

[image: image]






[image: Image]









[image: Image]









COLLECTED WORKS VOLUME 14


Photo: J. Krishnamurti, ca 1965 by Frances McCann


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: 9781934989470


ISBN: 1934989479


eBook ISBN: 978-1-62110-164-2









Contents


Preface


Talks in New Delhi, India


First Talk, October 23, 1963


Second Talk, October 27, 1963


Third Talk, October 30, 1963


Fourth Talk, November 3, 1963


Fifth Talk, November 6, 1963


Sixth Talk, November 10, 1963


Seventh Talk, November 13, 1963


Talks at Rajghat School, Banaras, India


First Talk, November 24, 1963


Second Talk, December 1, 1963


Third Talk, December 8, 1963


Talks in Madras, India


First Talk, January 12, 1964


Second Talk, January 15, 1964


Third Talk, January 19, 1964


Fourth Talk, January 22, 1964


Fifth Talk, January 26, 1964


Sixth Talk, January 29, 1964


Seventh Talk, February 2, 1964


Talks in Bombay, India


First Talk, February 9, 1964


Second Talk, February 12, 1964


Third Talk, February 16, 1964


Fourth Talk, February 19, 1964


Fifth Talk, February 23, 1964


Sixth Talk, February 26, 1964


Seventh Talk, March 1, 1964


Talks in Saanen, Switzerland


First Talk, July 12, 1964


Second Talk, July 14, 1964


Third Talk, July 16, 1964


Fourth Talk, July 19, 1964


Fifth Talk, July 21, 1964


Sixth Talk, July 23, 1964


Seventh Talk, July 26, 1964


Eighth Talk, July 28, 1964


Ninth Talk, July 30, 1964


Tenth Talk, August 2, 1964


Talks in New Delhi, India


First Talk, October 21, 1964


Second Talk, October 25, 1964


Third Talk, October 28, 1964


Fourth Talk, November 1, 1964


Fifth Talk, November 5, 1964


Sixth Talk, November 8, 1964


Seventh Talk, November 11, 1964


Talks at Rajghat School, Banaras, India


First Talk, November 20, 1964


Second Talk, November 22, 1964


Third Talk, November 24, 1964


Fourth Talk, November 26, 1964


Fifth Talk, November 28, 1964


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.
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First Talk in New Delhi


I think it would be wise from the very beginning to understand each other. For me there is only learning and no instruction. That is a very important thing to understand. The speaker is not teaching for you to learn. Together, we are going to investigate, to learn. And to investigate, to learn, one must know what it is to observe—because through observation alone we learn to observe, to be conscious of all the things, not only outwardly, but also inwardly, both outside the skin as well as inside the skin—the events, the reactions, the innumerable impressions and tensions. To observe these is to learn from them, and therefore immediately one becomes for oneself both the teacher as well as the disciple.


One learns, and to learn one has to observe. But most of us do not observe. We do not take what is, but we come to it with our opinions, with our judgments, with our condemnations and approvals. So we look at things through the screen of our own prejudices, of our own ideas and opinions. When we do observe, we investigate the truth of opinions rather than fact itself. So we never learn.


We know what the facts are in the world and though those facts are constantly impinging on the mind with great virility, with an immediate demand for action, we never learn from these facts because we approach them with our own conditioning, with our own peculiar, opinionated, dogmatic mind, with a mind which is afraid to investigate, to discover, to see what is new. So we approach the many facts with this peculiar half inattention, though all those facts demand action, demand a complete revolution in the state of the mind. Therefore we never learn.


During the talks here, together we are going to find out for ourselves. To find out you need a certain energy, an energy that is not the friction that comes through opinion, through conflict, through argument; but that energy comes only when you perceive what is true for yourself. And if I may point out, it seems to me that it is very important to understand the relationship between you and the speaker. Here, there is no authority of any kind whatsoever. We are both investigating, discovering. We are both searching out to discover what is true and immediately, totally, to deny what is false. Otherwise, we cannot go very far, and we have to go very far and very deeply to understand, to act, for action is demanded. And to act one must observe the facts as they are about one.


So, first, let us look at the things about us outwardly because you cannot go very far, deeply within, if we do not understand what is the outward movement of life. I mean by that word understand to be conscious of it—not necessarily that one has to act definitely in a certain manner with regard to outward things, but to be conscious of them, to be aware of them, to know their content, their meaning, their significance. Because you will see that as we begin to understand the outward things of life, we begin to go inwardly naturally from the understanding of what is without. But without understanding the outer, the tide that is going out, you cannot flow with the tide that is coming in.


So, there is no division as the outer and the inner. It is a tide that has a movement that goes out infinitely far, and when you ride that tide, when the mind is of that tide, then that very tide carries you within very far, infinitely. But you cannot ride the inner tide, as most religious people try to do, without understanding the outer, the whole significance of existence, the outer existence, the daily acts, the daily faults, the reactions, the responses, the fears, the greeds, the ambitions, the corruption, the envy, the frustrations, and the agonies. Without understanding all these, there is no meaning in the search for truth, which demands an astonishingly sharp, healthy, sane, rational mind, not a crippled mind, not a mind that is frightened, not a mind that is greedy, seeking, wanting, groping after something—those are all indicative of an unhealthy mind.


So, what we are going to do is first to observe, perceive the facts as they are in the world—not your fact and my fact, not your opinion and my opinion, not observe dialectically because that is the art of investigating the truth of opinions. We are not concerned with opinions, nor with agreements. We are concerned with observing the actual facts, the what is. And to observe what is very clearly and to see the full significance of those facts, naturally we must look at it without all our conditioning. That is where the difficulty is going to lie because you have opinions, you have values, you approach them as a Hindu, Buddhist, Christian, or what you will, with your nationalities, with your peculiar idiosyncrasies—and these prevent you from observing, from looking. Observation is an art. It is not easily learned. One has observed neither the sunset nor the stars, neither the trees nor the facts, outwardly or inwardly.


So, if we are going to travel together—and I hope we will, during these talks—we have to observe scientifically, ruthlessly, and with great intelligence. I mean by that word intelligence not knowledge. Intelligence is not knowledge. A man who has read a great deal, who has accumulated knowledge, is not necessarily intelligent. I mean by that word intelligence the capacity for insight, to see immediately what is true, to see what is false immediately and deny the false totally. That requires intelligence—which is not a thing to be cultivated. You have to perceive that which is true immediately, and you can only perceive what is true immediately if you understand the whole process of your reasoning, your incapacities, your shelters, your fears, your greeds—all this human psychological structure.


So, we are going to observe the facts, the what is, because for me, the very act of observation is action. Action is not something apart from the act of observation. To see something totally—that very seeing is total action. I will go into that presently during these talks.


So, at the present moment in the world, as you and I and all know, there is great poverty—not only inwardly but outwardly—lack of food, the appalling poverty of the whole of Asia and Africa. And there are tremendous technological changes going on, changes that are not in the thing that is changed but in the process of change, in the very change itself, not in what is changed. Do you understand the change? What was invented yesterday becomes obsolete by tomorrow; the thoughts that you have had about this or that, about God, about economy, about what you should do—they have already changed. There is a terrific movement of change going on in the world.


As the earth is broken up into fragments, so our thinking is broken up as the artist, as the politician, as the economist, as the businessman, as the yogi, as the sannyasi, as the man who is seeking truth, as the social reformer—they are all functioning in fragments, all saying, “We are going to solve this human problem.” You can endlessly explore these fragments and their activities—which would be a waste of time. You can see the fragmentation going on—the classes, the nations, the religious divisions, the sectarian divisions, those who believe in this and those who do not believe in that, the one savior and the many saviors, one country against another and therefore cultivating nationalism. These are going on in the world, and they have been going on for some thousands of years, millennia, and none of us have solved this problem of living. And all religions have failed completely—whether you are a Hindu who reads the Gita and recites the innumerable phrases, or whether you are a Catholic, or whether you are a Muslim or a Buddhist. They have no meaning any more because they are not realities. You can escape through them. You can shut your eyes to all the process of living and escape through a narrow channel of what you call religious thinking; but that does not solve your agony, the agony of man, the despair, the sorrow, the appalling misery, confusion. You have to solve your problem, and therefore the urgency of solving the problem is immediate. It is something vital that demands your immediate action.


So you see all this in the world. There is the politician functioning in his own way—in the most confused, ruthless, corrupting way, fragmentarily—and there is the other, the religious man. By the politician, I mean also the businessman, the technician—the whole modern civilization which is fragmentary—with his education, escapes, drinks, amusements, and all that. And then there is the other, the man who escapes or avoids, who lives there and tries to find reality somewhere else, through his religion, through his tradition. There is no answer in either—neither in communism nor in yoga. There is no answer because you can see what is happening in the world. A wise man knows these, observes these, and totally denies them both. Do you understand? We are human beings, not Hindus, not Muslims, not patriotic Indians.


It is a human problem whether you live in Russia or in America or in India or in China. It is a human problem we are confronted with. We have suffered too long. We are confused. Our actions are very limited. We have always looked to another to save us. All those have failed, totally. I think that is the first thing one has to realize, not cynically, not with bitterness; that is a fact. They have no meaning any more; they have a meaning only for those who want to escape, like taking a drink. You can get drunk on whiskey or on the idea of God—both are the same. You are no more holy when you get drunk on an idea than when you get drunk through whiskey. So, we have to have a total perception of these fragmentations of existence, to observe them. And to observe, as I have pointed out, you need a very clear mind. You can have a clear mind if you want it. It is not very difficult to think clearly, sanely, rationally. And you can only do it when you have no fear.


So by observing, you learn. The very facts teach you, the very facts give you information that you can no longer be a Hindu or a Christian or a Buddhist. You have to become a human being and solve your problems immediately because there is no leader any more, politically or religiously. There are leaders technologically—that is all. The scientists, the professors, can give you information, but they cannot remove all your sorrows, the agony of existence, the despair that follows everyone. Nobody can solve this for you. And therefore, how you observe, what you do with what you have observed directly—that matters enormously.


The act of observation demands discipline. Please follow this closely. I am using the word discipline not in the orthodox sense of control, approximation, effort—that is what is generally implied in discipline. Approximation to an idea, to a symbol, to a pattern; control through fear, through subjugation, through reward and punishment; and conformity to a pattern—that is what is implied in the ordinary sense of the word discipline. The religious discipline, the military discipline, the discipline of education, the discipline of going to the office, however boring, tiresome, futile, empty it is—it brings about a certain discipline in which is involved conflict, approximation, control. And that discipline is considered highly necessary because it helps you to fit into a social pattern, or into a religious pattern, or into a political pattern, the party discipline, and so on and on.


I am not using that word discipline in that sense at all. To me such discipline is most destructive, whether it is religious discipline or the political or the military—one must be careful when one talks about discipline in this country; well, it is up to you. The discipline I am talking of is something entirely different; I am not using that word in the context of the old pattern at all. I am using that word discipline to mean the discipline that comes through observation, through observing clearly, factually. In the very process of observation, this discipline of which I am talking comes into being. To observe that flower, if you do at all observe a flower, demands a great deal of attention—to look at it without naming it, without saying, “It is a rose; I like that color; I do not like that color,” or “I wish I had it”—without all that, merely to observe demands a great deal of attention. But to observe that way, you have to be aware of the chattering of the mind. We must be aware how we are distracted by our words, by our desires, by our urges, by our demands that prevent us from looking, seeing, observing, listening.


