eyes? Sir, this requires a great deal of self-penetration.
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Sixth Talk in New Delhi


The last few times that we have met here, we have been discussing the question of action—what is action?—because it seems to us that it is a very vital question to be understood and thereby to be carried out in life. We have divided life, haven’t we, into various categories of action: the political, the religious, the economic, the social, the individual, and the collective. And it seems to me, in so dividing life, we are never acting totally, we can never act totally. We act in fragments invariably leading to contradiction. And it is this contradiction, both in society and in the individual, that leads to all kinds of complex miseries and frustrations. These contradictions help us to avoid facing realities and escape to some illusory ideas, God, truth, behavior, and all the rest of it. And it seems to me that it is very important to understand what an action is which is total, which is comprehensive, which is not broken up into fragments. And to understand that total action, we have to investigate—not verbally or intellectually, but actually—and see how the mind that is broken up into fragments functions at one level vigorously, efficiently and lives at other levels in a state of chaos, misery, travail, and so on.


And as we were spying the day before yesterday, the action of which we are mostly aware is that of dependence—dependence on another, on society, on a job which gives satisfaction and thereby also invites misery. And if one goes into this question of dependence, one sees how extraordinarily we depend on belief psychologically, inwardly, for our happiness, for our sustenance, for our inward sense of well-being. I do not know if we have not noticed, in ourselves and in others, that our action is essentially very deeply based on this dependence. We depend on another for our happiness and, in our relationships, this dependence obviously does breed a certain kind of action which inevitably breeds fear. And it is this fear that is the motive for most of our action, the desire to be secure in our relationships; and thereby we bring about a necessity, don’t we, of belonging to something. Most of us want to be committed to something. I do not know if we have investigated this extraordinary urge to belong to something, belong to some society, to some association, belong to a group, belong to a particular ideological structure, belong to a country, belong to a certain class. And I do not know if you have not noticed this: the so-called intellectual is so committed and, after having been committed to one form of activity, finds it futile, joins another and keeps on moving from one to another—which is called seeking—and thereby the very urge becomes the action which is the outcome of an urge to belong, to commit oneself to something.


Sir, this discussion this morning, it seems to me, would be utterly futile if we merely remain at the verbal level—that is, if we merely discuss intellectually or verbally, and not go into the problem deeply within ourselves to find out why we belong to something, why we are committed as a Hindu, as a Buddhist, as a communist, or committed to the urge to belong, which is very indicative of the fact that most of us cannot stand alone. We are either Catholics or one of the hundred things you know. We are committed not only to outward organizations but to ideas, to ideals, to examples, to a certain pattern of thought and action. We have to be aware of this commitment and to find out what lies behind it psychologically, inwardly. And it seems to me, unless we go into that whole question of what is the impulse that makes us commit ourselves to a certain course of action, a certain pattern of thinking, certain ways of activity, we will never come upon that feeling of living totally, in which the very living is action. And that is one of the problems.


The other problem is surely, is it not, that in understanding action, we must comprehend also function and status. Most of us use function to gain status. We use function to be something, to become something psychologically, inwardly. We use the very doing of something efficiently in order to achieve prestige, position, and power. So, to us action is not important, the function of doing something is not important, but what it is going to give us. Now we are going to get prestige, power, position—that is for us important. And as we were saying the other day, power, the feeling of dominance, the feeling of importance—which obviously is contrary to humility—this sense of power is evil. Whether it is exercised by the politician, by the guru, by the wife over the husband, by the husband over the wife, or by the master over the servant, the sense of power is obviously the most evil thing on earth. And we are so little aware of it. I do not know if you have not noticed all these things, what importance we give not to the function but to the status which is derived from function. You know the way you treat an important man, the tremendous respect and the garlands you put round his neck. So all this surely involves the understanding and the awareness of one’s own thinking, of an inward perception of one’s behavior and motive, the urges, the compulsions that lie behind action; this obviously involves, does it not, the awareness of every movement of thought and the motive behind our thought, the root from which thought, as a tree, grows. Until we are aware of this whole process of the structure of thought, action must inevitably be broken up, and therefore there can never be a total action, and so we live in a state of contradiction all our life.


