

[image: img]








[image: Image]











[image: Image]











COLLECTED WORKS VOLUME 16


Photo: J. Krishnamurti, ca 1968 by Mark Edwards © Krishnamurti Foundation Trust, Ltd.


Copyright © 2012 by Krishnamurti Foundation America


P.O Box 1560, Ojai, CA 93024


Website: www.kfa.org


All rights reserved. No part of this publication may be reproduced, stored in a retrieval system, or transmitted, in any form or by any means, electronic, mechanical, photocopying, recording, or otherwise, without the prior written permission of the copyright owner.


Printed in the United States of America


ISBN 13: 9781934989494
ISBN: 1934989495
eBook ISBN: 978-1-62110-195-6









Contents


Preface


Talks in Madras, India


First Talk, December 22, 1965


Second Talk, December 26, 1965


Third Talk, December 29, 1965


Fourth Talk, January 2, 1966


Fifth Talk, January 5, 1966


Sixth Talk, January 9, 1966


Talks in Bombay, India


First Talk, February 13, 1966


Second Talk, February 16, 1966


Third Talk, February 20, 1966


Fourth Talk, February 23, 1966


Fifth Talk, February 27, 1966


Sixth Talk, March 2, 1966


Public Dialogues in Rome, Italy


First Dialogue, March 31, 1966


Second Dialogue, April 3, 1966


Third Dialogue, April 7, 1966


Fourth Dialogue, April 10, 1966


Fifth Dialogue, April 14, 1966


Talks in London, England


First Talk, April 26, 1966


Second Talk, April 30, 1966


Third Talk, May 3, 1966


Fourth Talk, May 7, 1966


Fifth Talk, May 10, 1966


Talks in Paris, France


First Talk, May 15, 1966


Second Talk, May 19, 1966


Third Talk, May 22, 1966


Fourth Talk, May 26, 1966


Fifth Talk, May 29, 1966


Talks in Saanen, Switzerland


First Talk, July 10, 1966


Second Talk, July 12, 1966


Third Talk, July 14, 1966


Fourth Talk, July 17, 1966


Fifth Talk, July 19, 1966


Sixth Talk, July 21, 1966


Seventh Talk, July 24, 1966


Eighth Talk, July 26, 1966


Ninth Talk, July 28, 1966


Tenth Talk, July 31, 1966


Public Dialogues in Saanen, Switzerland


First Dialogue, August 3, 1966


Second Dialogue, August 4, 1966


Third Dialogue, August 5, 1966


Fourth Dialogue, August 6, 1966


Fifth Dialogue, August 7, 1966


Sixth Dialogue, August 8, 1966


Seventh Dialogue, August 9, 1966


Questions













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.











Madras, India, 1965
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First Talk in Madras


There are many issues we have to talk over together, many problems that confront us daily. And to talk things over together, certain things are obviously necessary. First, you and the speaker must be in right communication with each other, because unless there is a right relationship established through communication with each other, no problem can be rationally, sanely talked over together. So it is necessary that you as well as the speaker should be working together, thinking out the issues together. You are not merely listening to what is being said, but you are actually taking a share, partaking, in what is being discussed—which means that each of us must work together, intensely, at the same level, and at the same time. And that is the only way we can establish any kind of communication with each other.


I do not know if you have not noticed that in all relationships when both are intensely aware of the issue, when both feel vitally, strongly, at the same time, there is a communication taking place which is really a communion which goes beyond the word. But first one has to understand the word and not try to go beyond the word. It seems to me also necessary to listen so that we, both of us, are hearing not only the word but the content of the word, the meaning of the word, the significance of the word. Because we can translate one word differently while the speaker intends that that word should be used in a particular way, or gives it a different meaning.


So the one that hears must also be aware of the interpretation given to the word, the prejudice with which he approaches a sentence, the meaning of that sentence. And also he must be naturally aware of how he reacts to what is being said. All that demands a great deal of work on your part because these talks would be utterly empty, without much meaning, if you merely listened to the speaker, agreeing or disagreeing, and then you went home with certain concepts which you can formulate for yourself, agreeing or disagreeing with them. So there is the task that lies for each one of us: it is not that the speaker does all the work and you merely listen.


And I think it is very important to understand this because we are concerned, are we not, with bringing about a radical revolution in all our relationships between man and man. Relationship is the very essence of all existence, not only outwardly but, much more, inwardly. And a radical mutation has to take place within the structure of relationship of the society in which we live—the relationship between people, between families, and so on. All life is relationship, and until we understand clearly the problem of relationship in our life, at whatever level we may try to live, fully or fragmentarily, we will always be in a state of conflict, confusion, and misery.


So what we are going to talk over together throughout these talks is how to bring about a radical mutation in our relationship economically, socially, politically, and all the rest of it, and also in our relationship with ourselves, in the relationships which we have created as an image, according to which we function. Unless there is a change in the image that each one of us has about oneself, about the society, about the various values that we have given to life, unless we look at all these problems with clarity, mere outward change brought about by communism, by socialism, by war, or by great inventions will have very little meaning. Because in ourselves the image of ourselves will persist, and according to that image we live. Unless in that image there is a mutation, unless that image is completely shattered, we cannot possibly have right relationship and therefore a way of life totally different from that which we are living now.


And to investigate into all these problems, we must realize also that you are not being persuaded to anything—a concept or a formula. Propaganda is a most dreadful thing because it is trying to influence you to think along a particular way, and we are not doing that here. What we are trying to do is to understand total existence, the totality of life, not one fragment of it. So there is no question, right from the beginning, of any authority, of any desire on your part or on the part of the speaker to be persuaded to think differently, or to discard the old and accept the new. For when you see something very clearly, which is the intention of these gatherings—to see things very clearly—that very act of seeing is action.


To see is to act. And if one does not see very clearly, naturally all action becomes confused. And we go to somebody else to tell us what to do because we cannot see for ourselves what to do, clearly, precisely, all the time, all the days of our life; we resort to another to help us to see clearly. Nobody can help another to see clearly: that must be established between the speaker and yourself. Therefore your responsibility in listening becomes very significant because you have to find out—not the method—if it is possible to change radically so that we live a totally different kind of life.


So we are going to talk over together like two friends discussing a problem, neither one trying to persuade the other to accept or to discard. And to talk over together, both must listen: and that is going to be our difficulty.


Listening is one of the most difficult things to do. We never listen. We are listening to our own thoughts, to our own ideas, to our own concepts, to the ways of how we should or should not behave. We are concerned with our own occupations, with our own problems, with our own sorrows, and we have our own answers and explanations; or we have the explanations and the sayings of another whom we respect or whom we are afraid of—which is the same thing.


The act of listening is really one of the most difficult things to do, like the act of seeing. To see something very clearly demands your complete attention—to see a tree outlined against the sunset, to see every branch of it clearly, to see the beauty of it, to feel the intensity of the light against the leaf, the shape of the branch, the shape of the trunk, to see the totality and the feeling of the beauty of the totality of that tree. To see, one must be extraordinarily alert, attentive. But if your mind is occupied, you will not be able to see that tree in all its excellence; or if your mind is interpreting, giving its biological name to it, your mind is then distracted. Therefore you are not seeing very clearly. Similarly you will not be able to hear, listen very clearly, if your mind is not deeply interested, is not taking part in what is being said—completely, not partially. And you cannot give your total attention if you say, “I agree with this and I do not agree with that,” or if you compare what is being said with what already you know, or if you translate what you hear in terms of your particular experience, your own particular knowledge, or your own particular culture.


So a man who listens has to be completely aware of what is being said, and he cannot be attentive if he is merely hearing the word and opposing it, or if he is asserting his own particular opinion. We are not discussing opinions—that is dialecticism, that has no value at all. What we are doing right through the talks is to face facts, not your fact or the speaker’s fact. There are only facts—not your favorite fact or my favorite fact, to be translated according to your fancy. We are going to deal completely with facts, actually with what is, and from there move, from there go profoundly. But if you do not see the fact as fact, then we cannot proceed further together.


So having made that introductory talk, let us proceed with what we are supposed to talk over together. We said that there must be in ourselves and in our relationships a great change because we cannot as human beings lead the lives that we are living—in battle with ourselves. The society is you, and you are the society. The psychological structure of society has been created by each human being, and in that psychological frame each human being is caught. And until the human being breaks that psychological structure within himself, completely and totally, he is incapable of living peacefully with a great sense of reality.


So we are concerned with bringing about this mutation in ourselves as human beings—not isolated but in relationship to each other, which is society—because we must have peace. Peace and freedom are absolutely essential because nothing can grow, function fully, completely, except in peace, and there can be no peace without freedom. We have lived for many millions of years in conflict, not only inwardly but outwardly. There have been during the last five thousand five hundred years, fourteen thousand wars and more—two and a half wars every year during the recorded history of man—and we have accepted that way of living; we have accepted war as the way of life. And nothing can function or blossom in hate, in confusion, in conflict. And as human beings we have to find a different way of living—to live in this world without inward conflict. Then that inward sense of peace expresses itself in action in society.


So one has to find out for oneself whether one, as a human being living in relationship with the world, can find that peace—not an imaginary, mythical, mystical, fanciful peace—whether one can live without any kind of conflict within oneself, and whether it is possible to be totally free—not imaginarily free, not free in some mystical world, but actually be free inwardly, which will express itself outwardly in all our relationships. These two are the main issues.


We have to find out whether man—that is, you and I—can live in this world functioning differently, without any conflict at all, and therefore can bring about a social structure which is not based on violence. This country has preached nonviolence for thirty or forty years and more, and you all accepted the ideal of nonviolence and repeated the word. For many thousands of years you have been told not to kill, and overnight all that is gone—it is a fact, it is not my opinion—and strangely there have been no individuals who have said, “I will not kill,” and faced the consequences. All this—that is, to live verbally, to accept ideals so easily and discard them so easily—indicates a mind that is not serious at all, a very flippant mind, not a grave mind that is concerned with world issues.


One of the major issues in the world is war, not who attacks whom or who defends, and so on. And as long as you have sovereign states, separate nationalities, separate governments with their armies, frontiers, nationalism, there must be war. Wars are inevitable as long as man is living within the frontiers of an ideology. As long as man is living within the frontiers of nationalism, or within religious frontiers, or within the frontiers of dogma—Christian or Hindu or Buddhist or Muslim dogma—there must be wars. Because these dogmas, these nationalities, these religions divide man. And you listen to what is being said, and naturally you will say, “What can I do as a human being when my country and my government call on me to fight?” and inevitably you will fight. That is part of this social, economic, political structure. But you do not solve any problem that way. As I said, there have been, for the last five thousand years and more, every year two and a half wars. So we must find a different way of living—not in heaven but on earth—a different way of behavior, a different value. And you cannot find it unless you understand this problem of peace, which is also the problem of freedom.


So our first demand is whether it is possible for each of us in all our relationships—at home, in the office, in every way of our life—to put an end to conflict. This does not mean that we retire into isolation, become a monk, or withdraw into some isolated corner of our own imagination and fancy; but it means living in this world to understand conflict. Because, as long as there is conflict of any kind, naturally our minds, our hearts, our brains cannot function to their highest capacity. They can only function fully when there is no friction, when there is clarity. And there is clarity only when the mind that is the totality—which is the physical organism, the brain cells, and the total thing which is called the mind—is in a state of nonconflict, when it functions without any friction; only then is it possible to have peace.


And to understand that state, we must understand the everyday conflict which mounts up, the everyday battle within ourselves and with our neighbors, the conflict in the office, the conflict within the family, the conflict between man and man, the conflict between man and woman, and the psychological structure of this conflict—the ’me’ of the conflict. Understanding, like seeing and listening, is again one of the most difficult things. When you say, “I understand something,” you really mean, do you not, not only that you have completely grasped the whole significance of what is being said, but also that that very understanding is the action itself—it is not that you understand and then act, but understanding is action. And you cannot understand if you are merely intellectually, verbally comprehending what is being said; if you merely listen intellectually—that is, verbally—surely that is not understanding. Or if you merely feel emotionally, sentimentally, surely that also is not understanding. You understand only when your total being comprehends—that is, when you do not look at anything fragmentarily, either intellectually or emotionally, but totally.


So understanding the nature of conflict demands not the understanding of your particular conflict as an individual but the understanding of the total conflict as a human being—the total conflict, which includes nationalism, class difference, ambition, greed, envy, the desire for position, prestige, the whole sense of power, domination, fear, guilt, anxiety, in which is involved death, meditation—the whole of life. And to understand the whole of life, one must see, listen, not fragmentarily, but look at the vast map of life. One of our difficulties is, is it not, that we function fragmentarily, we function in sections, in one part—you are an engineer, an artist, a scientist, a businessman, a lawyer, a physicist, and so on—divided, fragmentary. And each fragment is in battle with the other fragment, despising it or feeling superior.


So the question then is how to look at the totality of life nonfragmentarily? Have I made myself clear? When we look at the totality of life—not as a Hindu, a Muslim, a communist, a socialist, a Catholic, a professor, or a religious man—when we see this extraordinary movement of life in which everything is included—death, sorrow, misery, confusion, the utter lack of love, and the image of pleasure that we have bred through centuries for ourselves, which dictates our values, our activities—when we see this vast thing comprehensively, totally, then our response to that totality will be entirely different. And it is this response, when we see totally the whole movement of life, that is going to bring about a revolution in ourselves. And this revolution is absolutely necessary. Human beings cannot go on as they have been, butchering each other, hating each other, dividing each other into countries, into all the petty, narrow, individualistic activities, because in that way lies more misery, more confusion, and more sorrow.