So the very act of observation is discipline. Do please understand this. This is really quite important. Once you grasp this, you will see the whole significance of all these talks. It is one simple fact: that is, you have to observe yourself, all your reactions, all the psychological conflicts, demands, urges, tensions, fears, greed—just to observe, not to deny them, not to accept them, not to evaluate, not to compare or judge or deny, but just to see. In that very act of seeing you become conscious of all your demands, urges, fears, complexes, greed, etc.; and to be aware of them demands discipline. So this whole process of looking, listening, is in itself a discipline in which there is no conflict, no contradiction, no conformity, no approximation to any pattern. Therefore you break down all your conditioning immediately. You try this; try it as I am talking, not when you go home. There is no time; there is only the present, the active present, now, not the present of the existentialist, but the actual moment you are listening, observing—not only listening to the speaker, but also observing yourself observing all your reactions, your fears, your anxieties, your despairs, the ambitions, the greeds, the fears; just to observe, not to do away with them.


You will see that very observation, to see very clearly, brings about an astonishing freedom in discipline. That is absolutely necessary if you and I are going to travel together—and we are going to travel together. Because when you observe the facts of the world, there must be a new man born out of this confusing conflict, misery, and despair; there must be a new mind, a new man, a new entity. And nobody is going to create that new entity except yourself. That is why through observing you will see that you will deny totally, not partially or fragmentarily, but completely, deny everything of authority—the gods, the religions, the rituals, the Gita, the Bible—everything you destroy to find out. For that there must be a new thinking, a new way of looking. There must be a revolution in the mind so that you can look at all these problems with a fresh mind, not with a mind that is dead, corrupt, decaying with age. You need a new, fresh mind to solve this immense problem of living.


There must be a mutation. You know that word mutation is now being used a great deal not only among the scientists but among others. May I go into it a little bit?—because it is quite interesting. To us, change is gradual; time is involved in change—“I will be this tomorrow; I won’t be that tomorrow.” Time is involved in change. In mutation time is not involved; the whole process of the mind, thought, has undergone a tremendous change, revolution—not in terms of time. I am going to go into that during these talks. That is what is demanded—a man totally born anew in a timeless state so that he can bring about a complete revolution in the world. And you need a revolution, not an economic or a social revolution. I am not talking of a superficial or fragmentary one, but of a revolution in the whole psyche, in the whole makeup of man so that he is no longer a businessman, no longer a religious man, separated, no longer an artist, a politician, but he is a total human being who is completely sensitive to the whole process of living.


You know what I mean by sensitive: to be sensitive to the stars, to be aware of them, to be aware of the beauty of a tree, to be aware of that noise, that hammering going on, to be aware of the world, to be aware of your own agonies, hopes, fears, to be aware of all the falsity of existence invented by the politicians, by the religious people. To be sensitive to all these means you begin to live. But you cannot be sensitive if you are so conditioned. If you are burdened with your fears, with your agonies, you are not aware, there is no attention.


So all these things are necessary, not only to understand this extraordinary world where there is immense material progress, but also what they are doing in Europe through the common market—the astonishing progress, the material well-being they are bringing about, the technological, lightning changes that are going to liberate man and give him freedom, where a whole factory can be run by a couple of men, and the electronic brains that think, that write music, that translate. And then there is the whole experiment that is going on among certain people: taking drugs to see if they can expand consciousness. But this expansion in consciousness, or in technology, or the pursuit of being completely physically well is not going to answer any of these problems.


We must go beyond all that. And that means a new mind; a new being must be born, not in your sons, not in the future, but it must be born now, in you. And that is the urgency. I mean exactly what I say; I am not a politician. I mean precisely, verbally, intellectually, and—if you like to use that word—spiritually, I mean exactly what I say, that there is no time. We have to make ourselves into a new human being immediately, and that is where the beauty of it lies. When you introduce time, you have sorrow and the ways of sorrow. So from the very beginning of this investigation and observation, this clear discipline in freedom comes into being, and that is absolutely necessary. Then the mind becomes sharp through observation; then the mind becomes healthy, not afraid; then it has no authority.


And out of this observation comes energy. You must have energy, not the energy that is produced through conflict, through friction. With that we are all familiar. Through control, through suppression, through tension, through contradiction you have a certain energy. The more you are aware of your contradictions, the more tense you become, and out of that tenseness there is a certain form of energy. You may have a certain capacity; then, you write a book or become a politician or God knows what else. I am not talking of that kind of energy. I am talking of that energy that is born within in which there is no conflict, that energy that has never been contaminated by effort. Only these two are absolutely essential to go any further, to discover for oneself, not through any books, not through any religious leader—put them all away for God’s sake; the world has gone beyond all that.


To find out for yourself as a total human being, you must have this extraordinarily subtle discipline and this energy. Otherwise you will never find what is true. You may talk about it, but the reality of it, the beauty of it, the very essence of it you will never come to know. Because to find what is true, that which is immeasurable, which is beyond all words or description, you need an amazing energy, not the energy they talk about of being a bachelor—that is all infantile, immature thinking. I am talking of an energy that has never known what it is to be in conflict, an energy that is uncontaminated by our petty desires; and that comes—and that you must have—only when you understand this observation which is itself discipline. Then you go very far. Then you enter into a world in which all knowledge has ceased, and then the mind is a fresh, young, innocent mind. And certainly it is only the innocent mind—however much it may be experienced, however much it may have learned—that can put all that aside and be innocent. It is only that innocent mind that can understand that which is without limit, which is immeasurable. And that is the only religion. There is no other religion. Every other religion that man has put together can be torn down because man has put it together through his fear, through his ambition. Through his despair and sorrow he has built this thing called religion, highly organized or individual; that is not religion. Religion is the discovery of what is true for oneself, which is not opinion, which is not based on authority. It is a living thing from moment to moment, to be discovered, to be lived, to be looked at, to be seen—the beauty of it. You cannot do it if your mind is destroyed by authority, by tradition, by nationalities, by fragmentation.


That is why by observing the world, the things that are going on outwardly, that tide of observation brings you within. And from that observation you begin to know yourself, not according to any psychology, not according to certain statements, however ancient. It is then you begin to know yourself as you are, never accepting a thing—that you are the atma, the soul, this and that; they have all lost their meaning. Please believe me; no, please do not believe me. (Laughter) They have lost their meaning because you are in sorrow. There is death; there is appalling misery, not only collective, but individual. There is mounting despair. It is there; you have not solved it. You have to solve it, completely resolve it—not in fragments, bit by bit, day after day—immediately cut at the root of the whole thing. Then you become a new man. Then, out of that comes a different life, a different way of living in this world, not away from this world.


That is why it is very important from the very beginning of these talks to understand that there is only learning, not the accumulation of learning. You cannot learn if you are accumulating—then you belong to the past, you are a dead human being. You only learn as you are living, moving, running, flowing; and that demands your complete attention.


And virtue comes with attention, not the stupid morality of a certain society—that is not virtue. Virtue comes out of this attention. It is a thing that is not to be cultivated. It is like a perfume, it is there and therefore can never be destroyed. All these things are necessary if you go very far, deeply, beyond the measure of time and beyond the measure of words. Then you do not invite that which is the immeasurable; it is there.


October 23, 1963


Second Talk in New Delhi


As we were saying the other day, it is obviously an absolute necessity to bring about within each one a radical revolution, a change in mutation at the very root of consciousness, I feel that unless this takes place totally, the many confusing and contradictory problems in all our relationships at all the levels of our consciousness can never be solved. The search for truth, for reality, is not possible in a world in which there is not only outward contradiction but inward self-contradiction. It is not possible for one to discover that extraordinary thing called reality if there is no corresponding total clarity, not according to any particular formula or a concept, but that clarity that comes about through understanding, through the awareness of the total boundary of one’s consciousness.


You know it is very difficult to understand the meaning of words and also to be free of words. Most of us who understand English understand more or less the meaning of words. Words have their reference in the dictionary, or we give a particular significance to words. And I feel it is very important not to be caught in words. Most of us live with words; for us words have an extraordinary significance. All our thinking, our feeling, is limited by words. Words and symbols play an enormous part in our life; and to really comprehend those words and to be free of words and to go beyond the words is very important for the man who would really understand what is truth.


So, before we go this evening into this question of what is conflict, and if it is at all possible to be free of conflict, we must, it seems to me, understand the structure of words, the meaning which we give to a particular word, and discover through the awareness of the word how the mind is caught in a web of words. Because we live, most of us, by formulas, by concepts, either self-created or handed down to us by society, which we call ideals, which we call the necessity to have a certain pattern according to which we live. If you examine those formulas, those ideas, those concepts, and those patterns, you will see they are words, and those words control our activities, shape our thoughts, make us feel in a certain way. Words condition our thinking, our being.


Please do give a little attention to this. A mind caught in words is incapable of being free. A mind functioning within the pattern of a formula is obviously a conditioned, slavish mind. It is incapable of thinking anew, afresh. And most of our thinking, most of our activity, our thought, is within the boundaries of words and formulas. Take a word like God, love. What extraordinary images, formulas, come into your mind! A man who would find if there is God, who would find out what love implies or means, obviously must be free of all concepts, all formulas. And to be free of the formula, of the concept, the mind refuses to break through because there is fear. So, fear takes shelter in words, and we battle over words. So, the first thing for a man who would really go into this seriously—to the very end, to discover if there is or if there is not a reality, a thing that is beyond the measure of words—is that he must absolutely understand words and be free of formulas.


So, before we go very deeply into the question of conflict—which I will do presently this evening—I may use words which may have a particular meaning to you. And if I may earnestly request, don’t translate what is said in terms of your own meaning. Just listen. Don’t interpret, don’t compare, but just listen. Because most of us do not listen. We do not know what it means to listen to somebody. It is as much an art to listen, as any other form of activity is. Every activity is an art; even your going to your office—it is an art, there is beauty in it. And one has to listen without comparison, without evaluating what is being said in terms of words—that is all that you are going to do; you will listen with words which you already know; but that is not listening. A mind that listens is completely attentive, not in the framework of words—it wants to find out. And to find out, the mind must be astonishingly alive; and a mind is not alive when it is caught in a formula, a religious or an economic or a social formula, either of Karl Marx or of this fantastic idea of nonviolence in this country, or according to the Gita or other books. To listen implies an astonishing awareness, not only of your own words, of your own formulas, but putting them aside, to listen, to find out what the speaker is saying—not to argue, not to agree; it is very cheap to argue and to agree or to contradict. But you have to understand, to find out whether what the speaker is saying is false or true—not according to a formula, not according to what you know. Because what you know is merely a series of words which have been handed to you or the things which you have experienced, which again establish a further strengthening of your conditioning, and with those words you listen; and therefore you never learn.


So, we have to be really earnest in this matter. There must be a few of us who are serious, who want to discover for themselves—not according to what some teacher, some book, or some political group has said, but to discover for oneself—what is the fact, the actual reality of things. For this, one must be free of these formulas and be capable of listening completely. We are not dealing with propaganda, we are not trying to convert you to anything, or to make you think differently, because thought is not going to bring about a revolution. On the contrary, the very cessation of thought is the beginning of a mutation. So, do please understand that we are not dealing with opinions or analyzing opinions or introducing new formulas, howsoever subtly—which is the way of propaganda. We are dealing, if we are at all serious in these matters, with facts. The man who is earnest begins to live, not the man who is not earnest—he does not live, he just dissipates not only his energy but his relationships—to such a man there is no reality, there is no way out of this enormous misery and confusion and sorrow. It is only to the serious man, to the earnest man, that life opens.