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


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


You know, sir, the problem of knowledge is very interesting, and so is the question of knowing. Is there a knowing when we are pursuing knowledge? Most of us read a great deal. The more intellectual we are, the greater the capacity to read and to correlate, to argue, theorize. And knowledge seems to me to be a great hindrance to knowing. The machines, the calculators, the electronic brains have great knowledge all stored up in them; they are capable of doing astonishing calculations in a split second. They can tell you the history of any country, if the electronic brain has been informed about that country sufficiently. They can compose, they can write poems, they can paint. A monkey in America has painted pictures, and some of these pictures are hung in museums. We are all experts in technique, all the result of knowledge. The specialist obviously specializes in a particular technique, as a doctor, an engineer, a scientist. Is that specialist capable of creation? I do not mean inventing. Invention is entirely different from creation. And is the mind which is so burdened with knowledge capable of creation? Will the technique of the bureaucrat, of the man who is capable of functioning mechanically at a certain level, make him capable of this sense of creative being, creative reality, creative living? Sirs, this may not be your question. I think this is the question that is confronting the rest of the world. Because, in the world there is an increase of knowledge, of facts, how to do things better, greater insistency on capacity, and being a perfect functionary, based on knowledge, obviously; and so human beings are becoming more and more mechanical. Is that the way of realizing or unfolding human freedom? Is that the way to discover something which is not measured by the mind, the unnameable, the unknowable, to discover that thing which man has been seeking for centuries and centuries, millenniums? Can that be discovered through knowledge, through a system, a method, through yoga, through a path, or through the various philosophical ideas? For me, knowledge has nothing whatever to do with the other. And to discover the other, for the other to be, for the other to come, there must be an innocency of the mind, surely. And the mind is not innocent when it is crowded with knowledge. And yet, knowledge is worshiped as well as the man who has astonishing capacity, gift, talent. So, I think, it is essential to find out whether knowledge is essential, and to free the mind from knowledge so that it can move, it can fly, it can be in a state of innocency.


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


Sir, it is no good your merely listening to me, hearing some words. I feel that you have to perceive the truth of the fact that function in itself is right, true, good, noble, but when it is used for status, it becomes evil because it leads to power, and the pursuit of power is an action that is destructive. Sir, if I see something, if I see a cobra, a poisonous snake, the very perception is action, isn’t it? If I see a bottle marked “poison,” that very seeing stops all action towards that poison. To see something false as false is complete action. You don’t have to say, “What am I to do?” So, attention, not concentration, mere attention is the thing that is going to resolve.


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


Comment: Status comes automatically if one functions effectively. Status, in that case, is not evil because it is got without pursuing it.


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


Question: Would not that be a reaction, sir?


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


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


Question: Sir, we have to function in some sphere or another in society, and that requires more and more knowledge relating to that sphere. Then, how can it be said that more and more knowledge takes us away from knowing?


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


Question: Suppose I don’t care for that status?


KRISHNAMURTI: No, sir. It is no use supposing. I know it is very nice to say, “suppose” and to proceed theoretically. But actually one has to see the deadliness of function which leads to status, and also to see what is knowledge and knowing. Knowing is always in the active present. Knowing, the verb itself—going, loving, doing, thinking—is always active in the present. Now, if you are merely using the knowing as an additive process to the past as knowledge, then surely there is no knowing; it is merely adding. To know something, for knowing, your mind must be fresh all the time, mustn’t it? It must be a movement, mustn’t it? But when the movement as knowing becomes knowledge, it ceases to be a movement. Sir, don’t accept my word for this. This is a psychological, inward fact. Now, can I function always in the state of knowing, not with knowledge? Please think about it. Don’t accept or reject it, but go into it.