So is it possible to see the totality of life?—which is like a river moving endlessly, restless, stormy, with great beauty, moving because it has a great volume of water behind it. Can we see this life so totally? Because it is only when we see something totally that we understand it, and we cannot see it totally, completely, if there is self-centered activity which guides, shapes our action and our thoughts. It is the self-centered image which identifies itself with the family, with the nation, with ideological conclusions, with parties—political or religious. It is this center which asserts that it is seeking God, truth, and all the rest of it, and which prevents the comprehension of the whole of life. And to understand this center, actually what it is, needs a mind that is not cluttered up with concepts, conclusions. I must know actually, not theoretically, what I am. What I think, what I feel, my ambitions, greeds, envies, the desire for success, prominence, position, prestige, my greeds, my sorrows—all that is what I am. I may think that I am God, I may think I am something else; but it is still part of thought, part of the image which projects itself through thought. So unless you understand this thing, not according to Shankara, Buddha, or anybody, unless you actually see what you are everyday—the way you talk, the way you feel, the way you react, not only consciously but unconsciously—unless you lay the foundation there, how can you go very far? However far you may go, it will only be imagination, a fantasy, a deception, and you will be a hypocrite.


You have to lay this foundation—which is to understand what you are. And you can understand what you are only by watching yourself, not trying to correct it, not trying to shape it, not trying to say this is right or this is wrong, but by seeing what is actually taking place—which does not mean you become more self-centered. On the contrary, you become self-centered if you are merely correcting what you see, translating what you see according to your likes and dislikes. But if you merely observe, there is no intensification of the center.


And to see this totality of life needs great affection. You know, we have grown so callous, and you can see why. In an overpopulated country—a country that is poor, both inwardly and outwardly, a country that has lived on ideas and not actuality, a country that has worshiped the past, with authority rooted in the past—naturally the people are indifferent to what is actually going on. If you observe yourselves, you will see how little affection you have—affection being care. Affection means the sense of beauty, not external adornment only. But the sense of beauty can come about only when there is great gentleness, great consideration, care, which is the very essence of affection. And when that is dry, our hearts are dry, and we fill it with words, with ideas, with quotations, with what has been said; and when we are aware of this confusion, we try to resurrect the past, we worship tradition, we go back. Because we do not know how to solve the present existence with all its confusion, we say, “Let us go back, let us revert to the past, let us live according to some dead thing.” That is why, when you are confronted with the present, you escape into the past or into some ideology or utopia, and your heart being empty, you fill it with words, images, formulas, and slogans. You observe yourself, and you will know all this.


So to bring about naturally, freely, this total mutation in the mind itself demands grave attention serious attention. And we do not want to attend because we are afraid of what may happen if we really thought about the actual, daily facts of our life. Because we are really afraid to examine; we would rather live blindly, suffocated, miserable, unhappy, trivial; and therefore our lives become empty and meaningless. And life being meaningless, we try to invent significance in life. Life has no significance. Life is meant to be lived, and in that very living one begins to discover the reality, the truth, the beauty of life. To discover the truth, the beauty of life, you must understand the total movement of it. And to understand the total movement of it, you have to end all this fragmentary thinking and way of life; you have to cease to be a Hindu, not only in name, but inwardly; you have to cease to be a Muslim or a Buddhist or a Catholic, with all the dogmas, because these things are dividing people, dividing your own minds, your own hearts.


And strangely, you will listen to all this, you will listen merely for an hour, and you will go home and repeat the pattern. You will repeat the pattern endlessly, and this pattern is based essentially on pleasure.


And so you have to examine your own life voluntarily, not because government influences you or somebody tells you. You have voluntarily to examine it, not condemn it, not say this is right or this is wrong, but look. And when you do look in that way, you will find that you look with eyes which are full of affection—not with condemnation, not with judgment, but with care. You look at yourself with care, and therefore you look at yourself with immense affection. And it is only when there is great affection and love that you see the total existence of life.


December 22, 1965


Second Talk in Madras


If we may, we will continue with what we were talking about the other day. We said: Man, in recorded history, has had wars beyond memory; and man has had no peace at all, both outwardly and inwardly. In some part of the world or other, there has always been a war—people killing each other in the name of nationality, and so on and so on. And we have accepted war as the way of life, both outwardly and inwardly. The inward conflict is much more complex than the outward conflict. And man has not been able to resolve this problem at all. Religions have preached peace—“don’t kill”—for centuries. No religion has stopped war! And as human beings, not as individuals, we have not faced this problem, and we have to see if it cannot be resolved totally.


I think we have to differentiate between the individual and the human being. The individual is localized, a local entity with his particular customs, habits, traditions—with his narrow conditioning, geographical, religious, and so on. But man belongs to the whole world with its conditioning, with its fears, with its dogmas. So, we can see that man, whether he lives in India or in Russia or in China or in America, has not been able to solve this problem. And it is a major problem, a problem that each one of us, as human beings, has to resolve.


To resolve a problem, one must see the problem very clearly. Clarity and observation are necessary. To observe there must be clarity, light—artificial light or sunlight. Outwardly, if you would see a leaf clearly, you need light, and you must visually observe it. It is fairly easy to observe a leaf objectively, given a light—artificial or otherwise. But it becomes much more complex when you go inwardly, where one needs also clarity to observe. We may wish to observe the whole phenomenon of human beings—his sorrows, his miseries, his everlasting conflict within himself, the greed, the despairs, the frustrations, the mounting problems, not only mechanical but human. There, too, one needs clarity, which is light, to see this mechanism within the human being. And to observe, choice is not necessary. When you see something very clearly, as you do this microphone or that tree or your neighbor sitting next to you, then choice is not necessary, conflict is not necessary. What brings about conflict within and without is when we do not see clearly, when our prejudices, our nationalities, our peculiar tendencies, and so on block clarity, prevent light. And when there is light, you can observe.


Observation and light go together; otherwise, you cannot see. You cannot see that tree, the trunk, the sides, the nature of it, the curve of it, the beauty of it, and the quality of it, unless there is a great deal of light. And your observation must be attentive. You may casually look at that trunk and pass it by. But you have to look at it, to observe it in detail, carefully, with a great deal of care and affection and tenderness—only then can you observe.


Then, observation with clarity needs no choice. I think we must understand this very clearly because we are going to go into problems or issues that need a great deal of observation, a great deal of detailed perception, seeing, listening. We always deal with symptoms—like war, which is a symptom. And we think we understand the symptoms if we examine the cause or understand the cause. So between the symptom and the cause, we are everlastingly vacillating, backward and forward, not knowing how to deal with the cause; and even if we know how to deal with the cause, there are the innumerable blocks, the innumerable influences that prevent action.


So our issue then becomes very simple: to see very clearly, you need a great deal of light; and the light does not come except through observation, when you can see minutely every movement of your thought, of your feeling—and to see clearly, there must be no conflict, no choice.


Because we have to find a way of living in which war, inwardly or outwardly, is totally abolished. And it is a strange fact, a phenomenon, that in a country like this which has preached for millennia, “Don’t hurt, don’t kill, be gentle, be nonviolent,” there has not been one individual who has stood for what he thinks is right—which is, not to kill—who has swum against the current and gone, if necessary, to prison and got shot. Please think about it, and you will see what an extraordinary thing it is, how much it reveals that not one of you said, “I won’t kill”—not whisper to each other, “War is wrong; what is one to do?” but say it out and if necessary go to prison, be shot and killed! Then you will say, “What will that solve?” It solves nothing, but at least you are behaving—your conduct then is dictated by affection, by love, not by an idea. Do think about this in your spare time—why you have not stood for something which you have felt in your heart. Your scriptures, your culture, everything has said, “Be gentle, don’t kill another.” It indicates does it not, that we live on ideas and words! But the word or the explanation is not the fact. The fact is: there is conflict within and war without. There have been two and a half wars every year in the recorded history of man! The first woman must have cried and hoped that that would be the last war; and we are still going on with wars! Here in the South you may feel perfectly safe and say, “Let them fight it out in the North,” or “Let them fight in Vietnam,” “Let others weep,” as long as you are safe! But this is your problem, a human problem: how to bring about a change in the human mind and heart.


As we were saying, this problem, like every other problem, with its symptoms and causes, can never be solved unless we enter into a different area, a different field altogether. You understand? Inwardly, human beings have been caught in this wheel of everlasting suffering, conflict, misery; and they have always tried to solve it in relation to the present, in relation to the social, environmental, religious conditions. They have always dealt with the symptoms or tried to discover the causes—which means resistance, and when you resist, there is still conflict.


So, the problems which every human being has—with their symptoms, with their causes—cannot be solved unless each human being moves to a different dimension altogether, to a different inquiry. And that is what we propose to do. We know there are wars. We know that as long as there are sovereign governments, politicians, geographical divisions, armies, nationalism, religious divisions—Muslim, Hindu, this or that—you are going to continue wars even though computers are coming in to tell you, “Don’t do it; it is no longer profitable to kill somebody else for your country.” Computers, the electronic brains, are going to dictate what you should or should not do; and your activity is altogether different when a machine dictates!


So our problem then is: Is it possible to look and to live and to understand all these problems from a different area altogether, from a different field, from a different dimension? Please don’t draw a conclusion: God, inner self, higher self, or the atma! All those words have no meaning at all! Because you have had them for thousands of years; all your scriptures have talked about them, and yet you, as a human being, are in conflict, in misery; you are at war, outwardly and inwardly. The war inward is competition, greed, envy, trying to get more. The battle is going on everlastingly within you. And you try to answer these problems, these symptoms, by trying to find out their causes and hoping by some chance to resolve those causes—the communist’s way of doing it, the socialist’s way of doing it, or the religious way of doing it. But the fact is that the human being has never, except perhaps for one or two, resolved the problem of conflict.


And to understand this problem we must have a different mind—not this stale, deadly mind. The mind is always active about symptoms, answering the symptoms and saying that it has resolved the problem! We need a new mind, a new mind that sees; and it can only see when there is light—which means a mind that has nowhere, consciously or unconsciously, any residue of conflict. Because it is this conflict within that brings darkness—not your intellectual capacity for observation. You are all very clever observers! You know what are the causes of war, you know what are the causes of your own inward conflict. They are very, very simple to observe intellectually. But action does not spring from the intellect. Action springs from a totally different dimension. And we have to act. We cannot go on as we are going on, with this nationalism, wars, conflict, competition, greed, envy, sorrow. You know, all that has been going on for century upon century! The computer is going to take charge of all the drudgery of man, in the office and also politically; it is going to do all the work for human beings in the factories. And so man will have a great deal of leisure. That is a fact. You may not see it in the immediate, but it is there, coming. There is a tremendous wave, and you are going to have a choice to make: what you will do with your time.


We said “choice”—to choose between various forms of amusement, entertainment, in which is included all the religious phenomena, temples, Mass, reading scriptures. All these are forms of entertainment! Please don’t laugh—what we are talking about is much too serious. You have no time to laugh when the house is burning. Only we refuse to think of what is actually taking place. And you are going to have the choice—this or that? And when choice is involved, there is always conflict. That is, when you have two ways of action, that choice merely breeds more conflict. But if you saw very clearly within yourself—as a human being belonging to the whole world, not just to one potty, little country in some little geographical division, or class division, or Brahmin, or non-Brahmin, and all the rest of it—if you saw this issue clearly, then there would be no choice. Therefore an action which is without choice does not breed conflict.


And to see very clearly, you need light. Please follow this a little; even if you do it intellectually, it is good enough because something will take root somewhere. And you cannot have clarity if you do not realize that the word, the explanation, is not the thing. The word tree is not the tree! And to see that fact, the word is not necessary. We point to an objective thing; you touch it, you feel it; then you see it very clearly. But inwardly, when you go deeply within, it becomes much more subtle, much more untenable; you cannot get hold of it—and for that, you need much more clarity. Clarity comes when you begin to see that the word is not the thing, that the word does not produce the reaction of thought—thought being the response of memory, of experience, of knowledge, and so on.


So to observe, clarity is essential. But the inward clarity must be firsthand, not secondhand. And most of us, most human beings, have secondhand clarity, secondhand light, which is the light of tradition, the light of the scriptures, the light of the politicians, the environmental influence, the communist doctrine, and so on—which are all ideas giving light artificially; and by that light we try to live, and so there is always contradiction in us. That is, the idea is entirely different from the fact—as the word tree is not a tree; the word good, or greed, or sorrow is not the fact. And to observe the fact, the word which breeds thought with its associations, memories, experiences, knowledge, and so on must not bring a reaction. I will go into it, and you will see clearly.


What we are talking about is a life in which there is no conflict at all, a life on this earth—not in heaven, not in some utopia, but actual daily living in which there is not a symptom or a shadow of conflict. Because it is only when there is peace that goodness can flower, not when you are in conflict, not when you are trying to become good, not when you are idealistically pursuing the idea of being good. When there is peace, it flowers. And therefore when there is clarity, there is no choice, and therefore there is no action of will. Because what you see, you see very clearly, and there is no need for choice or will. Choice and will breed conflict. And yet we have lived on choice and will. Will means resistance, control, suppression; and suppression, control, and resistance depend on choice. And when there is no choice, there is no exertion of will.


So, is it possible to function as a human being, living in this world, without any form of conflict which comes into being when there is choice and when there is will? First of all, to understand this, one has to understand, to look into, to observe, not only the conscious mind but also the unconscious mind. We are fairly familiar with the conscious mind—the daily activities of what you do, what you say, your going to an office day after day for the next forty years, getting the mind more and more dull, heavy, stupid, bureaucratic, continuing a life of routine, a mechanical life. And that superficial consciousness, the outward consciousness, is fairly easy to observe and to understand. But we are not just the outward layers of consciousness; there is a great depth to us, and without understanding that, merely establishing a superficial tranquillity does not solve the problem. So one has to understand this whole consciousness of man, not only the superficial, but the deeper layers of it.