So the very art of listening is the beginning of understanding—the art of listening. When you do listen, it is not a matter of control, not forcing yourself to listen to something, because the moment you make an effort to listen, you cease to listen. Here, we are not making an effort to listen. We want to find out. And to discover something new, which we are going to discover as we go along together, your mind must be free—not always comparing, judging, evaluating, condemning, agreeing, not agreeing, chattering, but just listening not only to the play of words but to the play of thought, and also going beyond the word, the thought, the idea. Then, you will see, if you so listen, that without your wanting, without a deliberate, purposive, directive action taking place, there has already taken place a mutation. This is an important thing to understand. That is, any purposeful action based on a desire, on a motive, will not bring about a revolution, a mutation in consciousness, because such a motive, such a desire is still within the formula, within the conditioning by the old pattern. What we are concerned with—those who are serious—is the breaking down totally of our conditioning so as to see something totally new. And the world situation, not only now, but also in the future, at all times, demands a mind that can see the true and act, not as an idea but as an action that is ever present—which we will go into presently.


What I want to discuss this evening is the conflict within and without, and whether it is at all possible, living in this world, to be free of conflict totally, not partially. To be totally free of all conflict—is it at all possible? Don’t say, “It is,” or “It is not.” A serious mind does not take such a position; it inquires. And the mind must be free of conflict, obviously—free of conflict which creates confusion, contradiction, various forms of neurosis. If it is not free of this confusion, how can such a mind see, understand, observe? It can only spin with a lot of words about truth, nonviolence, God, bliss, nirvana, and all the rest of the words—they have no meaning at all.


So, a mind that would seek or that would find reality must be free of conflict at all levels of consciousness—which does not mean pursuing peace, retiring from the world, going to a monastery, or meditating under a tree; that is merely an escape. It must be free totally, completely, at all levels of one’s consciousness, of all conflict so that the mind is clear. It is only a mind that is clear that can be free, and it is only in complete freedom that you can discover what is true.


So we have to investigate the anatomy, the structure of conflict. You are not listening to me, you are listening to your own consciousness. You are listening, observing, seeing the conflict in your own life—whether it is in the office, whether it is with your wife or husband, or with your children, with your neighbor, with your ideals—observing your own conflict. Because what we are concerned with is the revolution in you, not in me, revolution within each one, radically, at the very root of one’s being; otherwise, it is all a superficial change, an adjustment which has no value whatsoever. The world is undergoing tremendous changes not only technologically but morally, ethically; and merely to adapt oneself to a change does not bring about clarity of vision, clarity of mind. What brings about this extraordinary clarity is when the mind has understood, totally, the whole process of conflict within and without; and that very understanding brings freedom. And therefore such a mind is clear, and in that clarity there is beauty. Such a mind is the religious mind, not this phony mind that goes to a temple, repeats words endlessly, performs ceremonies ten thousand times—they have no meaning anymore.


So, what we are concerned with, this evening, is the understanding of conflict; understanding—not how to get rid of conflict, not how to substitute conflict by a series of formulas called peace, or to resist conflict, or to avoid conflict, but to understand it. I hope I am making myself clear when I use the word understand. You know, to understand something is to live with it, and you cannot live with something if you resist it, or if you substitute through your fear that which is a fact, or if you run away, or if, when you are in tremendous conflict within yourself, you seek peace—which is just another form of escape. I am using the word understand in a particular sense, that is, to face the fact that you are in conflict, and to live with it completely—not to avoid it, not to escape. And then you will see if you can live with it, not translate it, not try to put all the collected opinions of every person upon it, but live with it—which you are going to do this evening even though it is for ten minutes.


First of all, there is conflict not only at the conscious level of the mind but also unconsciously, deep down. We are a mass of conflicts, contradictions, not only at the level of thought, but also at the level which conscious thought has not penetrated. Please, you must give your attention. Don’t bother with who is coming or who is going. Sirs, we are dealing with very serious problems. We are not children. This requires all your attention, and you cannot give your attention if you are watching somebody, if you are listening to some other factor. This demands complete attention on your part. You are in conflict whether you like it or not; your life is a misery, confusion, a series of contradictions—violence and nonviolence. All the saints have destroyed you with their particular idiosyncrasies, with their particular patterns of violence and nonviolence. To break all that, to find out for yourself demands attention, an earnestness to go through right to the very end of this question of violence, of this question of effort, conflict.


So, please listen. We are in conflict. Everything we do brings conflict. We do not know a moment, from school days until now, when we are not in conflict. Going to the office, which is a terrible boredom, your prayers, your search for God, your disciplines, your relationships—everything has in it a seed of conflict. It is fairly obvious to any man who wants to know himself; when he observes himself as though in a mirror, he sees he is in conflict. And what does he do? Immediately he wants to run away from it, or to find a formula which will absorb that conflict. What we are trying to do this evening is to observe this conflict, not to run away from it.


Conflict arises when there is contradiction in our activity, in our thought, in our being, outwardly and inwardly. Conflict we accept as a way of progress. Conflict for us is a struggle. The adjustments, the suppressions, the innumerable contradictory desires, the various contradictory pulls, urges—all these create conflict within us. We are brought up to be ambitious, to make a success of life; and where there is ambition, there is conflict—this does not mean that you must go to sleep, that you must meditate. But when you understand the very nature of conflict, a new energy comes, an energy which is uncontaminated by any effort; and that is what we are going to find out.


So, first of all, to be aware that we are in conflict, not how to transcend it, not what to do about it, not how to suppress it, but to be aware and not do anything about it—that is necessary. We are going to do something about it later, but first not to do anything about what you have discovered, about the fact that you are in conflict, that you are trying to escape in different ways from that conflict. That is the fact, and when you remain with that fact for a few minutes, you will see how your mind resists remaining with the fact. It wants to run away, to act upon it, to do something about it. It can never live with that fact. And to understand something, you have got to live with it, and to live with it you have to be extremely sensitive. That is, to live with a beautiful tree or a picture or a person—to live with it is not to get used to it. The moment you get used to it, you have lest the sensitivity to it. That is a fact. If I get used to the mountain where I live all my life, I am no longer sensitive to the beauty of the line, to the light, to the shape, to the extraordinary brilliance of it in the morning or in the evening. I get used to it—which means I become insensitive to it. In the same way, to live with an ugly thing demands equal sensitivity. If I get used to the dirty roads, to the dirty thoughts, to the ugly situations, to put up with things, if I get used to them, I again become insensitive. So to live with something, whether it is beautiful or ugly, or a thing that brings sorrow—to live with it means to be sensitive to it and not get used to it. So that is the first thing.


Conflict exists because we have not only contradictory desires but all our education, all the psychological pressures of society bring about, in us, this division, this cleavage between what is and ‘what should be’, between the factual and the ideal. And we are ridden with ideals. A mind that is clear has no ideals. It functions from fact to fact and not from idea to idea. We know the nature of conflict not only at the conscious level but at an unconscious level, I do not want to discuss this evening what is conscious or what is unconscious; we will do that another day. We are now concerned with conflict, conflict throughout the total being of ourselves, not merely at the conscious levels, but at the unconscious level. There is conflict. Now, any effort to be free of it involves another conflict. Please see this. Any effort to be free of conflict involves another series of conflicts. It is fairly obvious, fairly logical. So the mind has to find a way of being free of conflict without effort. Do you understand the problem? If I resist conflict, or if I resist all the patterns, all the intimations which are involved in conflict, that very resistance is another contradiction and therefore a conflict. Am I making myself clear?


Look, sirs, let me put it very simply. I realize I am in conflict. I am violent, and all the saints and all the books have said I must not be violent. So there are two things in me contradictory: violence and also that I must be nonviolent; that is a contradiction, either self-imposed or imposed upon me by others. In that self-contradiction there is conflict. Now if I resist both, in order to understand or in order to avoid conflict, I am still in conflict. The very resistance creates conflict. That is fairly clear. So to understand and be free of conflict, there must be no resistance to conflict, there must be no escape from conflict; I must look at it, I must listen to the whole content of conflict—with my wife, with my children, with society, with all the ideas that I have. If you say it is not possible in this life to be free of conflict, then there is no further relationship between you and me. Or if you say it is possible, again there is no relationship between you and me. But if you say, “I want to find out, I want to go into it, I want to tear down the structure of conflict which is being built in me and of which I am a part,” then you and I have a relationship; then we can proceed together.


So every form of resistance and escape and avoidance of conflict only increases conflict. And conflict implies confusion. Conflict implies brutality, a hardness. A mind in conflict cannot be compassionate, nor have that clarity of compassion. So the mind has to be aware of this conflict without resistance, without avoidance, without an opinion put upon it. Please follow this thing. In that very act there is a discipline born—a flexible discipline, a discipline which is not based on any formula, on any pattern, on any suppression. That is to observe the whole content of conflict within, and that very observation brings naturally, effortlessly, a discipline. And you must have this discipline. I am using the word discipline in the sense of clarity, in the sense of a mind that thinks precisely, healthily; and you cannot have a healthy, sane, clear mind if there is conflict.


Therefore the first essential thing is to understand conflict. Perhaps you will say, “I am not free of conflict. Tell me how to be free of conflict.” Do you follow? That is the pattern you have learned. You want to be told how to be free, and you will pursue that pattern in order to be free from conflict and therefore still be in conflict. That is fairly simple. So there is no “how.” Please understand this. There is no method in life. You have to live it. A man who has a method to achieve nonviolence or some extraordinary state is merely caught in a pattern; and the pattern does produce a result, but it will not lead to reality. So when you ask, “How am I to be free from conflict?” you are falling back into the old pattern—which indicates that you are still in conflict, that you have not understood, which means again that you have not lived clearly with the fact.


So, being in conflict implies a confused mind, and you can see this all over the world. Every politician in the world is confused and has brought misery to the world. Equally, the saints have brought misery to the world. And if you are earnest and would be free of conflict, you have to abolish totally all authority in yourself because for a man who wants to find truth, there is no authority—neither the Gita nor your saints nor your leaders—nobody. That means you stand completely alone. And to stand alone—that comes about when the mind is free from conflict.


You see, most of us want to avoid life, and we have found several ways and methods of avoiding this thing called life. Life is a total thing, not a partial thing. Life includes beauty, religion, politics, economics, relationships, quarrels, the misery, the torture, the agony of existence, the despair—all that is life, not just one part, one fragment of it; and you have to understand the totality of it. And that requires a mind healthy, sane, clear. That is why you have to have a mind without conflict, a mind that has no mark of conflict, that has not been scratched. That is why conflict in any form can only be understood by being aware.


I mean by “being aware,” observing it. To observe demands that you should not look at it with an opinion. You should look at it, but not with your ideas, with your judgments, with your comparison, with your condemnation. If there is a condemnation, a resistance, you are not observing; therefore, your concern then is not conflict. You cannot look at anything without an idea, and that becomes your problem. You want to observe conflict, but you cannot observe conflict if you bring in an opinion or an idea or an evaluation about that conflict, or resist it. Your concern then is to find out why you resist, not how to understand conflict—why you resist. So you have moved away from conflict and become aware of your resistance. Why do you resist? You can find out why you resist. For most of us, conflict has become a habit. It has made us so dull that we are not even aware of it. We have accepted it as a part of existence. And when you come upon it, when you see it as a fact, then you resist it, or you are trying to avoid it, trying to find a way out of it. To observe the fact that you resist is far more important than to understand conflict—how you are avoiding it, how you are bringing a formula to it. So you begin to observe your formulas, your opinions, your resistances. By being aware of all these, you are breaking down your conditioning, and therefore you are able to face conflict. When you have broken down your conditioning, your resistance, your formulas, then you can face conflict.