Always I have to function, but that involves a much more complex problem, which is that of education. Society demands certain forms of functionaries—engineers, scientists, specialists in arms, and bureaucrats. Therefore society and government are concerned with the cultivation of those particular faculties which will be helpful to society, to organize society, and they say, “educate.” But they are not concerned with the total education. Now, is not education the total development of man, not only of a particular function? The total development of man includes function. But mere pursuit of a function, and not the total development, leads obviously to contradiction in oneself, in society, as well as in the individual. So one has to begin again all anew to see if there cannot be a way of education, a school where education is given so that the mind is aware totally and not merely in one direction.


So, sir, to go back to this question which is, psychologically, very interesting—which is: Knowledge, and knowing whether the mind can function, be active in a function, knowing all the time, not active merely mechanically with knowledge.


Comment: Sir, in the process of doing, there is recognition, and recognition becomes knowledge.


KRISHNAMURTI: Knowledge implies recognition. Doesn’t it? I know you, sir, because I have seen you half a dozen times. And the memory interferes with our meeting, with my seeing you. Now, I have already the memory, the prejudices, the imprints which block, which prevent my seeing you now. Can I not look at you now without the impediment of all that? Now can I not look at you in the active present without thought, though I have thought?


Sir, let us take a much closer example. Can I look at my wife anew, without all the thousand yesterdays, without the many yesterdays of rankle, bitterness, quarrels, jealousies, anxieties, images, and emotional, sexual urges? Or is it not possible? Don’t agree, sir. It is not a matter of agreement or disagreement.


Can I look at somebody with whom I am living, with whom I live day after day, without all the recollections and reminiscences and remembrances? Though I have lived with that person for many days, can I look at him anew? Is that possible? Can I look at something without the past interfering with it? There is the past; I cannot help it. I lived yesterday. I cannot deny yesterday. But can I die to yesterday and look? Let us put it round the other way, sir. Is there sensitivity?


If there is no sensitivity, there is the blunting all the time, the becoming dull. To see anything, there must be sensitivity. To see the squalor, the beauty, the dirt, and all the poverty, the beauty of the skies, the flowers, there must be sensitivity. Now, to see beauty or ugliness and not make it mechanical, you must see it afresh each time. Sir, if I remember yesterday’s sunset and the beauty of it, I cannot see the sunset of today. That is a psychological fact. Now can I look at the sunset today, though I have seen the sunset of yesterday? This means a constant movement—moving, moving—without establishment, without being fixed. Sir, the psychological pleasure, the glory of yesterday, the remembrance of yesterday prevents the glory of today.


Sir, let us put the problem differently. How is the mind to be very young, fresh? I don’t know if you have ever thought about it. And it is only the young mind that is revolutionary, that sees, that is always in a state of determining, not in a state of determined action. So, how is a mind to be, to remain young in that sense?


Comment: Forget yesterday.


KRISHNAMURTI: Oh, no, you cannot forget that. You want your house; you cannot forget brutality, your ways, your habits, the brutality of society—it is there at your door nagging all the time. You cannot forget it. But you can see how the mind is made dull, stupid, by this incessant storing up. Sir, that is why I brought in the issue of commitment. If we are not committed to something in some form or other, we are lost human beings. If you don’t call yourself a Hindu, a Christian or a Buddhist or a communist or a fascist, you will be completely lost; and therefore, to bring about a collective action, you join something, you belong to something with all the implications of power, position, prestige, and all the ugliness of all that. So, really what we want is not freedom but security, security in knowledge which is recognizable by you and by society. Why need I put on a sannyasi robe if I have abandoned the world in the sense: I do not want power in any form? What is the point of it? But I put on that robe essentially for recognition, though inwardly I may be boiling over.


So, sir, I think we must honestly, but not verbally and cheaply, tackle this problem of security, why the mind demands security in so many ways—in my relationships with my wife, with my child, in my relationship with society, ideas, ideations, and in function as power, position, status, in committing myself to something. Why is there this urge for security? I wish, sir, you would go into it and not merely listen to what I am saying because you have to live with yourself. Why this urge for security—for social welfare, for the welfare of society from the womb to the tomb? The feeling of security is the most destructive thing on God’s earth, the feeling that I have achieved, the feeling that I know, the idea that there is a permanent soul, a permanent atma, Brahma. Why this constant demand? That is why we have methods, systems of yoga, systems of meditation, and all the other absurdities. If we could tackle this urge for security, the compulsion that makes the mind demand security, then we would understand this whole thing.