When we observe—without reading psychologists, the Freuds, the Jungs, and all the rest of the modern philosophers and psychologists—we know what the unconscious is: the racial residue, the experience of the race, the social conditions, the environment, the tradition, the culture—culture being political, religious, educational—which are all deeply embedded in the unconscious.


Now, can you look at it, can you observe it, if there is no light? You understand my question? To observe, you must have light, and to observe the unconscious, you must have light, clarity. How can you have clarity about something of which you do not know? You have an idea, only a concept, but not the actuality. And without understanding the unconscious, mere adjustment on the surface will not bring about freedom to live peacefully.


Please, we are not talking some deep philosophy; it is very simple. Consciousness is a word—isn’t it? Now, the word is not the thing. The word consciousness, if you observe, through association sets thought in action, and you say that consciousness is this or that or something else. If you are so-called religiously minded, you will say that there is a spiritual entity, and so on. If you are not, you say that it is merely the environmental product. That is all. But the word is not the thing—as the word tree is not the fact. So consciousness, which is the word, is not the feet. Please follow this.


So, to have clarity you have to observe the fact without the word—which means you observe without the machinery of thought in operation. And the machinery of thought is consciousness. Right? Look, sirs! The speaker says that killing is wrong. Now what has happened? He has made a statement, and you respond to that statement according to your conditioning, according to your immediate demands, according to the pressure of the other countries, and so on. So you have set the machinery of thinking going, through reaction, and therefore you are not listening to the fact, you are not seeing the fact; but your thought is reacting. Right? That is very simple. So, the word is not the thing. So the investigation of the unconscious becomes totally unnecessary, has no meaning whatsoever if the word is not the thing, and yet you are observing—then what takes place is complete attention. Then you are looking without any distraction, which is total attention. Total attention is the essence of the consciousness and beyond. That is, you are only conscious when there is friction; otherwise, there is no consciousness. That is, when you are challenged, you respond. If the response is totally adequate to the challenge, there is no conflict, there is no friction. It is only when the challenge is inadequately responded to that there is friction. It is this friction that causes, that brings into being, consciousness.


Please observe it within yourselves, and you will see that if you could find a way of avoiding death—I am taking that as an instance; we will talk about death another time—if you could find a way of overcoming death, medically, scientifically, or in some other way, then you would never be afraid of it. Therefore there is no conflict between living and dying, and therefore you will be totally unconscious of death. It is only when there is friction—which is fear—that consciousness is produced, and that consciousness says, “I am afraid to die.”


So what we are talking about is a state of mind in which conflict has been totally eliminated—not through choice, not through will, not through any form of assertion or acceptance of a doctrine or commitment to a particular action which breeds in you the absence of self-identification with that issue or with that commitment, and you then think you are living peacefully, whereas you are not, as it is still the operation of resistance going on.


So, is it possible to live in this world knowing that you cannot possibly solve your problems through suppression, through acceptance, through obedience, through conformity, through imitation—which man has done for centuries? Is it possible to live a different kind of life altogether? Now, when you put that question to yourself, when you respond to that challenge, what is your answer? Obviously, the first answer—if you are at all intelligent—is that you do not know. Or you will assert that it is not possible. Or you will reply according to your tradition, according to your ideas. Therefore your response is inadequate to the challenge. You have to listen to the question: Is it possible to live in this world, not in isolation, not in a monastery, not as a monk, but as a human being, in great peace both outwardly and inwardly, especially inwardly? If we can live peacefully inwardly, then every action is peaceful, and therefore there will be no war.


So, to find out if it is possible to live without a conflict, first of all one has to understand what conflict is—not the symptom. You understand? One can show you the symptom and the cause, but the seeing of the cause or the symptom is not going to dissolve the symptom or the cause. Obviously you have to come directly into contact with it—which we never do. Let me explain.


Man has suffered; man, inwardly, has lived always in a battlefield because there is the self-centered activity—the ‘me’ first, and everybody else second. ‘Me’ first—my concern, my safety, my pleasure, my success, my position, my prestige. ‘Me’ first—identified with the country, with the family, with the doctrine. And we hope that through identification, we will dissolve the ‘me’! We know the cause—the cause is egotism; to put it brutally, the cause is self-centered activity. We all know that. We also know what the result is, what it will produce outwardly in the world—namely, war. War is the ultimate expression of the inner conflict. There is war going on all the time, in the business world, in the political world, in the world of the religious people, between the various gurus, the various sects, the various dogmas. We know this. Intelligence tells you that this is so, but yet we do not live peacefully!


So peace cannot be brought about through the mere analysis of the cause or the symptom. So one has to enter into a different area, a different dimension.


Now to enter into a different dimension—if you will do it with me now, you will find out for yourself how to come to it. Not intellectually, not emotionally, not verbally. Because you have done all that; you have played with the intellect; your brain is as sharp as a needle, but you have not solved the problem. You cry over it if your son or husband or brother is killed; you are sentimental, emotional, but you have not solved it. So intellect, emotion, mere assertion of words, reading the Gita everlastingly, all the stupid stuff one does in the name of religion, the circus that goes on—all this has not prevented man from killing man. You kill, not with bayonets and guns only, but also with words, with gesture, when you compete with another in the office, when you are aggressive, brutal, seeking your own success—all those are wars. So, intellect, emotion, ideas—which are organized words—have never solved any of your problems; you have to find a different way of living in which there is no conflict whatsoever.


How is this to come about? Because time is disorder anyway. If you say, “I will get it tomorrow, or in the next life,” all that becomes immaterial. When a man is suffering, he does not think about tomorrow or the next life; he wants an answer. And if you don’t find the answer, you live on words, beliefs, dogmas—and they have no value at all; they become escapes! We know all that.


How do you enter into a life—now, not tomorrow—so that the past drops away from you completely? You know, when we are confused, we either worship the past, return to the past, or cultivate a utopia, hoping that thereby we will solve it! Economic revolutions, social revolutions, have had this idea of utopia, and they have never brought it about, either in Russia or in any other place! So words have no meaning any more, nor do ideas. Unless you put away this from your mind—the word, the idea, emotionalism, intellectualism—you will not be able to follow what we are talking about next.


So what takes place when you are not looking to the future? There is no tomorrow—except there is a tomorrow when you have to go to the office, or keep an appointment, and so on. Psychologically there is no tomorrow. I will explain to you why there is no tomorrow, intellectually, in detail. There is no tomorrow, actually, because it is an invention of thought, psychologically to give a certainty of continuity for one’s own well-being. Actually there is only the now, the present living; and you cannot live now if you are burdened with the past.


So what brings about a total mutation in the mind? You understand, sir? We have shown you the map of the human life, though not in detail. We have shown you the map, and we all say, “There must be a new mind, a new way of living.” How is this to come about? Please listen to this. How is this to come about? How do you find it? Are you waiting for me to tell you? Don’t laugh, be serious. Are you waiting for the speaker to tell you? If you are, then that is going to create another friction; therefore, you will not be free of friction; therefore, there will be conflict. But if you understand that neither word nor emotion nor intellect has any answer, what happens? All the doors which you have invented—socialist doors, communist doors, religious doors, psychological doors—are closed; there is no way out. When you know that, what happens to you?


Now begins the real meditation. You understand, sirs? Now begins a mind that is no longer driven by any outward or inner influence, a mind that is no longer controlled by an idea, by any pleasure, by any values which it has created for itself as a guide. All these are gone; they have all failed miserably; they have no meaning any more. So, if you are actually doing it, what has happened? You do not again say, “I will think about it tomorrow, agree or disagree”—then you and I are not in communication with each other. But if you actually understand this very clearly, what takes place? What actually takes place is light, clarity. And clarity, light, is always negative because the very description of it, as well as the imitation of the description, is the positive action that prevents light.


I hope you and I are both working together. What takes place when you listen—not to the word, not to your reactions, not to your agreement or disagreement to an opinion? When you are quiet, you learn; your mind, your whole being, is alert, aware, and you are listening. Then something happens when you see. Now in that attention, in that listening, there is clarity. That is clarity.


(It began to rain, and the talk came to an end.)


December 26, 1965


Third Talk in Madras


If we may, we will continue with what we were talking about the other day—which was, if I remember rightly, to find a different dimension, a different field, which cannot be discovered by mere intellection or sentimentality or emotionalism. Because, as we were saying, our life actually as it is now—not ideologically, or giving to life a wider, deeper significance—is a life of misery, confusion, anxiety, a sense of guilt and deep frustration; and because of the boredom, the loneliness, and the fear of our everyday life, we must obviously find a way or a state or an existence which will not be merely repetitive as it is now.


As we have also pointed out, the word or the explanation is not the actual fact. The fact is one thing, and the word—the explanation or the idea or the opinion or the philosophy about that idea, about that fact—is another. I think it is very important to understand this. Because most of us are caught in words—like God, fear, communist, socialist. Words—like death, love—are loaded with meaning. But death, love, and hate are entirely different from the words themselves or from the explanation of these words. And most of us have developed the intellect to such a degree, fortunately or unfortunately, that we are satisfied with words and explanations; and we think we understand when there are explanations or detailed expositions. But actually what we understand are the words and the meaning of the words, but not the fact. So one has to be aware of facile explanations and words that are loaded with meaning through tradition, through usage. Because words—like God, Christian, Catholic—awaken certain reactions, and these reactions prevent the understanding of the fact, the understanding of what actually is. Unless one is aware of this process of reaction through words, the words become tremendously important—like the word Hindu or Muslim.


And what we are going to talk about this evening demands, I think, that one has to find a way of living one’s daily life which is not contaminated by the past—the past being not only time but tradition, experience, knowledge, memory. This does not mean that we must function with a blank mind or live in a state of amnesia. But one has to understand the repetitive process or the mechanical process of existence as it is. Because most of our life is imitative. Our speech, our thoughts, the way of our life, what we do—the whole of consciousness is the result of imitation. Please don’t deny it or accept it, but rather listen to find out the fact or the falseness of what is being said. Unless one understands this extraordinarily complex process of the imitative life which we do lead, freedom is not possible. And when there is no freedom, obviously there is no discovery of something totally new. Perhaps many of you have not even thought about all this. And if you are thinking for the first time about this matter of imitation, don’t jump to conclusions, but rather let us together explore the issue.


Because, as we said, the responsibility of listening—if I may use that word responsibility—is heavy on you. The speaker may convey certain facts, point out certain facts. And to listen to the facts is extremely arduous. Because to listen to a fact, or to observe a fact, demands freedom from opinion. Obviously! If you say that it is not possible to live without imitation, you have already come to a conclusion, and therefore you cannot proceed further to question if there is not a state of mind which is totally uncontaminated by time. If you accept that, again it is not possible further to uncover, to discover for yourself the fact. So your responsibility in listening becomes important because we are working together. You are not merely listening to the speaker; we are together partaking, sharing, in this investigation so as to discover for ourselves firsthand if there is, or if there is not, the possibility of a new mind. A new mind is not merely the result of thought putting together what, it thinks, is a new mind—which merely becomes an idea, an end, which you try to imitate or practice or try to follow; but it is not a new mind.


So we have to go mutually together, sharing every step, into this whole process of imitation. And we have to find out whether it is possible for a mind which is imitative, which is the result of time—for a brain which has been cultivated, developed through centuries upon centuries, through the process of time and tradition—to discover by becoming quiet, a new mind, a new space. That is what we are going to talk about this evening.


When we use the word imitation, we mean, don’t we, to follow, to practice, to obey, to conform to a pattern, to adjust to what we think is right, and to avoid what we think is wrong; conforming, following, adjusting, submitting, obeying authority—the authority as law, and the inner authority as one’s own memory, experience, knowledge. Please, you have to listen fairly closely. Otherwise you and I will cease to communicate with each other.


You know, communication is really communion in these matters: to commune with nature, to commune with that sunset, to commune with that tree against the light of the setting sun, or to commune with each other, and, especially now, to commune with the speaker, and the speaker to commune with you. All that is only possible when you look, as at that tree and the light of the setting sun, with attention, with care, with affection. And it is not possible to commune with something if your mind is somewhere else, when you don’t give your whole attention to the beauty of that light, the tree and the flower, and the intimacy of nature. But the word communion is not the fact, nor is the description of what communion is the fact.


There must be a sense of urgency. Because the house is burning; there is so much misery, chaos, callousness, war, indifference, butchery that is going on in the world; there is the dirt, the squalor, the poverty—all this needs solution. And one cannot be indifferent; one cannot hide behind formulas, concepts, gods, theories—they have no meaning any more, and I doubt if they ever had.


And so to commune with each other, as we are trying to do now, we must have this sense of urgency. Being urgent means an intensity—not casualness, not indifference, but a serious intention and therefore intensity. And also there must be a certain quality of affinity, a sense of affection, care. When you look at that tree, you can casually look at it, and it means nothing. But when you look at that tree and do not let thought or reactions interfere, when you look at it with an intensity which is attention, then out of that attention comes care. You are looking after that tree, not merely enjoying it; you are going to look after it, care for it, nourish it, see that it flowers, that it is not spoiled, destroyed. All that implies communion, not a mere verbal exchange of clever argumentation or dispute over opinions. All this implies seriousness. And it is only the man who is very, very serious that knows what it is to live—not the flippant people, not the people who merely enjoy their professional life.


So communion implies intensity and a sense of care which goes with it—tenderness, affection, love. That must exist between us. This does not mean that you are going to accept what the speaker says, or reject it—that is not affection. Together we are going to examine with affection, with care, with intensity.


There must be peace in the world, and there must be freedom—not political peace, not the freedom of certain democracies, but the inward freedom from anxiety, fear, despair, the incessant conflict that goes on within ourselves, the battle. Unless there is that freedom and peace, we cannot possibly flower in goodness, in beauty, in affection. The world does not want more philosophies, more organized religions, more dogmas. What it needs is a totally different mind, a mind which is not caught up in the daily fear of life. And you cannot possibly find that new mind through the old mind. You cannot possibly find the quality of that freshness if you don’t understand this whole phenomenon of imitation. And we are going to go into it.