So to understand conflict and therefore to be free of it, not eventually, not at the end of your life, not the day after tomorrow, but immediately, totally—and it can be done—demands an astonishing faculty of observation which is not to be cultivated, because the moment you cultivate it, you are back again in conflict. What is demanded is the immediate perception of that total process, of the total content of consciousness—immediate observation and therefore seeing the truth of it. The moment you see the truth of it, you are out of it. And you cannot see the truth of it if, in any form whatsoever, at whatever level, you try to resist, avoid, or impose upon it certain formulas which you have learned.


So, that brings up a very important question—which is that there is no time for change. Either you change now or never. I do not mean “never” in the orthodox sense or in the Christian sense of “eternally damned”—I do not mean that. I mean: you change now in the active present—that active present may be tomorrow but still the active present. And it is only in the active present that there is a mutation, not the day after tomorrow. This is very important to understand. We are so used to an idea, and then we try to put that idea into action. We first formulate logically or illogically—mostly illogically—an idea or an ideal, and try to put that into action. So there is a gap between action and the idea; so there is a contradiction between the idea, the ideal, and the action. The action is the living present, not the idea. The formula is merely a fixation; the active present is the action. So if you say, “I must be free of conflict,” that becomes an idea. And there is a time interval between the idea and the action, and you hope that during that time interval some peculiar, mysterious action will take place that will make you bring about a change. You understand? I hope I am making myself clear.


If you allow time, then there is no mutation. To understand is immediate. And you can only understand if you observe completely, with all your being—to listen to that airplane, to the hum of that with all your being, not to translate it, not say, “That is an airplane,” or “How disturbing it is,” or “When I want to listen to him, that plane is going on”; then that becomes merely a distraction, a contradiction, and you are lost. But to listen to that airplane completely, with all your being, is to listen to the speaker also with all your being. There is no division between the two. There is a division only when you want to concentrate on what is being said, and that becomes a resistance. But if you are completely attentive, then you are listening to that airplane, and you are also listening to the speaker.


In the same way if you are completely aware of the whole structure, the anatomy of conflict, then you will see that there is an immediate change. Then you are out of conflict completely and totally. But if you say, “Well, will it always be so? Will I always be free of conflict?” then you are asking the most foolish question. Then it indicates that you are not free of conflict, that you have not understood the nature of conflict. You only want to conquer and be at peace.


A mind that has not understood conflict can never be at peace. It can escape to an idea, a word called peace; but it is not peace. To have peace demands clarity, and clarity can only come when there is no conflict of any kind, totally—which is not a process of self-hypnosis. When the mind has understood and therefore is free, such a mind alone can go very far. It is only the mind that has understood conflict with all its violence, with all its insanities—and nonviolence is a form of insanity because the mind has not understood violence—that can go very far. A mind that is forcing itself to be nonviolent is violent. Most of your saints and teachers are full of violence; they do not know the clarity of compassion. And it is only the compassionate mind that can understand that which is beyond words.


October 27, 1963


Third Talk in New Delhi


I wonder what the purpose of a gathering like this is. What do you, if I may ask—not that you are going to reply—expect from this? What do you want out of a gathering or meeting like this? I do not know what you want. Each person has his own particular problem which he wants resolved, and hopes he would find here, there, somewhere or other, an answer to an agony, to a despair, to an intense searching problem which he has. But I know what the speaker intends. He wants to convey something not only linguistically, verbally, but also to convey through the word something beyond the word. And to convey that thing beyond the word, the word must be understood, and also the mind must be able to communicate, to receive, to comprehend, to understand—and that is where our difficulty lies.


Most of us have innumerable problems—economic, social, family, personal, collective, national, international, every kind of problem, at every level of our existence—some very simple and others extraordinarily complex. We try to solve each problem in isolation as though it were something separate from the rest of our existence. But no problem is separate, whether it is an economic problem or your personal, individual problem. All problems are interrelated. And we have to know how to understand the extraordinary relationship of each problem, without trying to find an answer to the problem as a thing apart. For this we need a new mind, not a mind that is integrated, not a mind that is in fragmentation and is put together as an integration.


There is no such thing as integration; a thing that is broken up cannot be integrated. What is demanded is a new mind, not the approach of the old mind with all its superstitions, fears, dogmas, nationalities, authorities, traditions. There must be a new mind which sees the relationship of every problem with another problem, an interrelated comprehension of the whole. A problem cannot be answered. There is no answer to our human problems. Perhaps there may be an answer economically, technologically; but psychologically there is no answer.


The answer is in the problem itself—how we understand it, how we approach it, what we do and how we act with that problem. When a mind seeks an answer, a solution to this extraordinary, human, psychological, complex problem, there is no answer. What we have to do is to understand the problem, to investigate it, to go into it with all our being, and to go into it completely, totally. We cannot approach it with a fragmentary mind, a mind that has divided life into the economic world and the spiritual world, that avoids the one and goes off to the other, denies the one and accepts the other. It is the old mind that does it—the mind that is conditioned, that has not understood the problem. The problem, the crisis, the challenge is in you, and you have to reply adequately. You are the world, and you have to respond to this as a human being—not as an Indian, a Sikh, a Muslim, or a Christian—they are all outdated, they have no meaning any more. It is important how you, as a human being, respond to this.


The world is really you, whether you accept it or not, whether you like it or not. And if you merely try to answer all these extraordinary problems as though they are separate, independent, or if you approach them from a nationalistic or a class point of view, you will not reply adequately to these extraordinary challenges.


You need a new mind, a new way of thinking, and a new way of feeling, a new way of being. I would like, this evening, to go into that. But before I go into it, each one of us must see the necessity of denying the old mind, of putting away the old mind. You cannot put away something unless you completely, totally, understand it, see the implications involved. You cannot destroy the old mind and grope after the new mind. You have to understand the old mind, but to understand you must give your attention. And this attention will bring about a revolution, a mutation in the mind; you don’t have to do a thing, only you must give your complete attention. So our question is not merely the freedom of the old, but in freeing the mind of the old, what is important is the manner, the way that it is done.


I hope this is very clear between you and me: We are trying to understand the problem of existence with all its ramifications, with all its fragments. There must be a total answer—not a political answer, not a sociological or scientific answer. If we try to answer the problem partially, our problems will increase a thousand times. So there must be a total approach so that this approach can bring about naturally, without effort, without conflict, a tremendous mutation in the whole of consciousness itself. That is our problem, that is the central issue with which we are confronted.


I hope it is clear between you and the speaker that we are not dealing with any particular, single, isolated problem of human existence, but we are concerned with putting away the old mind and thereby bringing about the new mind. The new mind is not a mind put together by us, by our travail, by our misery, by our anxiety, despair, and agony. We have to understand all these agonies, despairs, conflicts, miseries, confusions; and the way we understand, the way we approach that complex, psychological structure of a human being is important. And out of that understanding comes the new mind. There is no new mind if you are ambitious, greedy, envious, superstitious, ignorant. So, we have to understand the fact as it is—not have an idea about it, not inquire into what the new mind is and speculate endlessly about that.


We are concerned with a deep, psychological revolution, an explosion at the very root of our being, because everything around us has failed. All the religions, education, nationalities, economic societies—everything that man has put together brings more misery, more confusion. This is obvious. So, what we need—not eventually, but now, in the present, in the active daily living—is a tremendous revolution, a mutation. So, if that thing is clearly seen by each one of us, then the question arises: How is the mind that is crippled with the old to slough it off, how is it to put it away easily, without any effort, without any struggle? The problem then is: Is it possible for a mind that has been so conditioned—brought up in innumerable sects, religions, and all the superstitions, fears—to break away from itself and thereby bring about a new mind? I hope I am putting the question clearly.


The old mind is essentially the mind that is bound by authority. I am not using the word authority in the legalistic sense; but by that word I mean authority as tradition, authority as knowledge, authority as experience, authority as the means of finding security and remaining in that security, outwardly or inwardly, because, after all, that is what the mind is always seeking—a place where it can be secure, undisturbed. Such authority may be the self-imposed authority of an idea or the so-called religious idea of God which has no reality to a religious person. An idea is not a fact, it is a fiction. God is a fiction; you may believe in it, but still it is a fiction. But to find God you must completely destroy the fiction, because the old mind is the mind that is frightened, is ambitious, is fearful of death, of living, and of relationship; and it is always, consciously or unconsciously, seeking a permanency, security.


So, that is the old mind, and I am going to go into that. Now, I am going into it verbally; naturally, the only means of communication between the speaker and you is to use words. But if you twist the words, if you interpret the words to suit your own convenience, your own fiction, your own myth, then communication immediately ceases because you move away into the realm of your particular fancy, of your particular ideas. So, as the speaker is going into it, you have to listen not only to the word but also to the meaning of that word, see how you react to that word—please follow all this—and how you deal with the thing that the word awakens in you. You understand? I hope I am making myself clear. I am going to go into something rather complex, verbally complex. And most of us—being intellectually, verbally, very complicated, very clever—will translate it into intellectual terminology, into a concept, and leave it there. But what the speaker proposes is something entirely different. He proposes that when you leave this place, you have completely understood the whole significance of what he is saying; and in the very act of understanding you are free from the things that are destroying you, and free of the mind that is dead, crippled, corrupt, and that cannot possibly understand the new.


If you observe, there is ever-increasing knowledge, more and more information. We are the entities made up of knowledge which is memory; we are not so sharp, clear, quick as the electronic brain, but we function along that same process, in the same field. We are a bundle of memories and nothing else. Don’t say, “Are we not the atma, the supersoul?” They are just words and they have no meaning. Somebody has told you about them and you repeat them—which is still a form of memory. We are a bundle of memories; that is the fact.


Now, what is the relationship of knowledge to freedom? How far is knowledge essential to freedom? Is knowledge opposed to ignorance, and what is ignorance? And this freedom, if there is such a thing—does it come from knowledge?


So, we are first going to understand what we mean by that word ignorance. For the speaker, ignorance essentially does not mean the lack of book knowledge—anybody can learn how to read and write and go to the office, go to the factory. I am using the word ignorance in the sense of having no knowledge of the whole psychological structure of oneself, not knowing yourself. Please listen carefully: not knowing yourself—not “not knowing the atma”; the man who repeats the word atma does not know what it means. What you know is yourself. You are a bundle of memories, and it is no good repeating what tens of thousands or millions of people have said. You have to find out. To find out you must inquire, and to inquire you must have freedom and not everlastingly repeat what the Gita, the Bible, the Koran, or your guru says—it has no meaning anymore; probably it never had except for those people who want to avoid, to escape, to bypass living with all its problems. The man who bypasses existence—living, the actual present—is not a religious man at all. He may go to all the gurus, all the ashrams, to every religion, but he is not a religious man. A religious man has the new mind—the mind that has no fear, that is not ambitious, that is without conflict.


So, ignorance is the lack of self-knowing. By self I mean the self that functions everyday—not the big self with a big, capital S—I mean the self that goes to the office, that quarrels, that is greedy, that is afraid of death and of living, that seeks, that gropes after, that suffers, that is in conflict, that agonizes over everything, that does not care. Without knowing that self, to try to find out what the supreme self is, is sheer nonsense—that is fiction for a man who does not know himself. So, the man that does not know that he is a bundle of memories—both the conscious as well as the unconscious, the totality of his being—that person is ignorant. Now, this person has to understand the whole structure of his memories and responses according to that memory, to observe, to be aware, to watch. You see, most of us do not want to do that; we would rather go to somebody and be told what to do. It requires attention to watch yourself. To watch yourself requires infinite love—not chastisement, not condemnation, not evaluation. It requires love so that you watch out of extraordinary clarity—just observe, just see.