Comment: Sir, it is fear of the unknown.


KRISHNAMURTI: Yes, sir, fear of the unknown—fear of not having a job, fear of public opinion, fear of death, living, thinking, every form of fear—therefore, you want to be secure. Now, what do you mean by “fear”? Do examine it, sir. Don’t give me or yourself a verbal explanation. What is the significance, what lies behind that word fear, what do you mean by fear? What is the nature of fear, not the content of fear, the thing itself, not a description of it? Sir, take a very simple thing, I am afraid of what my wife or husband or my neighbor says. Now I want to find out not the explanations for that fear but the nature, the quality of that fear, what it means to be afraid. Now, what does it mean? What is the nature of the mind that says, “I am afraid”? Sir, how do you find out the nature of something? I want to find out the nature of fear. What do I do? First of all, I must cease to give verbal explanations, mustn’t I? I must look at fear. To know what fear is, I must look at it; I must not say, “It is red, blue, it is purple, it is not nice.” I must look at it, which means I must cease to give an opinion or the description of the content of fear. Can I so look at fear?


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


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


You know, sir, what it means to die. Don’t you? Have you died to anything, to any pleasure, to any pain? Just to die to a pleasure—this means, what? I drink, and it gives me a certain relief, a certain pleasure, a certain dulling or a certain quickening effect. Can I die to that—die, in which no effort is involved? Because, the moment I exercise effort to die to something, it is merely a continuity of that something.


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


So, the problem, sir, is this: A mind that is not innocent can never receive that which is innocent. God, truth, or whatever the thing that is not nameable—the immeasurable—that cannot be without an innocent mind, without a mind that is dead to all the things of society, dead to power, position, prestige, dead to knowledge. After all, power, position, prestige is what we call living. For us, that is life; for us, that is action. You have to die to that action, and you cannot do it because that is what you want. Sir, to die to the things which we call living is the very living. If you go down that street and see the power, those flags which are the measures of power, and if you die to all that, it means that you die to your own demand for power which has created all this horror.


Comment: It is some sort of total annihilation.


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


So, sirs, to sum up: To be alone, which is not a philosophy of loneliness, is obviously to be in a state of revolution against the whole setup of society—not only this society, but the communist society, the fascist, every form of society as organized brutality, organized power. And that means an extraordinary perception of the effects of power. Sir, have you noticed those soldiers rehearsing? They are not human beings any more, they are machines, they are your sons and my sons, standing there in the sun. This is happening here, in America, in Russia, and everywhere—not only at the governmental level, but also at the monastic level, belonging to monasteries, to orders, to groups who employ this astonishing power. And it is only the mind which does not belong that can be alone. And aloneness is not something to be cultivated. You see this? When you see all this, you are out, and no governor or president is going to invite you to dinner. Out of that aloneness there is humility. It is this aloneness that knows love—not power. The ambitious man, religious or ordinary, will never know what love is. So, if one sees all this, then one has this quality of total living and therefore total action. This comes through self-knowledge.


Belief in God is detrimental to the experiencing of that reality. If I believe God is this or that, it is a detriment, and I cannot experience that at all. To experience, my mind must be clean, swept, purged of all these—which means my mind must be totally in a state in which no influence of any kind has touched it. And from that state, action is total, and therefore all action in that state is good and has an extraordinary capacity because it is not a contradictory, conflicting action. Sir, don’t you know this: When you love to do something—not because somebody tells you, not because you have some reward—you do it most efficiently? You give your body, your mind, your whole being to it when you love something.


January 20, 1961


Seventh Talk in New Delhi


This is the last talk. The day before yesterday, when we met, we were considering the question of fear and the compulsive urge to seek power in different forms. And it seems to me that it is quite important to understand how to meet fear. For most of us fear is constant, unconsciously or consciously.