The brain, as we know, is the result of time and copying—imitation. Our education, our society, our culture—all this makes the brain conform. The difference between the mind and the brain is not so easily put into words. We use these words to see the difference, but the words are not the facts, nor are the definitions the facts. The mind is the overall thing, the totality, which observes, which exists, which has its being through the brain. So, you have to understand the nature of the brain, the memory, experience, knowledge; and that understanding also gives you the meaning, the significance, the nature of the mind. We only divide the thing for convenience. They are not two different things in different compartments, divided into fragments and tightly held together, tethered by our concepts.


Our reactions are the outcome of our process of living, which is based on acceptance, following, obedience to authority, and fear. Please watch your own reactions. You are not listening to the speaker; you are listening to the operation of your own brain as it reacts to what is being said. What we are saying is that thought, which is the response of memory—memory being experience, knowledge—is always imitative, and therefore there is no fresh thought. If there is a fresh thought, that thought can be recognized as being a new thought; and that recognition is out of the past, and therefore it is still of the old—perhaps at a higher pitch—it still belongs to the past. So thought can never be free. How can it be? Because it is tethered to memory. The electronic brain and the science of cybernetics, which produces these extraordinary machines, are based on this business of association, memory, and so on—which is how we also function! So thought is never original.


Please observe yourself. Do not accept what the speaker is saying; please observe your own thinking. If you are observing, you will see that there is nothing original. Thought is the result of a series of imitations, conformities, obedience, and acceptance—which we call knowledge—and on that the brain, the thought, the cells, and so on function. Take a very simple example—I don’t like to talk in examples. When you are asked, “Where do you live?” or “What is your name?” your response is immediate; there is no time interval between the question and the answer because you are very familiar with that question, and you know your name and where you live. So the machinery of thought functions with extraordinary rapidity because you are very familiar with it. But the machinery of thought functions slowly when the question becomes a little more complicated; you need some time, you need a lag between the question and the answer. But when you do answer, it is still based on knowledge—knowledge which is the accumulation of experience, your own experience, or the experience of society or of culture, and so on.


So thought is repetitive; it is never free. And a mind that seeks to free itself through thought, through practice, through imitation, through a particular form of discipline, can never be free and therefore can never discover if there is something original. I hope I am making this statement clear. That is, the whole of consciousness—whether the conscious or the unconscious, whether you are aware of the unconscious or not—is the result of imitation. Obviously! And we function within that limited area of human consciousness—which is also the result of the animal because there is a great deal of the animal still in the human being. Within that field we function. I do not think this needs a tremendous argument or investigation; this is a simple fact.


So within that field of consciousness we try to solve our problems—the problems of war, the problems of peace, the problems of individuals and human beings, the problems of our own grief, sorrow, death, misery, confusion, the fear and the agony of existence. And therefore we never seem to solve our problems. That is, as the scientists are saying, man has lived for two million years and more. And man has always struggled; to him life has become a battlefield, not only outside but inside; he has not gone beyond sorrow, anxiety, fear. He may outwardly be not afraid of animals, snakes, and all the rest of it; but inwardly there is the terror, the torture.


Man has, through centuries, become a tortured human being. Please look at yourself. As you can look at yourself in a mirror, you can look at yourself psychologically. Then you will see what you go through—the anxieties, the fears, the ambitions, the competition, the greed, the envy, the brutality—in the life that you lead. And man has not been able to solve it. What man has done is to run away from it—run away through the worship of God, through dogma, through belief, through rituals, through ideology, through formulas, through ancestral worship, or through anything to avoid the present agony, the present anxiety. And this has been the state of man for thousands of years. We can mesmerize ourselves by reading the Bible, the Gita, this or that, by attending talks, whether it is the interpretation of the Gita or something else—which is all so infantile! But the fact remains that each one of us, as a human being, has not been able to solve this thing. We can only solve this if we can discover a new mind which will tackle these problems and finish them.


Now, to discover the new mind, not only is it necessary for us to understand the responses of the old brain, but also it is necessary for the old brain to be quiet. The old brain must be active but quiet. You are following what I am saying? Look, sir! If you would discover for yourself firsthand—not what somebody else says—if there is a reality, if there is such a thing as God—the word God is not the fact—your old brain, which has been nurtured in a tradition, either anti-God or pro-God, in a culture, in an environmental influence and propaganda, through centuries of social assertion, must be quiet. Because, otherwise, it will only project its own images, its own concepts, its own values. But those values, those concepts, those beliefs are the result of what you have been told, or are the result of your reactions to what you have been told; so, unconsciously, you say, “This is my experience!”


So you have to question the very validity of experience—your own experience or the experience of anybody else; it does not matter who it is. Then by questioning, inquiring, asking, demanding, looking, listening attentively, the reactions of the old brain become quiet. But the brain is not asleep; it is very active, but it is quiet. It has come to that quietness through observation, through investigation. And to investigate, to observe, you must have light; and the light is your constant alertness.


Clarity does not come if you don’t observe, if you don’t listen, if you don’t watch all your reactions—what you say, what you feel, what you think. When you begin to quote the Upanishads, the Bible, Shankara, Buddha—they are just words, words of somebody else—it is not a discovery for you. To find out if there is something beyond this imitative, copying reaction of the brain, the brain must understand all its reactions to the innumerable influences—from your grandmother to the present press, from the ancient teachers to the modern gurus. Everybody is influencing each other, and one has to be aware of this. And it is only through this alertness of watching, listening, that there comes clarity; and that clarity brings to the brain peace, quietness, and therefore attention.


So we are faced with the fact—not an opinion, not an idea, not a concept—that the whole of our consciousness, not just some part of it, is the result of imitation, whether it is the imitation of Shankara or Buddha or somebody else; it does not matter who it is. One has to discover the fact of imitation, which is conforming, which is based on authority, which is the outcome of fear.


Here, one has to understand the authority of law and also the authority imposed upon oneself through experience, knowledge, or pleasure. Obviously, one has to obey the law—you have to keep to the right or to the left side of the road, depending on which country you are living in; you have to pay taxes, buy stamps, and all the rest of it. The buying of stamps may help you to subscribe to the war; by paying taxes you may be supporting war! If you are a pacifist, you are lost. If you are a human being, you say, “I will not kill”—not because of some idea, not because of some concept; but because you have love in your heart, you will not kill anybody. Does it mean you will not buy a stamp? Does it mean you will not pay any tax? Surely not! Not to pay a tax, not to buy stamps, not to travel by railway, but walk over the earth—all that does not solve the problem. What gives rise to the problem of war is nationalistic, linguistic, geographical divisions. And what starts war is religious differences—you are a Hindu, I am a Muslim; you with your dogmas and limitations, I with mine. Unless we transcend and go beyond all that, mere nonpayment of taxes, or not going by a train, is not going to solve a thing—it only means a personal fancy, exhibitionism, nothing else! You are rather uncomfortable when I say all this because you don’t see the total issue. You see life in fragments, and you hope to find an answer through fragments. But through fragments there is no answer to the misery of life.


So we come to a point when you see that whatever you do inwardly is a process of imitation. Of course you have to go to an office, keep your appointments. We are not talking of the obvious time factor or the obvious activities that one has to do. But we are talking about the fact that you conform and that whatever you do inwardly—control, suppress, copy, follow—is a process of imitation, and therefore your action then becomes repetitive. Whether it is a pleasurable repetition or a nonpleasurable repetition, it is based on trying to conquer fear. I do not know if you are following all this.


So whatever you do, whatever positive action you take with regard to imitation—it is still imitation. Isn’t that a fact? If you say, “I must lead a life of nonimitation,” that very saying indicates you have not understood the question, the issue. If you say, “I must find a way to free myself from imitation,” then, in the search to find a different way, the motive is still imitative because you want to escape from this imitation and to establish a new kind of imitation, a new habit. Sir, look! If one disciplines at all, that discipline—that is, conforming to a pattern, conforming to a norm—is based surely on the fear that you may not do the right thing, that you may not be happy, that you may not find food, that you may not find God, etc., etc. So your discipline is based on imitation, which is the result of your reaction to fear. Surely! So whatever you do with regard to imitation will still be the act of imitation! That is a fact; if you examine it, you will see it is so. Then what are you to do?


You have so far followed, even verbally, intellectually, what has been stated. If you have gone beyond the word, not intellectually, then you are faced with this issue: knowing that the whole of your life, from the moment you are born to the moment you die, is conforming, imitating, obeying, adjusting to social laws or to a particular idiosyncrasy which is your own particular character, when you are faced with that, you realize that any activity born of thought, born of an idea, born of a concept—as an idea, an ideology, a formula, a tradition, or a prompting from the past—is imitative.


Then what is one to do? I hope I have made my question clear. Our brain says, “You must act, you must do something when you are confronted with this immense, very complex problem.” Your reaction, the reaction of the brain, is to do; it is to think to find a way out. Now, to find a way out, to do something about it, is what we call positive action. That is what we always do. I lack courage, and I must find a way to overcome it; and so I develop various characteristics which I call “courage to face fear.” That is our operation always. When we are confronted with a problem of any kind, the instinct in reply is to do something about it, either through thought, through emotion, through action, or through some kind of activity—which is the activity of the old brain. Right? The old brain is the result of time, experience, knowledge of the past; therefore, it is imitative, and its response to a problem will inevitably be imitative.


So what is one to do? We said that the response of the old brain is imitative, and whatever it does has no answer. And that response of the past is what we call the positive activity of life—which only breeds more confusion, more conflict. So, you are confronted with this immense question—that the old brain is imitative and its responses are imitative; therefore, thought, in which is included the feeling and the emotion and all the rest of it, is imitative; and therefore through thought you cannot find a way out. The intellect is not the door through which you can escape from this problem, nor is emotion. Therefore all positive action must entirely cease—which means the old brain must be completely negative, which means the old brain must be completely quiet. You are following? The old brain can only be quiet if it has observed its activity in the light of its own perception. You are following? Look, sir! I can see that tree because there is light; otherwise, I cannot see the tree. There is that light—whether it is artificial light or the light of the sun—and I observe. Otherwise, however much I may observe, there is no seeing.


So the old brain has to be quiet, has to be negative. You understand now what we mean by the negative and the positive? That negative state and quietness can only possibly come, not through discipline, not through conformity and all that, but only through its observing the whole process of its own thinking and becoming observant. To be quiet and observant is to have light, and without light you cannot observe. So it is not a trick of sitting still, meditating, forcing—all those tricks which one has made for centuries upon centuries, calling that process meditation, are nonsense. Meditation is something entirely different—if we have time, we will discuss it some other day. When you are confronted with this immense fact, you will see that the whole of life including your atma, your soul, your God, everything, is imitative. You repeat because you have been told. The communist is told, “There is no such stupid thing as a soul,” and he repeats, “There is no such stupid thing as a soul.” He repeats, and you repeat.


So the whole of life, every corner of our consciousness, is imitative, recognizable. You know, when you recognize something, it is already known; therefore, it is the past; therefore, it is still imitative, and therefore it is still within the field of the known. So, when you are confronted with this immense problem, the answer to it lies in complete quietness of the brain, which has come about naturally, through observation, in the light of its own perception. And therefore out of this clarity comes the new mind. And only then can one discover the nature and the structure of what is the original—if there is something original. Don’t translate it in terms of your own particular theology or particular concept. Because one has to find something new, original, not contaminated by thought. Otherwise one is merely a repetitive machine, quoting this, following somebody else, arguing this, quarreling over words, over opinions, belonging to this sect or that society—it all becomes so utterly immature!


And we have to find a new way of living—which is not to go to sleep, or escape into monasteries or mountains, or do some immature act like that. But to find a way of living in this world, now, so that the mind is free from conflict, is possible only when the mind is free from conflict—which is essentially the conflict of imitation. Then you will find that the brain becomes extraordinarily sensitive. It is only the highly sensitive mind that is highly vulnerable, that is quiet—not a mind, not a brain that is reacting all the time according to its old pattern. It is not for you to find it; you cannot find a thing. The idea of searching for truth is utter nonsense! Because to search for something implies that you are trying to find, uncover something. How can you find, with a dull and repetitive mind, something which is not to be sought after, which is something alive, moving, which is totally new? So you cannot seek it.


I know it is one of the fashionable things or religious things to seek truth or God! You have to throw that word overboard; it has no meaning. But what has meaning is to find out if the brain can be extraordinarily sensitive, quiet, and free. Out of that freedom alone can one live peacefully in this world and create a new world, a new generation, a new people.


December 29, 1965


Fourth Talk in Madras


If we may, we will continue with what we were talking about the other day when we met here.


We were saying how greatly important it is that there should be a mutation in the mind—not mere reformation, not mere improvement, but a total change. As we pointed out, man has lived for so many centuries with sorrow, with misery, with confusion. And the human being does not seem to be able to find a way out of this. He is caught in a web of circumstances of his own making and has not been able to transform himself totally. He has been more or less civilized, which has been the function of most religions—to tame him down from the vicious animal—but there is still a great deal of the animal in most of us. And as there is so much decay, corruption—moral, spiritual, ethical, as well as aesthetical—it obviously is necessary to bring about, or rather to be aware of the factors that need, a radical change in our thinking and feeling.


And it is necessary to bring about this mutation, primarily inwardly. Though most societies, most governments are concerned with the improvement of external matters, making life a little more comfortable—having more food, more clothes, and all the rest of it—very few are concerned with bringing about this inward revolution.


This evening, we would like to talk about a change that must always be instantaneous. All mutation is instantaneous. It cannot be thought about with a structure built round the change, nor can it be carefully planned out, step by step, what man should do. We went into that, more or less, last time.