As all of us are a bundle of memories and are adding every day to that bundle more and more, what is the relationship of that bundle—which is the creator of problems—to the thing that it seeks, which is freedom? Because you must be free. That is absolutely essential; otherwise, you can never discover anything. And this freedom is not a reaction to bondage, it is not freedom from something. If it is freedom from something, then it is a reaction and therefore not freedom. If I am free from pride, and I know that I am free from pride, then it is not freedom from pride. Freedom is something that cannot be cultivated, that cannot be sought. It comes with an extraordinary vitality, with a fury, with an intensity, only when you begin to understand the whole psychological structure of yourself. So that is the issue.


Because you are the world, you have to act, you have to think, you have to feel in the world that is undergoing tremendous changes, that is made corrupt by the politician, by the religious people—I am using the word religious in the wrong sense of the word, that is in the sense of “made ugly by the saints, by the organized religious dogmas, beliefs”; they are not religious people at all, and this world is made ugly by them. We live in that world and we have to understand that world. And to understand you must observe. And observation is not merely of the world outside you because the world outside you is the ‘you’ inside as well, the observer. There is no division between the world and you; you are the world. So how you observe yourself is of the highest importance. This observation of yourself is not the isolation of yourself from the world. Please do understand this. You are the world, the world in which you are born, in which you are educated—the family, the social, psychological structure of the society about you, the economic conditions in which you live—which shapes your mind, your thought, your feeling. So you, as a human being, have to understand this. And in the process of understanding, in the very act of understanding, the new is born.


How do you observe yourself? What is observation and what do you observe? Who is the observer? Do you follow? You have to observe. Obviously that is essential. You have to see because when you see, you begin to care. If you saw that dirty road, if you really saw the starvation, the poverty, the degradation, the corruption in this country—if you really saw it, you would care, you would do something, you would act. But you do not care because you do not see. And when you do see, you want some social action to take place, and therefore you wait.


To see is to care. To observe is to love. I am using the word love as a total thing—not the divine love, the sexual love, the personal love; those are all mere ideas; we are not dealing with ideas, we are dealing with facts. If you observe a dog, then you will begin to love that dog. If you observe your children, you will begin to love those children—not your particular children, but children. You will watch them intensely, completely, when they are sleeping, waking, crying, being naughty. In the same way, when you observe yourself, you will care. Sirs, I hope I am making myself clear. You will care for what you observe, and therefore you will not condemn what you see. You won’t say, “I am ugly; I am beautiful; I am this; I am that.” You won’t say that because you will care when you are watching. Therefore when you watch, when you observe, you will see that you are observing without condemning, without bringing all the past experience into your mind, which either accepts or denies what you observe.


You see, sirs, we do not know what it means to love; we don’t. We beget children, we are married, we have families, but we do not know what it means to love. If we loved, if there was love, if there was care, then we would find ways and means to fill the stomachs of the poor, build houses, do something drastically, independent of the ugly politicians with their words. We do not know what it means to love. And love cannot come to you if you do not understand yourself. That is the only solution in the world—to care profoundly.


So to understand yourself, there must be no authority—the authority of a memory, of a previous observation. You understand? Look! When you observe a child whom you love—if you love at all—that implies a tremendous thing. To love somebody—that means “to care.” When you observe a child, what is happening? You watch. If you care, you do not condemn, you watch; you don’t push him, you don’t direct him, you don’t say, “This is right; this is wrong.” You want to find out about the child, what he thinks, what he feels. You want to establish a sensitive relationship with the child because you care, you love—that he must be brought up properly, that he must have the right education entirely different from this rotten education, that he must not merely live for a job and die in a job. In the same way, in that extraordinary sensitive observation which comes with care, you watch yourself without authority, you watch yourself without the previous knowledge of what you have observed and learned. Are you following this, or is it too difficult? If I observe myself from what I have learned from my previous observation, I am not observing—I am merely observing from the experience which I have had yesterday, and that experience is going to dictate how I shall observe; therefore, it prevents me from observing. If you observed your child who has been naughty yesterday, and with that knowledge you observe him today, you are not observing him. That knowledge is going to dictate how you should observe him today. That previous knowledge becomes your authority. That knowledge is the tradition, what the guru, what the saints, what society has said, and with that you observe, and therefore it is not observation at all.


If you are really interested to observe and therefore really care, then all the tradition, all the authority of yesterday or ten thousand yesterdays drop away from you. Then you are observant every minute, watching, looking, listening, because you have the feeling of care, affection, love. These are not ideas; don’t nod your heads in agreement. This is your life we are talking about—not my life—your life which is so torn apart, which has no meaning any more, hedged about with so many anxieties, fears.


So a mind that is observing itself is watching the words, the gestures, the ideas, the feelings, the reactions, putting up with insults, inviting flattery. As you begin to observe yourself, you will see that all authority—as tradition, as what people will say and won’t say, all the authority of the guru, of the book—comes to a complete end because then you become a light unto yourself. And that is absolutely essential because nobody can give you truth, nobody can point it out to you. Because truth is not something that is static. It is a living thing, a thing that is moving swiftly. It is not a word. And to find that, the mind must be equally swift and equally without a word. So if you really care and therefore observe, you will find that out of that observation comes freedom.


But, you see, most of us are so crippled by authority, both outwardly and inwardly. We respect authority, and authority is one of the most difficult things to be free from. Authority is different from law. Don’t mix the two. The law of the road, the law of the country, the law that says that you must pay tax—that is entirely different from the authority of fear, the authority of a mind that is seeking security, the authority of a mind that has many experiences and uses those experiences to understand the living present. Because that authority is of time, of yesterday; it is not a living thing. And a dead thing shapes the living thing. A dead thing judges in its observation and says, “This is right, this is wrong; this is the right value, this is the wrong value.” As you observe in the world now, all values are going, all values have gone. Psychologically, inwardly, we still have values, and with those values we observe. So to observe implies care, and when you care there is no condemnation, no comparison. You don’t compare your child with his elder brother; you love that child. It is only when you do not care, when there is no love, you begin to compare and say, “You are not so good as your elder brother.”


There is not only the authority of the conscious mind of which one is aware in daily process—the authority of your experiences of which you are conscious and which guides you, shapes you and controls you—but also there is the authority of the unconscious. I do not know if you yourself have gone into it directly-—probably not. First of all you have neither the time nor the inclination. But probably all of you have read Freud and a few other psychologists or your own particular religious books which describe your consciousness, and you repeat it after them and think you have understood. What I am talking about is something direct, to be lived, discovered, understood immediately, as the speaker is talking.


There is the conscious as well as the unconscious—the thing that is hidden. The daily mind that operates, that goes to the office, that has technical knowledge of how to run a machine, what to do; the mind that is educated by the modern system to become a lawyer, a politician, a technician, a laborer—that is the conscious mind. There is the unconscious mind deep down, the racial instinct, the inherited racial knowledge, the things that are hidden which have never been uncovered, looked into—all that is part of you. I am not going to go into the details of the unconscious because that would demand quite a lot of inquiry, and that is not the purpose for the moment.


There is the unconscious. To inquire into that and to remove from it all authority—because otherwise there is no freedom, otherwise there is no discovery of the new—you must observe. You cannot possibly discover what is new with the eyes of the old. Life demands that every minute you look at it anew. And in looking at it anew, there is beauty. To look at the tree, the person, the mountains, the dirt, the squalor, to see all that anew demands that you shall be free. Our question is now not only how to free the conscious mind but also how to be aware of the authority that is in the conscious mind and also of the authority that is in the unconscious mind—which is much more difficult. To observe your secret thoughts, your secret motives, the fears that have not been discovered, the hopes, the sorrows, the longings, the deep motives—to discover those, to bring them out to the surface demands an extraordinarily sharp mind. And the mind is sharp only when it is quiet. The conscious mind which observes the unconscious can only observe when it is completely quiet. I hope I am making myself clear. The conscious mind (Do you understand what I mean by the conscious mind? I have explained it enough) has to be quiet, not forced to be quiet, not made quiet. If you would understand your child, you have to observe him quietly, haven’t you?


So the conscious mind becomes quiet when you are inquiring into the unconscious. You will see also that the two are not separate—it is one movement, one process, which has been divided for convenience as the conscious and the unconscious. As you begin to understand the conscious mind, you will also begin to see that there is an understanding of the unconscious.


And the moment you see the necessity of being completely free from all authority—which you don’t because your fear prevents you—when you go through like a flame through fear, when you see the poisonous nature of authority—whether it be of the guru, of the book, of a word, of a symbol, or the psychological authority of a nation, of a group—when you see that authority destroys, corrupts the mind, and therefore the mind cannot possibly think clearly, when you see the truth of all that, then you will begin to observe the conscious as well as the unconscious, and thereby free yourself from authority.


Authority is of the old. Authority is never the new, it is never the living. The thing that is beautiful has no authority. How can innocence have authority? How can love have authority? So a mind that is ridden by authority, whether it is the authority of the wife over the husband or of the husband over the wife, of the book, of the guru—all authority, the ugly nature of which we all know—a mind that is seeking security and therefore clinging to authority, when that mind sees, when it observes with care, you find that all authority ceases.


Then you are a light unto yourself. And there is great beauty and freedom in that light, and then you begin merely to observe. What is light in itself does not demand any experience, does not seek, because there is no ‘more’. And that light has no shadow. To come to that light, you cannot invite it, you cannot sacrifice something for it. That light comes of its own accord, sweetly, uninvited, with a fury that will never leave you. But for it to come there must be no authority—which means the old is dead, the old mind is dead and gone. It is only such a mind which is really, truly, the religious mind.


October 30, 1963


Fourth Talk in New Delhi


I would like, this evening, to talk about thought, time, and sorrow. But before I go into that, I would like to point out how important it is to listen because most of us hardly ever listen to anything. To listen properly without projecting your own particular prejudices, idiosyncrasies, and all that you have learned is very difficult—to listen with intense curiosity as though you are for the first time learning, for the first time inquiring, and as though the whole field is open to you; and to go step by step into it without any conclusion, without any memory, inquiring, moving, running, seeing, finding out. Such an act of listening needs attention—not the attention of concentration, not the attention that you give when you are seeking profit or when you want something—and you listen without wanting, without seeking, but merely inquiring. And to inquire really deeply, you need freedom, and the act of listening is freedom. Once one understands this extraordinary act of listening or seeing immediately, comprehending something instantly, then you will see that action is totally different from the action that is derived with an idea or from an idea.


For most of us action is divided. There is a gap between idea and action. We have the formula, the pattern, the concept, the prototype; and according to that we act or approximate our action to that idea. That is our conditioning, that is the way we live—that is, the whole series of our actions is based on that. First we conceive, formulate, create a prototype—the ideal, the thing that should be—and then according to that we live, we act. And thereby our problem is how to bridge the gap between the action and the idea, how to bring the two together? And in that, there is conflict; in that, there is duration of time, because we need time to complete the action according to the idea.


So, what I want to say this evening is that the mind that gives root to a problem ceases to act because action is always in the living present, in the active present. When the problem becomes something to be solved eventually, then the idea becomes important, not the action.


Please, this is very important to understand because of what I am going to say presently. I have not prepared the talk. I am thinking aloud, and you have also to think within yourself aloud, think of your own processes, be aware of them so that we can go together.


For me there is no action if it is preceded by an idea. If action is conditioned by an idea, by a formula, by a concept, action then is not important, but the idea is important, and therefore, there is a conflict between action and idea. Is it possible to act immediately without idea?—which is, after all, what we call love. Is it possible to see the truth of something immediately, instantly, and act instantly on that which is seen—not consider the consequences, the effect, the causes, but act instantaneously on that which has been seen as true? Do think about this.