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


For most of us, effort seems to be the very nature of existence; every form of effort is our daily bread—effort to go to the office, effort to work, effort to get up, effort to achieve a certain result—we live by effort. And it has become part of us. And we fear that if there is no effort, we shall stagnate; and so we are constantly battling with ourselves to be alive by pressure, by discipline, and not only by pursuing ambition as a means of stirring us up, but also by making effort to think rightly, to feel rightly, to resist. That is our very existence. And I wonder if any of us has really seriously considered why we make effort at all and if effort is necessary. Or, does effort prevent understanding? Understanding, it seems to me, is the state of mind which is capable not only of listening to everything that is being said explicitly but also of directly perceiving things very simply. And a mind that is merely interpretative is not capable of understanding. A mind that merely compares is incapable of clear perception.


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


So, I think, we have to understand that effort does prevent perception. You know when you try to hear something and you are making an effort to hear, you really don’t hear; all your energy is gone in making the effort. And if we can merely see this issue, not how not to make effort, just see it, then we can go to something which is important in discussing effort and fear—namely, consciousness, which is broken up for most of us into the unconscious and the conscious. The conscious is the superficial layer which is often dull, which has been educated, which has acquired a certain technique and functions at the superficial level.


Please, sirs, you are not merely listening to a certain series of words or ideas, but actually in the very listening, you are experiencing what is being said; then only such a listening is worthwhile. But if you are merely listening to the words, to the ideas, then such a hearing has no value at all. If it is self-applicable, then your listening has real depth. So I hope you will so listen.


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


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


I was told a lovely story of a disciple going to a Master, and the disciple taking a posture of meditation and closing his eyes; and the Master asks the disciple, “I say, what are you doing, sitting in that way?” And the disciple says, “I am trying to reach the highest consciousness,” and the disciple shuts his eyes and continues. So, the Master picks up two pieces of rock and rubs and keeps on rubbing them together, and the noise awakens the disciple. And the disciple looks at it and says, “Master, what are you doing?” And the Master says, “By rubbing, I hope to produce in one of the pieces of stone a mirror.” And the disciple smiles and says, “You can continue like that for ten thousand years, Master, but you will never produce a mirror.” And the Master says, “You can sit like that for the next million years, and you will never find.” You see, it reveals a great deal if you think about that story. We want to meditate according to a pattern, or we want a system of meditation; we want to know how to meditate. But meditation is a process of living; meditation is the awareness of what you are doing, of what you are thinking, of the motives, of the inner secrets of the mind, because we do have secrets. We never tell everything to another. There are hidden motives, hidden wants, hidden desires, jealousies, aspirations. Without knowing all these secrets, hidden urges, and compulsions, mere meditation leads to self-hypnosis. You can put yourself quietly to sleep through following a certain pattern, and that is what most of us are doing, not only in meditation, but in daily life. Great parts of us are asleep and blindly some parts of us are active—the part that is earning a livelihood, quarreling, successful; the part that is aspiring, hoping, achieving, breeding innumerable fears. So, we have to understand the totality of the mind. And the very understanding is meditation. Do you know how you talk to another, how you look at another, how you look at a tree, the evening sunset, the capacities that you have? Do you understand your vanity, the urge for power in which there is pride of achievement? Without understanding all this, there is no meditation. And the very understanding of this complex process of existence is meditation. And as one goes into this question very deeply, one begins to discover that the mind becomes extraordinarily quiet, not induced, not hypnotized by that word into a state of silence. Because most of us lead very contradictory lives, our lives are in a state of conflict all the time; whether we are awake or asleep, there is a burning conflict, misery, travail; and to try to escape from them through meditation only produces fear and illusion. So, it is very important to understand fear. And the very understanding of fear is the process of meditation.