So, I would like to discuss, talk over together, this question of time. But before we go into that, I think it is necessary to examine what is learning because both of us are going to learn about time. And perhaps if we could understand what is involved in this matter of time, then we could see the implication and the intimation or the hint that is intrinsically in the question of how to bring about a change.


For most of us, to learn is to accumulate knowledge or a technique, or to commit to memory certain ideas through experience, through being taught; and that process is what we call learning. That is, to cultivate memory, and having cultivated it, having gathered enough experience, knowledge, having stored it up, from there to act: that is what we generally call learning. It is always in the past—that is, having learned, I then apply. Having accumulated, added to my information, to my knowledge, to my experience, having stored it up, from there I proceed to act—that is, having learned, from that knowledge I function.


But I think there is a vast difference between learning and having learned. The one is always in the active present, and the other is always in the past. The learning process is always going on, infinitely. But if one has learned and then adds to it what one is learning, then learning ceases. I think one has to go into this a little bit, so that both of us understand this clearly.


Learning, which is the active present, is the doing, is the acting. The doing, the acting, is in the learning. Acting is not separate from learning. I learn as I do, as I act—not having learned, I act. The two are different states altogether. This we must clearly see from the very beginning if we are to understand this question of time. That is, one learns a technique, studies it, stores it up in memory; and having stored it up, having cultivated it through experience, through study, through memory, one acts. That action is entirely different from the action which comes in the act of learning. I act as I am learning—not having experienced, I act. I hope this is clear. The two are entirely different. The one is mechanical; that is what the computers, the electronic brains, do. The computer has been given all the information necessary about a particular subject, and when a particular question with regard to that subject is put to that machine, the machine gives a prompt answer. And that is what we do. Therefore, in that, there is no freedom.


So, one begins to discover that knowledge does not give freedom. Only learning gives freedom. Because that is not mechanical, you are learning all the time; and from that learning, there is acting all the time. So, if that is very clear, we can proceed to examine this whole question of time.


We use time as a means to bring about change. We are talking about psychological time, not time by the watch. Time by the watch is necessary. Otherwise you will not be here, I will not be here; you will not be able to catch your bus and go to your office tomorrow morning, and so on. Chronological time is absolutely necessary; that brings about some order and some efficiency.


Now, is there psychological time at all? And what do we mean by time in that sense? We understand what we mean when we say, “yesterday,” “today,” “tomorrow”—by the watch. I have to catch a train, a bus, or an airplane in a few days, and so on; that is very simple. But when we are talking about a time which is altogether in a different dimension—which is psychological time—is there such a thing? And if there is, what is it? And we have to understand that in relation to what we mean by mutation, by this tremendous, radical revolution. If we do not understand the whole significance of time, we shall not be able to understand the implication of mutation.


Chronological time is a fact; there is no question of doubting it. But is there any other time? And if there is, what do we mean by that? To investigate that, to go into that really very deeply, you have to consider something entirely different—which is: there is a division, a separation, a fragmentation between the observer and the observed. Please, this is not an abstract subject, so don’t go to sleep, don’t become vague. This needs very clear thinking on your part, neither agreeing nor disagreeing. A really clear mind that wants to find out neither agrees nor disagrees; it follows, examines—not on the basis of one’s prejudices, likes, and dislikes. So it needs a mind that is willing to think this out, right to the end. It is only such a mind that is a serious mind, and it is only the serious mind that is going to find the answer—not the mind that discusses philosophically the question of time.


So, what do we mean by time—if there is such a thing as time? And is it possible to put an end to time? We are used to thinking in terms of a gradual process: I will change, I will be good, I should be, I must not be, and so on. All that involves time. That is: I will, in the future, do it. The very action of “will” is time. Please look at if very carefully. The action of “should” and “should not” is time because there is an interval between what is and ‘what should be’, and to arrive at ‘what should be’ involves time. Chronologically there is time involved when you have to get from here to your house. And equally, when you want to change what is, you think of it in terms of time—which is, I should do that. Therefore the “should” implies time—which is, after gathering experience, having learned, I act. It is not learning and acting. I will go into it. Perhaps it is not clear to you for the moment. If it does not become clear, I am sorry. One has to explain this very carefully and go into it step by step; and your mind must be equally alert and aware and follow the implications; otherwise, you will miss it.


So, the time that we know, that is psychological, involves “will”—the “should” and “should not,” “I must” and “must not”—which obviously is to move from one center to another center, a distance to be covered by time. So you invent an excuse for tomorrow, and so on. Therefore, wherever there is an action of will, time is involved. And when you have time, there are other factors entering into it, other influences which modify what should be. So the cause produces the effect, and the effect then becomes the cause. Look, sirs! If I may suggest, please do not translate what you hear into your own terminology; don’t translate what is being said in terms of Sanskrit or your own particular language because your language, your Sanskrit words are loaded, and therefore you will not understand directly what the speaker means. So do not interpret what is being said into your own words; just follow—even intellectually, if you will.


As we said, unless we understand this question of time, mutation becomes meaningless. Then we are only concerned with self-improvement, with becoming better, nobler, more kind, less kind, this or that—which involves time. So we see that where there is the function of knowledge as will, time is involved. And when time is involved between the actor and the action, there are other factors coming into being; therefore, the action is never complete. I intend to give up something—that is, I will do it tomorrow. What is taking place between now and tomorrow? There is an interval, a lag of time. In that space, there are other factors coming in, other pressures, other strains. Therefore ‘what should be’ is modified already, and so is my action. So the action is never complete. I start out to do something tomorrow, inwardly—give up, do, conform, imitate, and so on—and there are other factors, other pressures, other strains, other circumstances that come and interfere; therefore, there is always, between what is and ‘what should be’, the action which is being modified all the time, and therefore such action is never complete.


Then also, through habit, through tradition, through acquiring knowledge technologically, we are used to saying, we have got the habit of saying to ourselves, “I will do it another day, I will change gradually.” So again, this idea of gradualness involves time; in that is involved the whole business of modification. So one has to find out much more deeply what time is.


We see chronological time. We see time as will in action. We also see that the mind—through laziness, through indolence—has invented time to postpone action, which is: the idea and the action. There is the idea based on organized thought, according to tradition, knowledge, information; and according to that idea, there is action—which involves gradualness. Again, that is a very, very superficial thing, and one has to go much deeper into this question. I hope I have made this, up to now, fairly clear.


We have to find out if there is time at all. Because if I can understand it, or if there is an ending to time, there is immediate action. The mind, then—the brain—is not indolent; it has not the energy to be indolent. If I know I am going to die tomorrow, I will act immediately. So I have to brush aside this superficial explanation of time. This is what we have done verbally. And if you treat this explanation as an explanation and merely as words, then it is not a fact. Then what has taken place? Then you are merely adding this to the knowledge which you have already, and from that knowledge you are going to act, and therefore you are never free to learn.


Is there time? Because if there is no ending to time, there is no freedom, there is no end to sorrow; then life is merely one series of continuous reactions, responses, and so on. So, is there an ending to time? If the mind can discover it, understand it, then action has a totally different meaning. Right? Sir, if you are told that your house is on fire, you will not be sitting here! If you are told that there is no tomorrow, you will be horrified! There is a tomorrow chronologically, but there will be no psychological tomorrow. And if there is no tomorrow, it is a tremendous revolution inwardly. Then love, action, beauty, space, freedom—these have a totally different meaning.


So that is what we are going to discover—discover, not learn, not accumulate some information from the speaker, with which you agree or disagree. You are going to discover it, feel your way into it. And then it will set you free from time. You know, feeling which is not stimulated by thought is entirely different from the feeling brought about by a stimulus. Do listen to this a little bit. The feeling about space is entirely different from the word space in relation to what you think or feel or know about space. You understand, sirs, what it is to feel something, to look at something? Feel that sunset, do look at it, and also that tree, with its leaves; of the dark day, see the intensity, the extraordinary light, the beauty of that. To feel it is entirely different from the mere stimulation which that sunset gives you—there you are dependent; there you say that it is a beautiful sunset which awakens in you memories, feelings, ideas, and so on. But to come to that beauty with immense feeling which is not stimulated is entirely different.


So we are going to go into this question of time, nonverbally. To communicate, words are necessary; otherwise, you will not know what we are talking about. You and I do know, I hope, English. So words are necessary. The word is not the thing. That light—unless you feel it and see it, the mere word light or beauty has no meaning. So one has to feel one’s way into what we are going into. We are inquiring into this question of time.


Time by the watch, we know, is a fact. We also know time as will, which is also a fact. We know also the gradual process when thought says, “Do it tomorrow; that is good enough”—which again is time. We know this is also a fact. Now what is time beyond this? is there such a thing as time? To find out—not merely theoretically or intellectually or emotionally, but actually to feel your way into it—one has to go into this question of the observer and the observed. For instance, when you look at that sunset, there is the observer and the fact, the observed; there is a division between the observer and the observed. That division is time.


Now, the observer is not a permanent entity. Don’t say that the observer existed first. Please let me here caution you. Look at it all as though you have never read a single sacred book—sacred books are not important anyhow. Look at it as though you are looking at it for the first time. Do not translate what Shankara or somebody else said—that there is the original observer, the original entity which is the silent watcher! You can spin a lot of words and theories, but don’t do it, because then you are missing the whole point.


As you watch anything—a tree, your wife, your children, your neighbor, the stars of a night, the light on the water, the bird in the sky, anything—there is always the observer (the censor, the thinker, the experiencer, the seeker) and the thing he is observing: the observer and the observed, the thinker and the thought. So, there is always a division. It is this division that is time. That division is the very essence of conflict. And when there is conflict, there is contradiction. There is the observer and the observed—that is a contradiction; there is a separation. And hence, where there is contradiction, there is conflict. And when there is conflict, there is always the urgency to get beyond it, to conquer it, to overcome it, to escape from it, to do something about it—and all that activity involves time.


So, as long as there is ‘the observer and the observed’ as two separate entities, there is always time. This does not mean that the observer identifies himself with the observed; in that process of identification, too, time is involved. If you say you believe in God—belief, not the truth—then you try to identify yourself with that. To identify yourself with that involves time. Obviously, because you have to make an effort, to struggle, to give up this, to do that, and all the rest of it. Or, you blindly identify yourself, and you end up in an asylum.


So, one sees this division within oneself. And one sees that as long as this division exists, time will inevitably continue, time can never come to an end. And is it possible for this division to cease to exist?—which is, the observer is the observed, the seeker is the sought. Don’t translate it into your own terminology: the seeker is God, a spiritual entity, or whatever it is; therefore, thought says, “I am the atma or some other entity like that.” If you say all this, you are deceiving yourself; you are not feeling your way into discovery; you are merely stating or asserting something which has no validity at all.


So, how is it possible—again, the “how” is not the method; we are just asking—for this division between the observer and the observed to come to an end? As long as there is this division, time will go on, and time is sorrow. And a man who will understand the end of sorrow must understand this, must find, must go beyond this duality between the thinker and the thought, the experiencer and the experienced. That is, when there is a division between the observer and the observed, there is time, and therefore there is no ending of sorrow. Then, what is one to do? You understand the question? I see, within myself, the observer is always watching, judging, censoring, accepting, rejecting, disciplining, controlling, shaping. That observer, that thinker, is the result of thought, obviously. Thought is first—not the observer, not the thinker. If there were no thinking at all, there would be no observer, no thinker; then there would only be complete, total attention.


So, how is it possible for this division between the thinker and the thought, the observer and the observed, to come to an end? Here no time must be involved. You understand? If I do certain practices in order to break down this division, time is involved; and therefore I perpetuate, continue, the division as the thinker and the thought. So, what is one to do? You put that question, not verbally, but with astonishing urgency. You are urgent only when you feel something very strongly; when you have got violent physical pain, you act; there is an intensity. There is this question of sorrow—not only individual sorrow, but the sorrow of man who has lived for so many millennia, suffering, tortured, never finding a way out. And to find a way out is an immensely urgent question. So, one must understand this question very deeply—which is to listen to it, listen to what has been said.


You know what it is to listen? To listen to that breeze among the leaves without any resistance, without interpretation, without distraction. There is no such thing as distraction when you are listening. When you listen to that breeze among the leaves, you listen with complete attention, and therefore there is no time involved at all. You are listening; you are not translating, not interpreting, not agreeing or disagreeing, not saying, “I will think about it tomorrow.” You are in a state of actual listening—which means you are so concerned, if I may use that word, because you are in sorrow. So you give your whole mind, your whole body, your whole nerves, everything you have, to listen.


Now, if you have listened that way, then we can go to another problem which will help the understanding of that division, and the ending of that division between the observer and the observed. We must have order; there must be order—not only social order, but outward order, order in the room, order in the street, cleanliness. Without order you cannot function. All order is virtue; order is righteousness, and without order you cannot function efficiently. So order, both in society and also inwardly, is essential. Society and the human being are not two different entities; when there is order in the human being, there will be order externally. Because there is disorder in all of us, there is disorder outwardly. And the mere patching up of order outside, social order—and there must be social order—will not solve this inward disorder.


So, order is virtue, and virtue cannot be cultivated any more than you can cultivate humility. If you cultivate humility, you are only covering up your vanity. Humility is something that must blossom naturally. And without humility, there is no learning. So order is virtue, and virtue cannot be cultivated. Do please listen to it. When you cultivate virtue, it is no longer virtue. You cannot cultivate love—can you? You can cultivate hate, greed, envy; you can be more polite, more gentle, more kind, more generous, but that is not love. Love is something which is not of time, nor of memory. And that quality of love is compassion, in which is included tenderness, kindness, generosity, and so on. But generosity is not love; kindliness is not love. As you cannot cultivate love or humility, so you cannot possibly cultivate virtue. And yet all our habit, all our tradition, is to cultivate virtue—which is merely resisting the fact. The fact is: In spite of what you have said for centuries, you are violent. You may not hit another because you are afraid to go to jail. But you are violent because you are ambitious, greedy, envious, and when your country is attacked, you sit up and take notice, and you identify yourself with the country, and you are willing to shoot another—which is all the animal, inherent violence.