Therefore, what is important is to see immediately the truth of something or the falseness of something. And you cannot see the truth or the falseness of something if you have an idea about it. Love is not an idea, love is instant action. When you bring an idea, when you have ideas about love—what it should be, what it should not be—then it ceases to be love; it is merely a process of thought. So, this must be very clear before we proceed into what I am going to say—that it is possible to act without an idea, which does not mean that action will be irrational, or that action will be postponed, or that action will be conditioned. That is, as long as ideas have supreme importance—for most of us they have—then action becomes irrelevant. Then we find that how to put those ideas into action becomes extraordinarily difficult.


So, the question is how to see the truth immediately. By truth I mean the truth of everyday living, everyday talk, the truth or the falseness of what you think, what you feel, to discover the truth of your motives, your daily activities, revealing your feeling instantly—the truth that is behind them. I am talking of that truth, not of the ultimate, because you cannot go to that extraordinary cause, the really immeasurable, without understanding the everyday truth of life—which is everyday activity, everyday thought. So, you have to perceive the truth instantly and not have ideas about what is truth; and seeing the truth instantly is to act immediately. If you see a snake, you act immediately; there is not the idea first and then action; there is a danger, and your whole response to that danger is immediate; there is no interval of time which is idea. The response is instantaneous, and that instantaneous response is real action.


As I said, I am going to talk this evening about thought, time, and the ending of sorrow. Before we can go into the question of the ending of sorrow—which is what most of us want—we must understand sorrow. We are all steeped in sorrow of some kind or other—not only the personal sorrow, but also the sorrow of man, the wars that bring sorrow, the immense stupidity of man who postpones and does not face facts, the sorrow of frustration, the sorrow of ambition, the conflict between good and evil, the desire to fulfill, with which comes the extraordinary shadow of sorrow. There is sorrow of every kind—the little sorrow and the immense concealed sorrow of centuries. We want to end it. At least those of us who are serious want to find out whether it is possible to end sorrow instantly—not the method because that involves time.


Now, to answer that question really deeply and fundamentally, you have to inquire into what is thought, because if there were no time for thought, there would be no sorrow. If you didn’t think about something, if you didn’t think about the death of someone whom you love and therefore didn’t give thought the quality of time—the continuation of thought—there would be no sorrow. I do not know if you have thought about this. For most of us, to think is to be in sorrow. Is it possible to end sorrow, to end thought? I am going to go into that.


So, first we have to inquire into what is thinking. Please, if I may suggest, watch yourselves how you respond to this question: What is thinking? Probably, most of us have not asked that question at all. If you do ask that question, what is your response? Please do ask that question and find out what your response is, not tomorrow, but actually as you are listening; please find out for yourself what is thinking. I ask you the question: What is thinking? Now, what is going on in your mind? Your memory is responding, trying to find an answer according to what you have learned or what you have experienced, what books you have read, what somebody has said about it. So your mind, in accepting that challenge, that question, is searching. And during the interval between the question and the answer is time, and in that time what you consider is thought is merely looking for a response through the memory of what you have learned, what you have seen, what you have heard.


So, thought is the response of memory and nothing else. If you had no memory, you could not think. So, the response is of memory which is experience, which is knowledge, which is the accumulated, inherited, endless experience of man. According to the condition of your memory—whether you are a Christian, whether you are a Sikh, a Buddhist, this, or that—you respond; and that response, you think, is extraordinarily important. You do not see how you are conditioned, how your brain has been washed according to a certain pattern—Catholic, communist, Hindu, and so on, whether it is modern or ancient, whether it is the everyday conditioning, or whether it is the extraordinary conditioning of centuries—and how, according to that, you reply. The search for the answer, in order to find the answer to a question which you have been asked, is what you call thinking. This is really looking into memory; and then, having found an answer, you reply. That is the first stage.


If the question is very familiar, you answer immediately; there is no time needed to think, or rather to look into memory. I ask your name, and your immediate response comes because you are very familiar with it. If you are asked a much more complicated question, the time interval is much greater. During that time interval you look, you listen, you wait, you ask. You may take a second or ten days or a year, but that is the process that goes on. Then the third stage is when you ask a question which has no answer—a real, fundamental, ultimate question. Then your mind says, “I do not know.” There, your mind, your thought, is no longer seeking an answer from somebody because nobody has answered that question, nobody can answer that question—no saint, no teacher, no guru, no savior, nobody can answer that question. And you say, “I do not know.” It is very important to understand the state of the mind that says, “I do not know”—which is not a denial. It does not know. If I ask you, “What is God? What is truth?” and if you are really, deeply honest, you would say, “I do not know.” If you are dishonest, you will begin to describe.


So, it is very important to understand the mind that says, “I do not know.” Such a mind is not waiting for an answer; it is not expecting, it is not seeking because it does not know where to seek. It has no memory. It does not look into all the records to find out the answer because there is no record. You can repeat what somebody else has said, but that is not answering the ultimate question which demands an answer.


So, this is what happens to most of us—the first two, not the third. The familiar question is answered immediately, but the more complex question takes time, the time interval being much longer or shorter. During that time you are looking, watching, hoping, waiting, expecting. With those two we are very familiar, but with the third we are not. And we cannot be familiar with the third because we have never inquired within ourselves to find out for ourselves, most seriously, what is truth, what is God, what is this whole process of monstrous living, injustice, brutality, inhumanity to man, because we just live on the surface and are easily satisfied with our pleasures and evade our pains. So for a man to find out, really and for himself, what is truth—not the truth according to some saint or to some leader of a sect—his mind must be completely unknowing, which means free from the known.


So, we see what thought is. Thought is the response of memory which, if you observe, is functioning on the same lines as the electronic brain. An electronic brain has information fed into it, and it functions through association, banks of memories, and responses which it has learned; if you put a question to it, it answers it instantly. Our brains function on the same lines. So, that is thinking. We can go much more deeply into it, but that is enough.


We think that time is necessary for action, to resolve a problem. By a problem I mean a human problem. I am not talking of a mathematical or technological problem, but I am talking of a human problem: sorrow, anger, brutality, violence, greed, envy, the appalling misery, the boredom in which we live, the repetition of something day after day—whether it is pleasurable, sexual, or going to the office—and the boredom of it. I am talking of the human, living problem. To resolve, to completely understand a human problem, the mind must not give root to that problem—which is time. Suppose you are jealous, envious, in a large way or in a petty way. You battle with jealousy, envy, day after day, or you accept it. You say that it is a part of existence, that it is a part of our daily civilized life to battle with each other for a position, for this and for that. You are used to it and you accept it. And in accepting it, in getting used to it, you have given soil to the problem because it goes on and on, day after day.


Now the question is, how to end a problem immediately so that the mind is fresh, alert, for the next problem. Because life is a problem. Life is constantly challenging you, never for a moment is it quiet. It is demanding, questioning, asking, pushing; and you must respond adequately, completely. And you cannot adequately respond, respond fully, if you have problems which are eating into your mind and your heart. So, not to give continuity to a problem, you must solve it immediately; that is, you must not think in terms of time, in terms of tomorrow, that you will eventually solve it.


So you have to ask yourself one fundamental question: Is it possible to end every problem as it arises, instantly? That is, is it possible to see the truth of every problem immediately? The very perception of what is true is action and therefore the resolution of that problem.


By time I mean psychological time—not the time by the watch: today, tomorrow, this hour, or the next hour. I am not talking of chronological time; I am talking of psychological time. The mind seeks an answer through time because we are used to the idea of gradualness—“I will achieve eventually; I will be made perfect eventually; I will reach God, if there is God, eventually.” So we give psychologically a continuity to a problem, and gradualness creeps in when we have not really perceived what is true.


Now, what gives continuity to thought? I have put that question: What gives continuity to thought? You do not know the answer. So your memory is searching. You are searching in your memory for an answer. Now, if you do not do either, you will say, “I do not know.” If you are really honest, you will say, “I do not know, I have not thought about this.” If you really do not know, then you will see the truth of what I am going to say, immediately.


There is continuity to thought only when you think about something constantly. If you think about something which gives you pleasure from time to time, you have established a continuity. If you do not like something and you think about it, you have also given to it continuity. It is as simple as that. That is, if you have something that gives you great pleasure—sex or what you will—and when you think about it, when you think of your gods, your jobs, your pleasures, your pains, you have given a duration to all that. Not to think about pain is comparatively easy, but not to think about pleasure is much more difficult.


So you begin to see the nature of psychological time that the mind is caught in. It has established a duration, a continuity, by thinking about something—the something which gives pleasure or pain; a thing which it wants to avoid consciously, but which unconsciously, deep down, it is thinking about, looking at, watching. It is not only outwardly, consciously, that you give continuity to thought, but also unconsciously there is a duration to thought. If I were to die tomorrow and I had time to think about it, I would be tremendously upset about it. I would be frightened; I would want to believe in this and believe in that, and do all kinds of things through my fear because my mind is worried, anxious, and fearful. Therefore, it has given it a duration, and during that duration, there is born fear. If there were no duration but only action immediately—that is, if I am to die instantly, now, as I am speaking—then there is no fear; an act has taken place, a complete act in which there is no element of fear at all. That is what I mean when I talk of psychological time brought about when thought gives duration, a continuity, by thinking about it.


There is sorrow in the world. Man has been struggling with this question for centuries upon centuries, and he has never been able to find a way out. He has found many ways of escaping from it, avoiding it—taking drugs, drink, running away through various religious and social entertainments, but he has never solved it. He has never said, “This is the end of this extraordinary thing called sorrow.”


And we are going to go into that now. Is it possible to end sorrow instantly? By sorrow I mean not fragmentary sorrow but the total sorrow of man, the total sorrow in which the human being is caught, both the conscious as well as the unconscious sorrow. You know what sorrow is? The fact, not the word, not the symbol that awakens the picture which gives you sorrow. You understand what I am saying? Not the word, not the picture that awakens sorrow, but the actual fact of sorrow. The symbol, the picture, the idea, the word, the experience, the memory—all that gives you sorrow, but that sorrow is not the living sorrow, the thing that is so tremendously vital. There is the sorrow that comes when someone whom you love dies. There is the sorrow of love not finding a response. There is the sorrow of frustration. There is this unresolved brutality and violence of war; the ugliness of man to man; the sorrow that is going on in this world, in this country, in this town; the sorrow of ambition wanting to climb the ladder of success, seeking power, oppressing others democratically or tyrannically; the sorrow of a husband who is dominated by his wife or of the wife dominated by the man; the sorrow of postponement, the ignorance; the collective sorrow of centuries, of all the sufferings that man has been through, of which one is rarely conscious because one is so occupied with one’s own little sorrows; the sorrow of man—not the Indian or the European or the American or the Russian—but man, the man in conflict, conflict between good and evil, the conflict of violence.


There is immense sorrow. Personal sorrow, if you observe, has a good deal of self-pity in it, and therefore it is no longer sorrow because it is tinged, it is hedged about, by personal hope. In this personal sorrow there is self-pity—an ugly thing. Watch your own sorrow and you will see. If you have sorrow, you will see that most of it is self-pity—the sense of loneliness, of being left alone, having no companion, nobody to talk to who will really understand you. There are innumerable kinds of sorrow, and the greatest sorrow of all is the sorrow of not being able to see the truth immediately.


To see the truth immediately, there should be no self-pity, no fear, no knowledge of what other people have said, whoever they be. Then you are face to face with a fact, and you don’t bring to that fact opinions, conclusions, concepts, your own personal or collective experience. You are faced with something real: a fact is always real. So there is this sorrow. The more you think about it, the more there is sorrow—not only personal sorrow but the collective sorrow of man. You cannot avoid thinking about it because you are caught in it. My wife leaves me, if I have a wife; someone whom I like is dead; I cannot succeed; I am not so clever as you are; the brutality of modern life; the total indifference; the lack of care; the utter lack of compassion, love—to be faced with all that, not theoretically, but actually, awakens sorrow. To face every day, as you walk down the streets, the ugliness, the total indifference of man to man—to face that fact is an extraordinary awakening of sorrow.