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


How do we see things actually, visually? And do we see anything, or do we merely interpret things? I hope you are following. Do I see you and you see me, or do you interpret what you see and I interpret what I see? Interpretation is not seeing. Is it? Please do spend a little time on this matter. Don’t be too anxious to find out what meditation is. This is part of meditation. Can I see without interpretation? Can you see me without giving all kinds of tributes, without evaluation, without judgment—just see me, in which no name is employed? The moment you name, you have blocked yourself from seeing. I do not know if you have ever experimented with this thing. Sir, please give your attention to this because we are going to inquire into what it is to be aware of fear. We are examining what it means to be aware. What does it mean? It means, obviously, to be aware not only of the outward movement of thought and perception but also of the inward movement of thought and perception. Doesn’t it? I see the trees and I respond; I see the people and I respond; I see beauty and there is a response to beauty; similarly, there is a response to ugliness, to all this squalor, the pomp, the sense of power. There is an observation externally, outwardly, which is interpreted, which is judged, criticized, and that very movement which goes outward also comes in—it is like a tide going in and out. By observing the outward movement, the mind also observes the inward movement of that same act with all its reactions. So awareness is this total process of the outward and inward movement of thought, of judgment, of evaluation, of acceptance, denial. Am I making it clear or not? Because unless we are clear on this point, we cannot go into the question of fear.


Sir, do we understand anything by naming it? You understand? Do I understand you when I say you are all Hindus, Buddhists, communists, this or that? Do I understand you by giving you a label? Or do I understand you when there is no naming, when there is no interference of the label? You follow, sirs? So, the process of labeling, giving a name, is really a hindrance to comprehension. And it is extremely subtle, extremely arduous, to observe something without giving a name, without giving a quality, because the very process of our thinking is verbalizing. Isn’t it? What I am trying to convey is that awareness is a total process, not merely a state of mind which criticizes, evaluates, condemns, or compares. To understand why it compares, why it criticizes, why it evaluates, what is the process of this evaluation, what lies behind this judgment—the whole process of that is awareness, which is really the mind being aware of the whole process of its activities.


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


Sir, take a very simple example of envy, jealousy, anger. In all these things, in the moment of experiencing, there is no contradiction. But the second after that experiencing, there is contradiction as the thinker, the observer, looks at the thing and says, “It is good, or it is bad; it is anger, or it is envy.” At the moment of experience, there is no contradiction—which is an extraordinary thing. Only when the experiencing is over, the second after, begins the contradiction. And this contradiction arises when the thinker is in the process of judging, evaluating what he has observed, either accepting or denying it—which is essentially a process of verbalizing or reaction according to his conditioning. So, to wipe away this contradiction, can the thinker observe without giving words to that thing which is being observed?


Have you ever gone into the question of words, how the mind is a slave to words—the Hindu, the Buddhist, the Muslim, the communist, the capitalist, the democrat, the congressman, the wife, husband, the word God, or no God? Our mind is a slave to words. And to free the thought from the word—is that possible? Don’t accept anything that I am saying. Is it possible to free a thought from the word? And if it is possible, then can the thinker, the observer, look at the thing without the label, without the term, without the symbol? And when it can so directly look, without the interference of the label, the word, the symbol, then there is no thinker observing the thing. Now this is meditation. You understand, sirs? And that requires enormous attention, which is not concentration at all. Attention implies a totality, an extension of a totality, whereas concentration is a limitation. So, the mind inquiring into the problem of fear, which is essentially a problem of contradiction, must understand this process of looking at a thing without the verbalization, which is essentially the memory interfering with the observer.


Comment: That totalization of the mind is an abstraction, withdrawing from the world


KRISHNAMURTI: It is not an abstraction, sirs. You see the difficulty? You give one meaning to a set of words and I give another meaning; and you come for the first time with your meaning, and though we have gone already into this, we have to begin all over again. So, I am sorry; I will not go into all that again. We are not talking in terms of abstraction. We are talking of the actual fact. We are not abstracting; we are looking into the process of the mind. The mind is looking at itself, which is not an abstraction. It is not deriving a conclusion from something. It observes, it is in a state of observation, and therefore there is no abstraction from which it judges, there is no deduction, there is no conclusion. The mind that is observing is never in a state of conclusion, and that is the beauty of a mind which is alive. A mind that functions from conclusion is no mind at all.