Now, to bring order in violence is to end violence, and the ending of violence must be immediate—not tomorrow. The ending of violence, which is order, does not involve time. Please understand this. If time is involved, which is will, which is postponement, which is gradualness—gradually, through ideas, through conformity, I will get rid of violence—you are not really free of violence. To be free of violence is now, not tomorrow.


So, there must be the feeling of righteousness, which comes into being without motive when you understand the nature of time. You understand, sirs? When you are good because you are going to be punished, or because you are going to be rewarded, then there is a motive; therefore, it is not goodness, it is fear. So righteousness is always without motive. And in that field of human relationship, of righteousness, time does not exist. When you love somebody, what does it mean? To love somebody, an animal, a human being, a tree, the sky, the open space—when you love something, what does it mean? It means, surely, not intellection, not the reaction of memory, but an intensity between two individuals or between two objects, an intensity at the same level and at the same time; then there is a communication—nonverbal, nonintellectual, nonsentimental. Love is not sentiment, love is not emotion, love is not devotion.


So when one understands the nature of time—what is involved in it—virtue then is order, which is immediate. When you understand this virtue—which is order, which is immediate—then you are beginning to see that the division between the observer and the observed is nonexistent. Therefore time has come to a stop. And it is only such a mind that can know what is new.


Look, sir! We know space only because there is the object which creates the space around it. There is this microphone; because of that there is space round it. Do listen. There is space inside the house because of the four walls, and there is space outside the house, which the house as an object creates. So, when there is space which an object has created, then there is time.


Is there space without the object? You understand the question? You have to discover this. This is a challenge. Not that you must respond or not respond—you have to find out. Because one’s mind is so petty, small, it is always functioning within the limits of its own self-centered activities. All those activities are within that center and round that center, in the space which the center creates within itself and round itself, as this microphone does. Therefore when there is space which an object or a thought or an image has created, that space can never give freedom because in that space, there is always time.


So time ceases only when there is space without the object, without the center, without the observer, and therefore without the object. It is only such a mind that can know what beauty is. Beauty is not a stimulant; it is not brought about, or put together, by architecture, by painting, by looking at the sunset, or by seeing a beautiful face. Beauty is something entirely different; it can only be understood when the experiencer is no longer there, and therefore experience ceases to exist. It is like love—the moment you say verbally, or feel, that you love, you cease to love. Because then love is merely a mentation; love then is merely a feeling, an emotion, in which there is jealousy, hate, envy, greed.


So, you have to understand the nature of time, not theoretically, not intellectually, but actually, inwardly. Because when you understand the nature and the structure of time, then action is immediate; therefore, there is the ending of sorrow—now, not tomorrow. And to understand time, you have also to understand space and also beauty. There is very little beauty in the world—there are a lot of decorations—and without beauty there is no love.


So one has to understand all these things, and it is only time that prevents living. If you have gone into this very deeply—not verbally but actually, as we are discussing, as we are talking—then you will see that this sense of timelessness comes into being without your asking. It comes into being because you have listened without any resistance, without any knowledge, because there was not you listening as a listener, but there was only listening. Then, when time has stopped, you will find that sorrow, conflict, and contradiction come to an end.


January 2, 1966


Fifth Talk in Madras


There was a preacher once who used to give sermons every morning to his disciples. And one morning when he got on the rostrum, a bird came and sat on the windowsill there and began to sing. And presently he flew away. So the wise man turned to his disciples and said, “The morning sermon is over,” and went off. I wish we could do the same! (The singing of a bird preceded Krishnaji’s talk, and so he smiled and made the above observation.)


I would like to talk over this evening something which I think is rather important. And the importance of it lies not in verbal communication but rather that each one of us can discover, examine, and understand the reality of it for ourselves. One is apt, I am afraid, to be satisfied with mere explanation, to take the word for the thing and go away with a stimulated feeling that one has gathered some knowledge, understanding, for oneself. One cannot gather understanding from another because the understanding, the truth of the matter, can be gone into, examined, and felt for oneself. And so verbal communication becomes only important to convey a certain meaning, a certain depth. But one has to examine very closely for oneself that which is being said, neither accepting nor rejecting, but closely examining. And to examine really deeply, one needs to have a certain attention. And attention seems to be one of the most difficult things because when we want to attend, we are distracted—thought interferes, and so we resist thought and the distraction. But actually there is no distraction at all. The idea that we are distracted when we want to concentrate only implies that you resist what you call distraction, but actually there is no distraction. When your thought wanders off, give your whole attention to that thought; don’t call it distraction.


Because, to attend means great energy. To give one’s whole attention demands total energy. Sirs, may I request you to listen, rather than take notes? Because when you take notes, you are not listening, you are not being attentive. Attention is now, not when you get home and read over the notes. This is not a lecture; the speaker is not a professor delivering a lesson. But rather, we are trying together to understand this very complex problem of living. And to understand it one needs attention, one needs the full intention to understand. And you cannot understand, listen attentively, when you are taking notes. And when you look at the sunset or the tree, or listen to that bird, it is not a distraction. It is part of this total attention. If you merely resist the noise that bird is making and feel disturbed, or if you do not want to look at that sunset because you want to give your whole attention to something that is being said, then you are merely concentrating and therefore resisting. Whereas if you listen to that bird, watch that sunset, hear the hammering across the road, and see the sunlight on the leaf, then it is a part of total attention; then it is not a distraction. To attend so completely you need energy. And that is what I am going to discuss this evening.


Energy is force. And very few of us have the energy to bring about a radical transformation in ourselves. The force, the energy, the drive, the passion, the deep intention—very few of us have it. And to gather that energy, to have that energy, in which is included this tremendous intensity, passion, drive, force, we think that certain forms of habit are necessary—a certain establishment of a behavior, morality, a certain resistance to sensation, with which we are all quite familiar. We have lived for so long, for so many generations, for so many thousands of years, yet we have not found the energy which will transform our ways of living, our ways of thinking, feeling. And I would, if I may, like to go into this question because, it seems to me, that is what we need—a different kind of energy, a passion which is not mere stimulation, which does not depend on, which is not put together by, thought.


And to come upon this energy, we have to understand inertia—understand not how to come by this energy, but understand the inertia which is so latent in all of us. I mean by inertia “without the inherent power to act”—inherent in itself. There is, as one observes within oneself, a whole area of deep inertia. I do not mean indolence, laziness, which is quite a different thing. You can be physically lazy, but you may not be inert. You may be tired, lazy, unwilling—that is entirely different. You can whip yourself into action, force yourself not to be lazy, not be indolent. You can discipline yourself to get up early, to do certain things regularly, to follow certain practices, and so on. But that is not what we are talking about. That can be easily dealt with and understood; we can come back to it a little later, if time allows.


What we are concerned with is this inertia which is so inherent in all of us, which very few of us come upon and actually do something about. We know what to do about laziness; we know what to do about a mind that is dull. You can sharpen it, polish it, freely discuss it; but that is not what we are talking about. We want to go into this question of inertia which is without the power to act, which is so inherent in all of us, deep down. This inertia is essentially the result of time. This inertia is the result of accumulation. And what is accumulated is time. One needs time not only to gather information, knowledge, experience, but also to act according to that experience, knowledge, information.


So there is this accumulative process going on, of which most of us are little conscious. Both in the unconscious as well as in the conscious, this accumulative process is going on all the time. As you are listening to me, you are gathering, you are accepting, accumulating. That very accumulation is going to result in inertia. You watch it. You will see, if you examine this a little bit closely. I learn a technique, and it takes time by the watch, by the day, by the year; and I store it up. And according to that knowledge, according to that technique, I function. But also at a deeper level this accumulative process is going on as knowledge, as tradition, as my own experience, or what I have read, and so on. There is also that accumulative process going on of which I am not conscious at all.


Please don’t merely, if I may request you, listen to the words, but actually go through what is being said, actually open the door so that you will see this process going on.


Look! If you are a Hindu, you have gathered tremendous knowledge about God, about this, about that. You have accepted it for various reasons, which are obviously fear, conformity, public opinion, and so on. You have accepted it; it is there, both in the conscious as well as in the unconscious—not that there is a division between the two; it is a total movement. This accumulation is inertia, and this inertia is time. To accumulate you must have time; otherwise, you cannot gather. Please don’t say, “How am I not to accumulate?” When you say, “How am I not to accumulate?” you are again accumulating inevitably. Please, this needs very careful, subtle thinking out, going into.


This inertia is without the power of inherent action. Inherent action is: not acting from what one has accumulated as knowledge, as an idea, as a tendency, as a temperament, as a capacity or a gift or a talent. Essentially a gift, a talent, knowledge, is inertia; and we strengthen this inertia through various forms of resistance. I resist any form of change, both outwardly and inwardly; I resist it through fear of insecurity and so on—one does not have to go into this in great detail.


So there is inertia through accumulation, through resistance, and through commitment to a particular course of action. Please follow this a little bit. Inertia, which is the lack of the power to act in itself, is also the result of having motives. Right? That is fairly simple. So this inertia is built, put together, through motivation, through accumulation as knowledge, as information, as tradition—outwardly as well as inwardly—as a technique, and also through commitment to a series of actions. There is the communist, the socialist, a particular type who meditates in a certain way; one is thus committed, and therefore that commitment strengthens the inertia. Though one may be terribly active outside, walk up and down the lane, pursue every reform and do all kinds of things, it is still an activity which is strengthening inertia. And inertia is built through resistances: I like, I don’t like; I like you and I don’t like you; this pleases me, this doesn’t please me. So there is this inertia built up through conformity, through activity, and so on. You see this happening in yourself. I am not saying something fantastic. This is what is going on in all of us, all the time.


So we enlarge that field of inertia through various forms of knowledge, commitment, activity, motive, resistance. And becoming conscious of this, you say, “I must not; I will not commit myself to any action,” or “I will try not to have motives,” or “I will try not to resist.” Please follow this. The moment you say, “I will not” or “I should,” you are only strengthening the inertia. That is fairly clear. That is, the positive process is the strengthening of the inertia, as is the negative process also. So we have to realize this fact that all our life, all our activity, all our thinking, strengthens this inertia. Please follow this. You are not accepting a theory; you are not disputing an idea with your own opinion. This is a fact, a psychological fact, which you can observe if you look at yourself very deeply. If you cannot look, don’t agree or disagree but examine.


So what is one to do? How is this inertia to be broken up? First, I must be conscious of it. I can’t say, “I am inert”—which means nothing. You will translate it in terms of laziness, or insufficient physical activity or mental pursuit or stimulation. And that is not what we are talking about. We are talking of something at a much deeper level, which is: The whole of consciousness is inert because the whole of consciousness is based on imitation, conformity, acceptance, rejection, tradition, gathering, and acting from that gathering as knowledge, as technique, or as experience. Ten thousand years of propaganda is consciousness. A mind that realizes this extraordinary state—what is it to do?


What is a mind to do which has become aware of this inertia, and which knows, not verbally but actually, that the whole of consciousness is essentially inert? It can act within the field of its own projection, of its own concepts, of its own knowledge, of its own information, of its own tradition, of its own experience which is being gathered. The gathering, which is consciousness, is inherently inert. Right? Please, you are not accepting what is being said. If you look at it very deeply, you will see that it is so. You may invent; you may think out that there is a state of mind which is beyond being inert—God or whatever you call it. But it is still part of that consciousness. So, what is one to do? Can one do anything at all?


Now, to find out what to do and what not to do is meditation. Now I am going to go into that. First of all, that word meditation is very heavily loaded. Especially in this country and to the east of this country, that word brings all kinds of reactions. You begin immediately to sit more straight—I see it happening. You pay a little more attention; you react according to your tradition. Or because you have practiced—whatever it is you practice—for years, thinking about a mantra or a phrase, repeating it, and all that, at the very mention of that word, all this surges up, and you are caught in the thought. To the speaker, that is not meditation at all; it is a form of self-hypnosis, a form of worshiping a projection of your own mind, conditioned as a Hindu, as a Buddhist, or as a Christian; and you can get caught up in that marvelous vision, seeing Christ, Buddha, your own gods, and all the rest of it. But that is not meditation at all. You can sit in front of a picture everlastingly, and you will never find anything beyond the picture. You can invent.


You know, there is a story where a patriarch is sitting alone under a tree, and a disciple, a seeker, comes and sits in front of him, cross-legged, with the back straight and all the rest of it. And presently the patriarch says, “What are you doing, my friend?” The disciple says, “I am trying to reach a higher level of consciousness.” And the patriarch says, “Carry on.” Presently the patriarch takes up two pieces of stone and rubs them, making a noise. The disciple then says, “What are you doing, Master?” The patriarch replies, “I am rubbing these two stones to produce a mirror!” And the disciple laughs and says, “Master, you can do this for the next thousand years, you will never produce a mirror.” The patriarch then says, “You can sit like that for the next million years.”


So meditation is something entirely different. If you would go into it, you have naturally to abandon all your concepts of meditation, all your formulas, your practices, your disciplines, your concentration, because you are entering into a field which is something totally new. But your practices, your visions, your disciplines are all the result of accumulated activity and therefore lead essentially to deeper inertia. So, what we are concerned with is: What is a mind to do, that is aware of this inertia and how it has come about? Can it do anything? Knowing that any activity on its part is still the result of this inertia which is consciousness, how is that mind to be totally still and yet completely awake? You understand the question? That is, one sees deeply within oneself this field of inertia. And one realizes that any activity on the part of the brain—any activity, any movement in any direction—is still within the field of consciousness and therefore imitative, accumulative, and therefore strengthens the inertia. One also realizes that not to strengthen that inertia, one cannot practice, one cannot say, “I will not be inert”—which is part of the same old game. Then one sees what is necessary—a total inaction which becomes action in silence.