Now, is it possible to end sorrow without becoming indifferent, callous, not caring, and to find that extraordinary beauty of love? To find that out you have to begin by inquiring into thought and not giving continuity to that thought. You have to watch every pleasure and not give it continuity, to watch every pain, psychological hurt, flattery, to watch it and not to give it continuity; so that you will find that though you think instantly and respond instantly, there is no continuity, and therefore you are able to face the fact that you are full of self-pity, that you are lonely, and that you are faced with the fact of ambition and frustration.


So you deal with facts. My son is dead—I am not talking of death; we will talk about it at another time. I am talking about the fact: my son is dead. What takes place? Immediately I am in sorrow. There is a shock, a sudden realization that he is gone, in whom I had invested my immortality, my fulfillment, my hope, the name, and so on—the shock of being left alone. When I come out of that shock, I feel tremendously in sorrow; there is grief. Then I try to find an answer to it—a temple, a priest, a book, a drink, an avoidance or acceptance, rationalizing that sorrow or trying to find a lovely beautiful theory about it—I believe in reincarnation, karma, and all the rest of it—all words, words, words. So I never face the fact. The fact is that my son is dead. Why should there be self-pity? It is a fact I loved him; I loved him because he was my son. I had invested in him. I have no companion and so on. Thought is in operation. You follow? Thought is giving continuity to the picture of the son whom I had. And thought, by giving it a duration, is continuing in sorrow.


So can I face the fact? When I face the fact, there is no thinking, there is only observing—observing the whole content of my thinking, of my feeling, of my hope—being aware of that fact and my relation to that fact without any twist, without dodging, without escaping. You will see, if you have gone through this, that by facing the fact every day about every thing—all the time facing facts, not opinions, not ideas, not judgments—you will observe your own reactions, you will know what you are thinking, what you are feeling, consciously as well as unconsciously. You become totally aware of yourself, of all your foibles, of your secret hopes, fears, longings, motives—both conscious as well as unconscious. Then you will see that sorrow which has a motive is no longer sorrow, and that it is self-pity. When you realize the truth of that, the ending of your personal sorrow comes. In that ending there is also the ending of self-pity, loneliness, the hopes, the fears, and all the other things that are involved.


But there is a greater sorrow still, the sorrow of war. How man has suffered through war! There is the brutality of the ambitious people, the pseudo-religious politician everlastingly quoting the Gita or something or other, and dominating, crushing people democratically and tyrannically. There is the sorrow of man who has invented time and therefore postponement—eventually coming to the truth—that is the greater sorrow. It is necessary to understand it, to resolve it and yet not be indifferent, to have real love for people—which is to care; and you cannot care if you are nationalistic, if you belong to any religion or have any belief.


So the ending of sorrow is the beginning of self-knowledge, and without the ending of sorrow there is no ending of thought. The ending of thought is necessary because then real meditation begins. Thought cannot be ended by control, by suppression, by concentration, by any exclusive process. Thought must be understood, gone into, searched out, and not be given duration through pleasure or through pain. When thought ends—and thought can only end through self-knowledge—then real meditation begins. Real meditation is not the meditation that you all practice, if you do at all, because what you practice is too immature, too juvenile. We will go into that if there is time—“time” in the sense of chronological time.


What is important is to face the fact and not give time to the fact. You have to observe the fact of your anger, your brutality, your indifference, your ambition, your greed, to face that and resolve it immediately; and you can resolve it immediately only when you understand this whole problem of thinking. After all, thought is not very important. What is important is immediate action. Look at all the people in the world who are starving, who have no education, who live in misery, who are ill fed! The pseudo-religious politicians are not concerned with feeding the poor; they are concerned with who is going to feed the poor, which party, which group—the Americans or the Russians. They are not seriously concerned with the feeding of the people. So they take sides, and in the meantime the poor man dies.


We live like that; our lives are like that because we have divided ourselves into classes, into groups, into nationalities, into various compartments. In that there is tremendous sorrow for a man who observes all these. And you have to solve that sorrow also, to end it, so that the mind becomes innocent. It is only the innocent mind that has lived a thousand experiences and yet is free—it is only that innocent mind that can see the ultimate, the extraordinary thing called the nameless.


November 3, 1963


Fifth Talk in New Delhi


To commune with each other our minds must be at the same level with the same intensity, and we must have the same urgency. We must both have, if we are going to commune with each other, a sharpness, a clarity, an understanding of not only the words but also the significance that lies beyond the words. We must, each one of us, if we wish to commune with one another, obviously have the capacity to meet each other equally, at the same level, and continue to hold that level. Otherwise, our communion, our communication is cut short, especially when we are discussing matters that are very difficult, psychological, and need a great deal of thought and penetration inside.


This evening, I want to go, if I may, into something which requires a great deal of insight and understanding. I hope that we can maintain our communion with each other all the time. After all, love is that state of being or that state when two people or many people meet each other at the same level, at the same time, with the same intensity. Otherwise, love becomes merely a sentiment, a remembrance, and all communication then ceases. In the same way, to take a journey together into something that requires a very subtle, penetrating look, observation, one must have this intensity—not sporadically, not occasionally—and continue in that state of intensity because what we are trying to do at these gatherings is not to exchange ideas, not to discover for ourselves which is the best opinion and to discuss those opinions. What we are trying to do is to find out for ourselves, for each one of us, what is true and what is false. And to find it out, to observe it and to have a feeling for it, we must not only listen but also observe how we listen, with what quality of mind we observe.


I want to talk this evening about something which is called death. And to go into the whole problem of death, not theoretically but factually, you need humility. I am using that word humility not as a virtue that is cultivated by the vain, by the proud, but as that natural state of mind which comes about when you are really inquiring and really wanting to find out for yourself. Because virtue does not grow within the borders of time. It is a flower that comes into being involuntarily. One hasn’t to search for virtue or to cultivate virtue. If you do, it ceases to be virtue. To see the truth that to cultivate virtue is no longer virtue demands a mind that is in a state of humility, because without humility you cannot learn. I am using the word learn not in the sense of accumulation which is knowledge. We are using that word learning in the sense of a mind that is not seeking for something, that is not searching for an end with a motive, that is pliable, quick, that is able to see what is true immediately. And to do that you need an extraordinary humility which has in it that peculiar quality of austerity of observation. Austerity, as we know it, is harsh, brutal; it becomes narrow, bigoted, opinionated, dogmatic—but that is not austerity. We are using the word austerity in the sense that a mind that has observed, that has seen what is true, is, out of that very observation, in a state of freedom out of which there comes the discipline which is austere.


There must be that austerity with humility. And at that level we are going to commune with each other this evening. You are not going to learn from the speaker anything. If you do, the speaker becomes the authority. Therefore, you cease to be really an observer—a man who is earnestly seeking what is true and putting away what is false; you will become merely a follower, and a follower can never find out what is true. Truth has to be discovered from moment to moment, and you have to discover it—not merely follow the description verbally. You have to find it with all your being, and to find it, you need humility.


One of the things that one observes in the world and within oneself is the peculiar state of mind that is constantly declining, deteriorating. I do not know if you have observed for yourself your own mind—not theoretically, not in terms of a formula or in terms of success and nonsuccess, but with the quality of the mind that can sustain efficiency, clarity, the capacity to observe what is true, without an opinion, without a thought. When one observes not only the minds of others but also one’s own mind, one finds that there is a slow decline, not that one has ever reached a height from which one declines; one finds that one does not have the sharpness, the clarity, the energy, the precision required for observation, for a reasoned observation without any sentimentality. Most of us are dull, settled in comforting belief—have a job, a position, a family to maintain—and we live in the darkness of security. When one begins to observe for oneself one’s own mind, one must have seen for oneself how the mind, as it grows, as the physical organism matures, gradually begins to decline. We accept this disintegration, this deterioration, and we are not aware. And when we do become aware of it, it becomes a tremendous conflict—how to maintain the mind that is getting worse, that is declining? Probably we have never put to ourselves the question whether the mind need ever decline. Probably we have never found for ourselves by putting that question whether it is possible to stop the deterioration, the decline.


After all, the decline of the mind, the worsening of sensitivity, the coarsening of all our observation—that is truly death, is it not? So, must we not find out for ourselves whether it is possible at all times to sustain a quality of mind that knows no decline? When I use the word mind, I include in that the brain—the totality—not just the capacity to acquire a particular technique and to function along that technique for the rest of your life and then die. I am using the word mind in the sense not only of the conscious mind but also of the unconscious mind in which the brain is included—the brain with all its reactions, the brain that thinks, that acts, that gets irritated, that responds to all the nervous strains. And as we observe, as we grow older, this thing begins to decline. Observe the old people, observe all the old politicians, observe how even the young people want to fall into the groove of a particular thought and run along that groove.


So, it seems to us that it is very important to find out for ourselves whether it is possible to sustain that clarity of observation actually, not theoretically—actually in the sense of the living present, in the active present. I use that word present not in the sense of time as tomorrow or yesterday, and now. The active present is always present; it has no tomorrow or yesterday. You should not have the idea that you will have this active, vital energy tomorrow; but you have to be aware of the active present with all your capacity, not technological capacity only, but with all your aesthetic powers, with your affections, with your sorrows, with your miseries, the frustrations, the ambitions, and the failures and the hopeless agony. Is it possible to be aware of all that and to sustain clarity of observation and innocency of inquiry? If this is not possible, whatever action we do has no vital meaning; it becomes mechanical.


Please observe your own minds. You are not listening to the speaker. Don’t be caught in the words of the speaker. He is merely describing, and what is described is not the fact. The word is not the thing, the word tree is not the fact, which is the tree. And if you would observe the tree, the word has little importance.


So, we are asking a fundamental question, and you have to find out and discover the truth of it. The question is: Can the mind ever not lose its clarity, its capacity to reason—not according to some prejudice, not according to a particular fancy or opinion or knowledge—and to sustain itself in a healthy state without any dark, unexplored, rotting corners? Is it possible? To find that out, one has to be aware of the causes of this decline. Now, we are using the word cause merely to indicate the source from which the mind is made dull. By discovering the cause, you are not going to free the mind. You may discover the cause of your illness, but you have to do something about it, you have to go to a doctor, you may have to have an operation; you have to act. But most of us think that by merely discovering the cause, we have solved the whole thing. And so the repetition goes on. The repetition is one of the factors of deterioration—the repeating process, the formation of habits and living in those habits. So, the discovery of the cause is not going to free the mind from the factor of deterioration.


One of the major factors of deterioration is imitation, psychological imitation—not putting on a shirt or a coat, or going to the office, or learning a particular technique which you repeat; that is too superficial. It is the habit-forming mechanism of the mind which, in psychological states, functions in beliefs, in dogmas, in opinions. If you observe, you will see how your mind functions in habit. It functions in habit because it is essentially afraid not to be secure. So, one of the real factors of deterioration is fear, psychological fear, not the natural normal fear of being bitten by a snake and therefore protecting oneself—that is a different matter.