Look, sirs, let us begin again. Most of us have various forms of fear which distort our thinking, our way of life—we tell lies, we get angry, we are ambitious because we are afraid. A man who is not afraid, who has no fear, has no ambition. He does not want to say he lives; he is in a state of complete being. And from there you can begin to inquire into something that is not measurable. But a mind that is afraid, that tries to find that which is unnameable, not measurable—such a mind can never discover what is true. It can create illusions and it does, and lives in illusions. So, we really have to meet fear as it arises, and in the meeting of the fear, not bring about other series of reactions. How is one to meet it without reacting to it? Surely, the reaction arises only when you use the word fear, doesn’t it?


Sir, look: you don’t mind using the word love; when you use that word, you feel elated. But when you have a feeling, if you use the word anger, it has a condemnatory value already. So, to look at fear totally so that the observer is not separate from that feeling, there has to be no word or label which makes them separate. How do you look at, observe, fear? How do you know you are afraid?


Comment: If I find a cobra, I try to go back or do something, and that tells me afterwards that I was afraid of that cobra.


KRISHNAMURTI: Yes, sir. What do you mean by fear, what is the nature of fear—not what makes you afraid? A cobra makes you afraid, what public opinion says makes you afraid, death makes you afraid, your not achieving your marvelous height in the social ladder makes you afraid—they are the things that make you afraid. But do you know the nature of fear, not the things that make you afraid? Surely, there is a difference between the two, isn’t there?


Have you ever really felt fear, lived with fear? Have you? Or, have you always avoided fear? Obviously, we have always avoided fear. When I am afraid, I turn on the radio, take a drink, go to the temple, go for a walk, or do a number of things, but I never live with fear. Do I live with fear as I have lived, or want to live, with pleasure? Both require a certain energy. Don’t they? Sirs, to live with pleasure is something that gives you great pleasure, for that you must have great energy; otherwise, it destroys you. Now, to live with beauty and to live with ugliness demand energy. And this energy is destroyed when the word, the label, the symbol comes in and thereby creates a division in living with the thing. Do you understand?


Look, sir, I say you are dull. Can you look at yourself without reacting? You may not like to be told by somebody that you are dull, but when you look, when you observe, you realize that you are dull. Sir, aren’t you dull when you don’t see the beauty of the skies, the heavens, the earth, the trees, the squalor, the misery, the pomp, the power; when you don’t observe all this, when you are blind, don’t you realize that you are dull? Has somebody to tell you that you are dull? Is your dullness to be indicated by another, or do you realize yourself that you are dull? Sir, you see the difference between the two? When someone says you are dull, you accept it and merely react to it, or you say, “I am not dull. Who are you to tell me that I am dull?” The word dull has a condemnatory meaning, and you think you are so very clever, so very superior, though the fact is you are dull.


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


Sir, look: you see a tree there, don’t you? You see over it the blue sky and the evening star, Venus, but you don’t observe, you don’t feel. Now to feel all this, the mind must be in a state of astonishing aliveness, with a sense of vibrant energy. And you cannot have energy if there is a contradiction between the observer and the observed. And the contradiction arises through reactions, through the employment of words or symbols, when the memory interferes between the observer and the observed. So, to look at fear, to live with fear, to meet fear without creating a contradiction between the fear and the observer is the problem. You understand, sirs? I may, through some trick, avoid one set of fears; but as I move in life, there is another fear and so on. Fear is like a shadow that suddenly comes, and it constantly comes. It is there. A mind that wants to understand fear and to be totally free of fear—not of just one form of fear—must have energy so that the mind is capable of being something else than being a slave to fear. For the mind to go into that, to live with it—it means being in this state of energy.