Now, how is the mind to be still? When I use the word how, it is not a method or a system. I am asking, “Is it possible for the mind, for the brain also, to be totally awakened, totally still?” The brain is the result of time, with all its accumulated knowledge, information, reactions, and conditioning. And the brain will respond much too quickly for you to control it because it has been trained for centuries to react. So the brain cells have to be quiet for the total mind to be quiet. Do you see the difficulty of the problem? Do not just say, “I will force myself, I will control my thoughts”—it becomes too silly, too immature; it has no meaning.


So, one sees that any movement in any direction, at any level of consciousness—conscious or unconscious—strengthens this quantum, this field, this area of inertia; and therefore the mind has to be totally still, and also the brain. And it is only when there is the totality of silence that there is action which is not of inertia. But if you say, “I must make my mind silent,” and practice all kinds of tricks, if you take drugs, practice and do all kinds of things, then you are still building within the field of that inertia. Only when the mind—including the brain, including the body naturally—is totally still is there an action which is not of the inert. Obviously, silence is outside the field of consciousness, and that silence has not been put together by consciousness, by thought, by desire, by motive, by resistance, by practice, by any trick that one plays. You are following all this? So, that silence is something entirely different, and that silence can only come about when the brain, the mind, realizes that any movement within it is strengthening inertia.


So meditation is not tradition; it has nothing whatsoever to do with all that nonsense. I call it nonsense because any grown-up man can see the basic fact of what is involved in the ordinary, traditionally accepted meditation—which is self-hypnosis, a habit of doing something over and over again, and so the mind becomes dull, stupid, ugly. We are not talking about that. We are talking of meditation as something entirely different, and in that meditation there is great fun, there is tremendous joy, there is a new state altogether. And that can only come about, not sought—you cannot seek it, you cannot pursue it, you cannot ask, “How am I to get it?” All that has no meaning. Meditation then is the understanding, or being aware, of the total process of consciousness, and not doing a thing about it—which means dying on the instant to the past.


Let me go into this question of death a little bit. Man has never understood death; he has worshiped it. He has lived in order to die; he has made death much more important than living. Cultures have done it, societies have done it. And people have various ways of escaping from death—reincarnation, resurrection, immortality, all kinds of things. The people who believe in reincarnation, whether factual or not—if they really believe in it, they will obviously be concerned with what kind of life they lead now, not tomorrow. If you lead a righteous life now, a tremendously full life, there is no tomorrow; and if there is a tomorrow, the field is much greater to play with. We neither believe in reincarnation nor in anything else, but we just play with those words. Because if we really believe, then every word, every thought, every deed, everything matters now. So man has never understood this extraordinary phenomenon of death. Not physical dying. I don’t mean that; that obviously takes place, though scientists are trying to prolong life and are saying that perhaps human life can be prolonged indefinitely—then we can indefinitely carry on with our miseries, with our pettiness, with our unfulfilled ambitions, going to the office for the next hundred years!


And we have various ways and means of facing death—rationalizing it, escaping from it, belief, dogma, hope, and all the rest of it. But we have never really understood it; we have never felt what it means to die. Unless we understand this phenomenon psychologically, not physiologically, we can never understand this sense of a new action born out of total silence. Do you understand? That is why one has to die to everything one knows—which is consciousness, which is the past, which is the accumulated result of time. Because it is only in death, in total death, that there is something new, that there is a total silence in which a different kind of life can be led. I am not hypnotizing you. Please listen carefully. Total death means: Can one die—not to something which one has accumulated, which is comparatively easy—so that nothing enters into that silence? You understand it?


Sir, look! There is this whole question of forgiveness. I think, to forgive is something essentially false. Listen to this until I finish. You receive a hurt, an insult. You examine it, and then say, “I forgive the man.” But if you don’t receive the hurt at all, there is no forgiveness. You understand? It does not mean that you have built a barrier around yourself so that nothing penetrates—which is what most people do anyhow. But it means that you have to be so alive, so sensitive, so clear, that nothing enters—nothing which needs to be stored up, to be examined and then acted upon as forgiveness or compassion or action based on an idea. You are following?


So, to die to the past implies, doesn’t it, not only that the past ceases, but also that the present does not enter and accumulate and create a consciousness and inertia. I do not know if you are following all this. Sir, look! That which is tremendous light has no shadow; it is clear. Out of that clarity there is an action which is entirely different from the action which is born of confusion, accumulation, and all the rest of it. So we are talking of dying to everything known and functioning in light—going to an office and so on—functioning from that freedom from the known.


Look, sirs! Can you die to a pleasure—not argue or control or suppress, but just die to it? You like something, and without argument, without any mental process, without any talk, just die to it, just drop it. Now, when you do that, a different quality of mind has come into being. I do not know if you have done it. It is not something fantastically difficult—to give up something without any motive. When you see something very clearly, the seeing, the examination, creates the light, and the light acts—not “you decide” or “you don’t decide.” When you see something very clearly, there is action which is entirely different from the action which has been put together by thought.


So we are talking of a dying to the things that one has experienced, known, accumulated, so that the mind is fresh, the mind becomes young. Because it is only the very young mind that can be silent—not the dead, old mind. The scientists are saying that the child is born already conditioned and all the rest of it, but I am using the word young in a different sense.


So, silence, meditation, and death are very closely related. If there is no death to yesterday, silence is not possible. And silence is necessary, absolutely necessary, for an action which is not accumulative, and in which, therefore, there is no inertia being built up. Death becomes an ugly, frightful thing when you are going to lose what you have accumulated. But if there is no accumulation at all—all through life, from now on—then there is no what you call death; living then is dying, and the two are not separate.


The living which we know is a misery, confusion, turmoil, torture, effort, with an occasional, fleeting glance at beauty and love and joy. And that is the result of this consciousness which is inert, which is in itself incapable of new action. A man who would find a new life, a new way of living, must inquire, must capture this extraordinary quality of silence. And there can be silence only when there is death to the past, without argument, without motive, without saying, “I will get a reward.” This whole process is meditation. That gives you an extraordinary alertness of mind; there is not a spot in it where there is darkness; there are no unexamined recesses which nothing has touched—meaning that there are no recesses which you have not examined.


So, meditation is an extraordinary thing; it is a tremendous joy in itself. For, then, in that is silence, which in itself is action; silence is inherent in itself, which is action. Then life, everyday living, can be lived out of silence, not out of knowledge—except technological knowledge. And that is the only mutation that man can ever hope to come by. Otherwise, we lead an existence that has no meaning except sorrow and misery and confusion.


January 5, 1966


Sixth Talk in Madras


I believe this is the last talk for the time being.


Man has always been seeking something beyond his own conflicts, miseries, and his everyday, monotonous, lonely existence. And some people have said that there is something beyond the measure of man. We have either worshiped them or followed them, and thereby destroyed them. Or, because we ourselves are in so much misery and confusion, we cling to any hope that anyone offers—the more abstract, the more imaginative, the more satisfying and comforting, the better it is! But apparently few of us have found anything for ourselves that is original, that is really true.


That word true is a difficult word because each one interprets it according to his own temperament, to his own knowledge, to his own experience. And philosophers and teachers have twisted that word and given that word so many meanings—there is the mathematical truth, the abstract truth, and so on. And we try—in our confusion, in our misery, in our utter despair—to find something that is lasting, that is true, that is not put together by imagination, by the mind. And not having found it, we turn to some other authority, other teachers, books, and so on.


And this evening it would be good, if we can, to communicate with each other about something that is not communicable in words only—which does not mean we must be off, away into some fantasy, mythology, or some fancy. But if we could partake, share—which is really communication—not only by examining verbally, but by examining beyond the word, we would, if it is possible, discover, each one for oneself, something that is untouched, unspotted, original. That is the intention of the speaker for this evening.


Intention is one thing, and the actuality is something else. Because each one of us is a complex entity driven by so many pressures, twisted by so many strains, not knowing what to do, what to think, how to think, what to feel. So, it becomes extraordinarily difficult to partake together in something that needs very close examination, that needs a very healthy, sane mind—not a mind that is twisted, not a mind that is afraid and anxious. Obviously a mind that is afraid, that is confused, that is satisfied with explanation only, cannot possibly examine.


And one has to be aware from the very beginning that the word and the explanation have no meaning at all when you are really thirsty, really hungry, to find out. So, you discard explanations, whether given by any teacher, by any book, by any psychologist, or by any advocate of a new life. You discard even what the speaker says to find out clearly for yourself. And I think that is very important.


Most of us who have at all thought about life, who have lived in this murdering, brutal world—a world that is so utterly callous—probably have never asked of ourselves, or put to ourselves, questions that will bring the right answers. We may ask—and we do—“What is the purpose of life?” That is one of the favorite questions. “Is there God? Is there truth? What is the way to meditate?” and so on—these seem to me to be so utterly empty. But to put a right question needs a certain quality of mind. To put a right question demands that you be very clear in yourself of the words you use and the motive of your question. Because the motive and the word are going to dictate the answer. If you are afraid, and you put the question, “How is one to be rid of fear?” your motive is concerned only with getting rid of fear, not with understanding the whole structure of fear. If you are interested in understanding the whole structure of fear—the understanding then brings about an end to the structure of fear—then your question will be entirely different; then your examination is not based on a personal motive, on a motive of trying to overcome this or that.


So it is rather difficult to put a right question. To put a right question one must be extraordinarily mature—not in age, but inwardly. Maturity does not mean spiritual growth—there is no such thing as spiritual growth. Maturity implies, does it not, the total comprehension of existence—not one department of it, but the whole perception, the listening, the seeing, the understanding, the love, the whole quality of a total living. It is only such a mature mind that can put a right question, and that question will have the answer not outside the question but in the question itself.


So, this evening, we are going to examine. And you cannot examine if you don’t pay attention. Attention is not something you cultivate; you don’t say, “I will practice being attentive”—it then becomes mechanical. What is a mechanical thing can never be attentive. Even the computer, the most complex machinery, though it has a great deal of information, cannot be original. So to examine needs attention. Attention is not mechanical. You have to attend completely. When you, with all your being, attend to that sunset, without any emotion, without any sentiment, without any demand, then your mind, your brain, your body, your nerves—everything functions in complete union, and that state is attention. It cannot by any means be practiced day after day, by looking at the sunset every day at a certain time and saying, “I must put away my feelings, my sentiment, I must concentrate”—it will never take place.


So attention comes into being when there is the urgency and the immediate need to comprehend life. And you cannot comprehend this extraordinary movement of life intellectually or emotionally or sentimentally or according to a certain pattern of thinking—ideas, dogmas, systems.


To understand something you must give attention. And understanding is not a verbal statement or feeling that one has emotionally, intellectually, understood. Understanding is something immediate, and that understanding in itself is action—it is not that one understands first and then acts, or that one will attend and then act.


So, as we said, we are going to examine. And to examine you need to observe—to observe not according to your temperament, not according to your fancy, not according to your theology, not according to your culture in which you have been brought up—to see, to listen, without any prejudice, without any bias. So we are going not only to examine what is but also, in examining what is, to go beyond it.


Our life as it is, our everyday life, is a matter of relationship. Living is a relationship. To be related implies, does it not, contact, not only physically, but psychologically, emotionally, intellectually—a relationship. And there can be relationship only when there is great affection. I am not related to you, and you are not related to me, if between us there is merely an intellectual, verbal relationship; it is not a relationship. There is relationship only when there is a sense of contact, a sense of communication, a sense of communion; all that implies a great affection.


And our relationship, actually what it is, is very confused, unhappy, contradictory, and isolated—each one trying to establish for oneself, round oneself, in oneself, an enclosure which is unapproachable. You examine yourself—not what you should be, but what you are. How unapproachable you are, each one of you! Because, you have so many barriers, ideas, temperaments, experiences, miseries, concerns, preoccupations. And your daily activity is always isolating you; though you may be married and have children, you are still functioning, acting, with self-centered movement. So actually there is hardly any relationship between a father and a mother, a daughter and her husband, and so on, within the community.


Unless one establishes a right relationship, all our life will be a constant battle, individually as well as collectively. You may say that you, as a communist, as a social worker, or as a socialist, work for the community, forgetting yourself; but actually you don’t forget yourself. You cannot forget yourself by identifying yourself with the greater, that is, the community! It is not an act of dissipation of the ‘me’, of the self. On the contrary, it is the identification of the ‘me’ with the greater, and therefore the battle goes on, as is so obvious in those countries where they talk a great deal about the community, about the collective. The communist is everlastingly talking about the collective, but he has identified himself with the collective. The collective then becomes the ‘me’ for which he is willing to struggle and go through all kinds of torture and disciplines, because he has identified himself with the collective, as the religious person identifies himself with an idea which he calls God. And that identification is still the ‘me’.


So life, as one observes, is relationship and is based on the action of that relationship—isn’t it? I am related to you—wife, husband, as a part of society. My relationship with you or with my boss brings out an action which is not only profitable to me first but also to the community; and the motive of my identification with the community is profitable to me too! Please follow this—one has to understand the motive of all one’s actions.