Now, the whole process of what we have been discussing is meditation. Meditation is not sitting in a room or a corner, cross-legged and all the rest of it, breathing and all that—which is self-hypnosis. But one has to go into this so that the mind during the day—as it walks, as it works, as it plays, as it observes—is aware without reacting, is aware, watching choicelessly, so that when it does go to sleep, there is some other process of action which is not the mere action of the conscious mind or the unconscious mind. When the mind has been very alert during the day watching, observing, unearthing every motive, every thought, every movement of thought, then, when it does sleep, it is in a state of quietness; then it can experience other things which are not merely experienced by the conscious mind. So meditation is a process not only during the waking period but also during the sleeping period. And then you will find that the mind has emptied itself of everything it has known, emptied itself of all its yesterdays—not that there are no yesterdays; there are the yesterdays, but the mind empties itself of all the responses of the yesterdays which condition the mind. You know, sirs, a thing that is completely empty is totally full. And it is only such a mind that can receive or comprehend that which is not measurable by a mind which is the outcome of time.


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


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


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


There is seeing a snake and the nervous reaction: that is one thing. The other thing is sitting in a room and imagining, thinking—thinking that this house might catch fire, that my wife might run away, that the snake might come in. This thinking process may engender or breed fear. There are two sets of neurological fears: one is with the meeting of a snake, and the other is the fear which thought awakens through the nerves, through imagination, through supposition.


Comment: This means that the instinctive response is not fear at all.


KRISHNAMURTI: Right. Fear is only there when thought is in operation. Don’t say no, but examine it. There is the ordinary instinctual neurological response which, you say, is not fear. Perhaps it may be. The second is that thought awakens certain responses neurologically and thereby creates fear. Now these two are totally different. Is it possible to observe all neurological fears, including those awakened by thought, without the thought awakening fear?


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


KRISHNAMURTI: We have to understand the ways of thinking, the ways of thought, when we meet these neurological fears which are awakened through the word. I sit in a room, and my thought imagines and says, “I am going to lose my job, based on facts such as I am inefficient; or, my wife is going to run away, which may be or may not be factual; or there is death”; and this creates fear. Thought is creating fear through the future. In all fear, future is involved. That is tomorrow. I am living, I am functioning, but death may be there tomorrow. So, thought through time as the future creates fear. So, thought is time—thought based on the reactions and the responses of knowledge of many yesterdays through the present to the future.


We are talking of thought which is the content, which is the nature of time. I think I am going to become a big man, and I also think that I may not become a big man, and so there is fear. Thought creates fear. That is important. So, the question is: Can thought look at fear—that is, can thought look at neurological responses which are natural? Can thought which creates fear, look at fear? Do you look at anything with thought? Is thought in operation when you observe? You observe a rose, a flower; the very observation is verbalizing; it is the recognition that it is a rose—the word. Is there a looking at something without recognition? Can I look at fear without recognition?


When I use the word fear, there is inherent in it differentiation. The very employment of that word fear is a differentiation. The differentiation exists because there is the observer with his words, symbols, ideologies, and reactions—with these, he looks and thereby creates in the very observation a differentiation. Because he so observes through differentiation, he runs away from it or acts upon it. Is there observation of fear without differentiation? Fear can be met without differentiation only when there is no thinker with all the responsive reactions to the thing that he is observing. Can the observer look, without differentiation of the thing which he calls fear? He can only do that when he has understood the whole significance of living with that something entirely, totally. And he is not capable of living with that something totally when he is avoiding or accepting. And he avoids or accepts according to pain and pleasure—physical as well as psychological—which means that the word has assumed importance.


Sirs, you are all believers in God, aren’t you, or in something else. You are believers in something, and that believing is conditioning your mind to certain responses. Now, we are asking whether the mind can look without the differentiation which the word makes. And to go into all that—which is the very essence, which is the process of self-knowledge—is meditation. And if you so meditate, then you will begin to discover for yourself that you can observe the feelings, the fears without this differentiation which the word creates, and you can therefore live with them so completely, totally, that the entire body of fear ceases. And such a mind is the creative mind; such a mind is the good mind; only such a mind can receive that which is immeasurable; only such a mind can receive the blessing of the eternal.


January 22, 1961
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