And life as it is, actually every day, is a constant battle; it is a constant misery, confusion, with occasional flashes of joy, occasional expression of deep pleasure. So unless there is a fundamental revolution, a tremendous change in our relationship, the battle will go on, and there is no solution along that way. Please do realize this. There is no way out through this battle of relationship. And yet that is what we are trying to do! We don’t say, “Relationship must alter; the basis of our relationship must change.” But being in conflict, we try to escape from it through various systems of philosophy, through drink, through sex, through every form of intellectual and emotional entertainment. So unless there is a radical revolution inwardly with regard to our relationship—relationship being life, relationship being “my wife,” “my community,” “my boss,” “my relationship”—unless there is a radical mutation in relationship, do what you will—have the most noble ideas, talk, discuss infinitely about God and all the rest of it—it has no meaning whatsoever, because all that is an escape.


So the problem arises then: How am I, living in relationship, to bring about a radical change in my relationship? I cannot escape from relationship. I may mesmerize myself; I may withdraw into a monastery, run away and become a sannyasi, this and that; but I still exist as a human being in relationship. To live is to be related. So I have got to understand it and I have got to change it. I have to find out how to bring about a radical change in my relationship because, after all, that produces wars—that is what is happening in this country between the Pakistanis and the Hindus, between the Muslim and the Hindu, between the German and the Russian. So there is no way out through the temple, through the mosque, through Christian churches, through your discussing Vedanta, this, that, and the different systems. There is no way out unless you, as a human being, radically change your relationship.


Now, the problem arises: How am I to change, not abstractly, the relationship which is now based on self-centered pursuits and pleasures? That is the real question. Right?


This means really understanding desire and pleasure. Understanding, not saying, “I must suppress desire; I must get rid of pleasure”—which you have done for centuries. “You must work without desire”—I do not know what it means. “You must be desireless”—it has no meaning because we are full of desire, burning with it. It is no good suppressing desire; it is there still, bottled up, and you put a cork on it, you discipline yourself against desire. What happens? You become hard, ruthless!


And so one has to understand desire and understand pleasure. Because our inward values and judgments are based on pleasure, not on any great, tremendous principles, but just on pleasure. You want God because it gives you greater pleasure to escape from this monotonous, ugly, stupid life which is without much meaning! So, the active principle of our life is pleasure. You cannot discard pleasure. To look at that sunset, to see the leaves against that light, to see the beauty of it, the delicacy of it—that is a tremendous sense of enjoyment; there is a great beauty in it. And because we have denied, suppressed pleasure, we have lost all sense of beauty. In our life there is no beauty; actually there is no beauty, not even good taste. Good taste can be learned, but you cannot learn beauty. And to understand beauty, you must understand pleasure.


So you have to understand pleasure: what it means, how it arises, the nature of it, the structure of it—not denying it. Don’t let us fool ourselves and say, “My values are godly values. I have noble ideals.” When you examine deep down into yourself, you will see your values, your ideas, your outlook, your way of acting, are all based on pleasure. So we are going to examine it, not merely verbally or intellectually. We are going actually to find out how to deal with pleasure, its right place, its wrong place, whether it is worth it or not worth it—this needs very close examination.


To understand pleasure we must go into desire. We must find out what desire is, how it comes, what gives it a duration, and whether desire can ever end. We have to understand how it comes into being, how it has its continuity, and whether it can ever come to an end—as it should. Unless we really understand this, this pretending to be without desire, struggling to be without desire, has no meaning; it destroys your mind, twists your mind, warps your being. And to understand whatever there is to understand, you need a very healthy, sane, clear mind—not a distorted mind, not a mind that is twisted, controlled, shaped, beaten out of its clarity.


So we are going to find out how desire comes into being. Please follow all this, because we are going to go into something else—don’t wait to understand that! You have to begin from the beginning to understand where this examination is going to lead us. If you are not capable of examining this, you will not be capable of understanding or examining that. So don’t say, “I will skip this.”


You know, it is really quite simple to understand how desire comes into being. I see that beautiful sunset—there is the seeing. And seeing the beauty of it, the color of it, the delicacy of the leaves against the sky, the dark limb—it awakens in me the desire to keep on looking. That is: perception, sensation, contact, and desire. Right? It is nothing very complicated. I see a beautiful car, nicely polished, with clean lines—perception. I touch it—sensation. And then desire. I see a beautiful face, and the whole machinery of desire, lust, passion, comes out. That is simple.


The next question, which is a little more complex, is: What gives desire duration, continuity? If I could understand that, then I would know how to deal with desire. You are following? The trouble begins when desire has a continuity. Then I fight to fulfill it; then I want more of it. If I could find out the time element of desire, then I would know how to deal with it. We are going to go into it; I will show it to you.


We see how desire arises: seeing the car, the sunset, a beautiful face, a lovely ideal, the perfect man—the word denies the man. We see how desire comes into being. We are going to examine what gives desire the power, the strength, to make it last. What makes it last? It is obviously thought. I see the car, I have a great desire and I say, “I must have it.” Thought, by thinking about it, gives it duration. The duration comes because of the pleasure I derive from the thought of that desire. Right? I see a beautiful house, architecturally and functionally excellent, and there is desire. Then thought comes in and says, “I wish I had it.” Then I struggle. The whole problem begins. I cannot have it because I am a poor man; therefore, it gives me frustration, and I hate; and so the whole thing begins. So the moment thought as pleasure interferes with desire, the problem arises. The moment thought which is based on pleasure interferes with desire, then the problem of conflict, frustration, battle begins.


So, if the mind can understand the whole structure of desire and the structure of thought, then it will know how to deal with desire. That is, as long as thought does not interfere with desire, desire comes to an end. You understand? Look! I see a beautiful house, and I can say that it is lovely. What is wrong with it? The house has nice proportions and is clean. But the moment thought says, “How good to have that and live in that!” the whole problem begins. So desire is not wrong, desire is never wrong; but thought interfering with it creates the problem. So instead of understanding desire and understanding thought, we try to suppress desire, control desire, or discipline desire. Right?


I hope you are all following all this, not merely listening, but working as hard as the speaker; otherwise, you are not partaking—then you are merely listening with one ear, and it is going out of the other; that is what we all do! Listening is to be attentive. And if you listen to this really, with all your heart, you will see this, and you will know then what life is—a totally different way of living.


So, we are examining the machinery of thinking. The machinery of thinking is essentially based on pleasure; it is like and dislike. And in pleasure there is always pain—obviously! I don’t want pain, but I would like to have the constant continuation of pleasure. I want to discard pain. But to discard pain, I must also discard pleasure; the two cannot be divorced, they are one. So, by understanding thinking, I am going to find out if the pleasure principle can be broken. You understand?


Our thinking is based on pleasure. Though we have had a great deal of pain—not only physically but inwardly—a great deal of sorrow, a great deal of anxiety, fear, terror, despair, they are all the outcome of this demand to live and establish all values in pleasure. It does not mean that you must live without pleasure, or that you must indulge in pleasure. But in understanding this whole structure of the mind and the brain, which is based deeply on pleasure, we will know how to look at desire and not interfere with it, and therefore how to end the confusion and the sorrow which may be produced by prolonging it. Right?


Thought is mechanical. It is a very good computer! It has learned a great deal—many, many experiences, not only individual, collective, but human. It is there, in the conscious as well as in the unconscious. The total consciousness is the residue, is the machinery, of all thinking. And that thinking is based not only on imitation and conformity but always on pleasure. I conform because it gives me pleasure; I follow somebody because it gives me pleasure; I say, “He is wrong,” because it gives me pleasure. When I say, “It is my country; I am willing to die for this country,” it is because it gives me pleasure—which again is based on my greater pleasure of security and so on.


So thought is mechanical—it doesn’t matter whose thought it is, including all your gurus, all your teachers, all your philosophers. It is the response of accumulated memory, and that memory, if you go much deeper into it, is based on this principle of pleasure. You believe in atma, the soul, or whatever you believe in—if you go down deeply, you will see it is pleasure! Because life is so uncertain—there is death, there is fear—you hope there is something much deeper than all this, and to that you give a name; this gives you immense comfort, and that comfort is pleasure. So thought, the machinery of thinking—however complex, however subtle, however original you may think it to be—is based on this principle.


So you have to understand this. And you can only understand when you are totally attentive. Now, when you listen with complete attention to what is being said, you will immediately see the truth of it or the falseness of it. There is nothing false about it because it is factual—we are dealing with facts, not with ideas which we can discuss or about which you have your opinion or somebody’s opinion. These are facts, however ugly or however beautiful. And that is the way we have functioned for centuries upon centuries: we have thought, we have said to ourselves, “Thought can alter everything.” Thought is based on pleasure, and will is the result of pleasure and we say, “From that we will alter everything.” And when you examine, you will find that you cannot alter a thing unless you understand this pleasure principle.


So, when you understand all this, conflict ceases. You don’t end conflict deliberately; conflict ceases—which does not mean you become a vegetable! But you have to understand desire, to observe it functioning daily and to watch the interference of thought, which gives desire a time element. In the examination and the understanding of these, there is inherent discipline. Sir, look! To listen to what is being said needs discipline—to listen not only verbally but inwardly, deeply, not according to some pattern. The very act of listening is discipline, surely—isn’t it?


So, when the mind understands the nature of pleasure, thought, desire, that very examination brings with it discipline. Therefore there is no question of indulging, not indulging, should, should not—all that goes away. It is like some food you eat which gives you a tummy ache! If the pleasure of the tongue is greater than the tummy ache, then you go on eating, and you constantly say, “I must not eat”; you play a trick on yourself, but you go on eating. But when the pain becomes greater, then you pay attention to what you eat. But if you were attentive at the first moment when you had pain, then there would be no need to have the conflict between pleasure and pain. You are following?


So all this brings us to a certain point, which is that one must be a complete light to oneself. We are not, we rely on others. As you are listening, you are relying on the speaker to tell you what to do. But if you listen very carefully, the speaker is not telling you what to do; he is asking you to examine; he is telling you how to examine and what is implied in the examination. By examining very carefully, you are free of all dependence, and you are a light to yourself. That means you are completely alone.


We are not alone. We are lonely. You are the result of so many centuries of culture, propaganda, influence, climate, food, dress, what people have said and have not said, and so on; therefore, you are not alone. You are a result. And to be a light to yourself, you have to be alone. When you have discarded the whole psychological structure of society, of pleasure, of conflict, you are alone.


And this aloneness is not something to be dreaded, something which is painful. It is only when there is isolation, when there is loneliness, then there is pain, then there is anxiety, then there is fear. Aloneness is something entirely different because it is only the mind which is alone which is not influenceable. This means the mind has understood the principle of pleasure, and therefore nothing can touch it—nothing; no flattery, no fame, no capacity, no gift can touch it. And that aloneness is essential.


When you see the sunset attentively, you are alone—are you not? Beauty is always alone—not in the stupid, isolating sense. It is the quality of a mind that has gone beyond propaganda, beyond personal like and dislike, and that is not functioning on pleasure. A mind can perceive beauty only in aloneness. The mind has to come to that extraordinary state when it is not influenceable and therefore has freed itself from the environmental conditioning and the conditioning of tradition and so on. It is only such a mind that can proceed in its aloneness to examine or to observe what is silence. Because it is only in silence you can hear those screeching owls. If you are chattering with your problems and so on, you will never hear those owls. Because of silence, you hear. Because of silence, you act. And action is life.


When you understand desire, pleasure, thought, you have discarded all authority because authority of every kind—inward, outward—has led you nowhere. You have lost total faith in all authority, inwardly; therefore, you don’t rely on anybody. Therefore through your examination of thought and of pleasure, you are alone. And being alone implies silence; you cannot be alone if you are not silent. And out of that silence is action. This needs further examination.


To us action is based on an idea—as an idea, a principle, a belief, a dogma. And according to that idea I act. If I can approximate that action according to my idea, I think I am a very sincere man, a very noble man! And there is always a difference between idea and action, and hence there is conflict. When there is conflict of any kind, there is no nobility, there is no clarity. You may be outwardly very saintly, lead a so-called very simple life—which means a loincloth and one meal. That is not a simple life. A simple life is much more demanding and far deeper than that. A simple life is a life in which there is no conflict.


So silence comes because there is aloneness. And that silence is beyond consciousness. Consciousness is pleasure, thought, and the machinery of all that, conscious or unconscious; in that field there can never be silence, and therefore in that field any action will always bring confusion, will always bring sorrow, will always create misery.


It is only when there is action out of this silence that sorrow ends. Unless the mind is completely free from sorrow—personal or otherwise—it lives in darkness, in fear, and in anxiety; and therefore, whatever its action, there will always be confusion, and whatever its choice, it will always bring conflict. So when one understands all that, there is silence, and where there is silence, there is action. Silence itself is action—not silence and then action. Probably this has never happened to you—to be completely silent. If you are silent, you can speak out of that silence though you have your memories, experiences, knowledge. If you had no knowledge, you would not be able to speak at all! But when there is silence, out of that silence, there is action; and that action is never complicated, never confused, never contradictory.


And when one has understood this principle of pleasure, thought, aloneness, and this emptiness of silence, when one has gone that far—not in point of time, but actually—then, because there is total attention, there is an act of silence in which there is total inaction, and this inaction is action; because it is totally inactive, there is an explosion. It is only when there is a total explosion that there is something new taking place—new, which is not based on recognition and which is therefore not experienceable; therefore, it is not “I experience, and you come and learn from me how to experience.”


So all these things come naturally, easily, when we understand this phenomenon of existence—which is relationship. Relationship is, with most of us, confusion, misery; and to bring about a tremendous, deep mutation, a radical change in it, one must understand desire, pleasure, thought, and also the nature of aloneness. Then out of that comes silence. And that silence, because it is totally inactive, acts when it is demanded to act; but as it is completely inactive and therefore without having any movement, there is an explosion. You know, scientists are saying that galaxies are formed when matter ceases to move and there is an explosion.


And it is only when there is an explosion that a new mind, a truly religious mind, comes into being. And it is only the religious mind that can solve human problems.


January 9, 1966
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