You know, one of our difficulties is that we are always satisfied with the obvious answers, and we always put the obvious questions. Take the problem of simplicity—“to be simple.” Our immediate response, which is fairly obvious, platitudinous, and banal, is: You must have only two clothes and have only one meal, and then you are supposed to be very, very simple. That is not simplicity at all—it verges on exhibitionism and traditional acceptance of what it is to be simple. But simplicity is something entirely different. To be simple means a mind that is clear, without conflict, that has no ambition, that is really incorruptible by its own desires. But we are so easily satisfied by the obvious. We say that a man is a saint because he leads a very simple life, has one meal a day and two clothes; and we think we have solved the problem of simplicity. He may be having a hell of a time inside. And a man who is in conflict, however saintly he is, is not a simple man, nor is he a religious man.


So, in trying to find out what are the factors of degeneration, one must not be satisfied with the obvious questions and the obvious answers. One must push those aside and go behind, tear down to find the truth of the matter, and that requires energy. And that energy can only come when you are really not concerned with what is going to happen with your particular life when you are simple. To find out the factors of deterioration, you must inquire, you must ask the fundamental question whether a mind can live without habit, nonconforming. This means the whole inquiry into authority, not only the authority imposed, but also the authority of one’s own experiences, knowledge, visions, and all the rest of it. So one begins to see that there is deterioration as long as there is conflict of any kind, at any level, consciously or unconsciously. And most of our lives are a hideous conflict, without any resolution, without any issue—endless conflict.


So the question is whether habit, conflict, and imitation can end, not eventually, not when you die, but now, in the active present. By imitation I mean not the superficial imitation but the psychological, deep-rooted imitation which is called a method, conforming to a discipline, to a pattern—the Hindu pattern, the American pattern, or the Russian pattern, or the Catholic pattern, and so on. That imitation comes only when there is the urge, the search for comfort in security—psychological security. We seek psychological security inwardly, and therefore there is no outward security for any of us. If you think that over, you will see the truth of the matter. We have no time to go into all the details now.


The desire to be secure breeds fear, fear to live and fear to die. Fear is not an abstract thing. It is there actually like your shadow. Every minute of the day it is there—fear of your boss, fear of your wife, fear of your husband, fear of losing. And with that fear we try to live. So we do not know what it is to live. How can a mind that is afraid, live? It can build a shelter; it can warm itself; it can isolate itself; it can follow a pattern, a religious illusion, a fiction—it can live in all that, but it is not living. And this fear makes death as something far away. We put fear many years ahead of us, a great distance between that fact and the illusion which fear has created and which we call living. So our life is neither rich nor full—I do not mean full by knowledge, book learning, or reading the latest book and talking about it endlessly. I mean “rich life” in the sense: it understands; it is clear, sharp, awake, alive, full of energy, and efficient in its own observation and discipline; and therefore it can see a tree and enjoy the tree, look at the stars, look at the people without envy. Therefore such a life is not a life of ambition, greed, and the worship of success.


Please, sirs, the speaker means exactly what he is talking about. These are not just words which you listen to, and then you go back to your old life again. We are talking about something very, very serious. There must be a new generation, new people, new minds, not the dead old minds with their fears, with their corruption, with their nationalities, with their petty little governments.


A new human being must be brought into being to solve this immense problem of living, and nobody is going to create that human being except you and me. And you have to do it—not in some future generation, but immediately, which means one has to see the urgency of the thing. You know, when you see the urgency of something that needs to be done immediately, urgently, all your capacities, all your energy, all your efficiency, come into being. You do not have to cultivate them; they are there when you feel the urgency of something—like the urgency of being hungry—and then you act.


We do not know what it is to live, nor do we know what it is to die. The thing that you call “living” is a torture with occasional pleasure which is a sensation—being well-fed, having a good meal, sex, driving in a good car or wanting to drive in a good car, or being envious of those who are driving in a good car, and so on. That is our life. Please observe yourself, and you will see what an ugly, brutal thing living has become—without any love, without any beauty, without any care. That is our life and we are satisfied with that. We put up with it. We do not say, “I am going to break through and find out.” We invent all kinds of spurious and phony reasons.


And to live fully, completely, you cannot possibly have an ideal over there and you live over here. So the ideal has no meaning; it is a fiction. What is a fact is your daily travail, daily anxieties, hopes, fears; that is the actual, and to that we become accustomed. And with the memory of our tortures, hopes, fears, ambitions, we turn to look at death which is far away. So what happens? We are frightened of death and we are frightened of living.


Now, to find out what is death demands a mind that has no fear. I do not know if you have observed the pilots—the persons who fly those extraordinary airplanes that go two thousand miles and more an hour—how they are trained more than all the yogis put together. They have to face death, and therefore their response must be immediate, unconscious. They are trained for years to face death—to survive they must respond immediately to all the instruments, to all the orders. That is one way of not being afraid of death—that is, to train yourself so completely, so involuntarily that you die at the orders of another for your country and all the rest of that nonsense. Then there is death by suicide: that is, you face life and life has no meaning; you have come to the end of things, and you jump over the bridge or you take pills. Then there is the other way, the so-called religious way: you have extraordinary beliefs in reincarnation, in resurrection; and death you rationalize because you are going to live the same kind of hideous life in the next life with torture, agony, despair, with lies, with hypocrisy; and you are satisfied by these beliefs because temporarily they give you comfort, they hide your fear.


Now all those ways of dying are very ordinary, unreal, and undependable. We are talking of dying of a different kind, which is to live with death. You understand? To live with death, not to have this time interval between you and the eventual end. The eventual end may be fifty years or a hundred years hence; or the doctors or the scientists may add another fifty years to it; but the inevitable end is always there. We are talking of a voluntary living with death. I am going into that because that is the only way to resolve the whole question of death, not through beliefs, not through ideals, not through the structure of fear, and all the rest of the paraphernalia.


And to find out what is death, there must be no distance between death and you who are living with your troubles and all the rest of it; you must understand the significance of death and live with it while you are fairly alert, not completely dead, not quite dead yet. That thing called death is the end of everything that you know. Your body, your mind, your work, your ambitions, the things that you have built up, the things that you want to do, the things that you have not finished, the things that you have been trying to finish—there is an end of all these when death comes. That is the fact—the end. What happens afterwards is quite another matter; that is not important because you will not inquire what happens afterwards if there is no fear. Then death becomes something extraordinary—not sadistically, not abnormally, unhealthily—because death then is something unknown, and there is immense beauty in that which is unknown. These aren’t just words.


So to find out the whole significance of death, what it means, to see the immensity of it—not just the stupid, symbolic image of death—this fear of living and the fear of dying must completely cease, not only consciously, but also deep down. Most of us want to die, wish to die, because our lives are so shallow, so empty. And our life being empty, we try to give significance to life, meaning to life; we ask, “What is the purpose of living?” Because our own lives are so empty, shallow, worthless, we think we must have an ideal to live by. It is all nonsense. So fear is the origin of the separation between that fact which you call death and that fact which you call living. What does it mean actually, not theoretically? We are not discussing theoretically; we are not discussing merely to formulate an idea, a concept; we are not. We are talking of facts, and if you reduce a fact merely into a theory, it is your own misfortune. You will live with your own shadow of fear, and your life will end miserably as it has begun miserably.


So you have to find out how to live with death—not a method. You cannot have a method to live with something you don’t know. You cannot have that idea and say, “You tell me the method, and I will practice it, and I will live with death”—that has no meaning. You have to find out what it means to live with something that must be an astonishing thing, actually to see it, actually to feel it—to be aware of this thing called death and of which you are so terribly frightened. What does it mean to live with something which you don’t know? I don’t know if you have ever thought about it at all in that way; probably you have not. All that you have done is, being frightened of it, you try to avoid it, you do not look at it; or you jump to some hopeful ideal, belief, and thereby avoid it. But you have really to ask the fundamental question, which is to find out what death means, and if you can live with it as you would live with your wife, with your children, with your job, with your anxiety. You live with all these, don’t you? You live with your boredom, your fears. Can you live in the same way with something that you don’t know?


To find out what it means to live, not only with the thing called life, but also with death, which is the unknown, to go into it very deeply, we must die to the things that we know. I am talking about psychological knowledge, not of things like your home, your office: if you don’t have them, you won’t get your money tomorrow, or you lose your job, or you have no food. We are talking about dying to the things that your mind clings to. You know, we want to die to the things which give us pain; we want to die to the insults, but we cling to the flattery. We want to die to the pain, but we hold on like grim death to the pleasure. Please observe your own mind. Can you die to that pleasure, not eventually, but now? Because you do not reason with death, you cannot have a prolonged argument with death. You have to die voluntarily to your pleasure which does not mean that you become harsh, brutal, ugly, like one of these saints; on the contrary, you become highly sensitive—sensitive to beauty, to dirt, to squalor—and being sensitive, you care infinitely.


Now, is it possible to die to things, to that which you know about yourself? To die—I am taking a very, very superficial example—to a habit, to put away a particular habit either of drinking or smoking, having a particular kind of food, or the habit of sex, completely to withdraw from it without an effort, without a struggle, without a conflict, without saying, “I must give it up.” Then you will see that you have left behind the knowledge, the experience, the memories of all the things that you have known and learned and lived by. And therefore you are no longer afraid, and your mind is astonishingly clear to observe what this extraordinary phenomenon is of which man has been frightened through millennia, to observe something which you are confronted with, which is of no time, and which in its entirety is the unknown. Only that mind can so observe which is not afraid and which is therefore free from the known—the known of your anger, of your ambitions, your greeds, your petty little pursuits. All these are the known. You have to die to them, to let them go voluntarily, to drop them easily, without any conflict. And it is possible—this is not a theory. Then the mind is rejuvenated, young, innocent, fresh; and therefore it can live with that thing called death.


Then you will see that life has an entirely different substance. Then life and death are not divided; they are one because you are dying every minute of the day in order to live. And you must die every day to live; otherwise, you merely carry along the repetition like a gramophone record, repeating, repeating, repeating.


So when you really have the perfume of this thing—not in somebody else’s nostrils, but in your nostrils, in your breath, in your being; not on some rare occasions, but every day, waking and sleeping—then you will see for yourself, without somebody telling you, what an extraordinary thing it is to live, to live with actuality, not with words and symbols, to live with death and therefore to live every minute in a world in which there is not the known, but there is always the freedom from the known. It is only such a mind that can see what is truth, what is beauty, and that which is from the everlasting to the everlasting.


November 6, 1963


Sixth Talk in New Delhi


I would like this evening to talk about something with which you may be familiar. Probably you are familiar with the word and not with the fact. And to go into it, as we shall during this evening, we must have a critical capacity. Most of us accept very easily—we accept authority, tradition, and the easy way of life—and thereby lose the critical observation. And when we do observe, our criticism is very superficial, casual, or it is made from a particular point of view, and therefore becomes narrow, cynical, or merely destructive. Destruction is good—one must destroy to create. But casual criticism or a gesture or a word does not lead anywhere. And this evening, at least for this hour, one should have the capacity critically to observe not what the speaker is saying but the natural, spontaneous responses that arise within each one; and one should observe those reactions and not accept them or casually put them aside. One should observe so that one may be able to go into that process which is called meditation.


Without right meditation—not the traditionally accepted, monotonous, repetitive, so-called meditation which is utterly futile and juvenile—if there is no right meditation, life becomes very superficial. I mean by “life” the whole content of it, the extraordinary beauty, the sorrow, the anxiety, the utter shallowness, the lack of sensitivity, the despair, the hopes, the fears, the agonies, the total process of living. And we are going to go into that this evening. But if you would take the journey together, there must be really critical observation, never accepting a thing, either what the speaker says or what you observe of your own reactions. Because it is only a very sharp, clear, healthy, sane mind that is capable of meditation. If we merely accept, we destroy all feeling. Acceptance is a form of imitation, and meditation is not imitation, it is not repetitive. You have to accept certain obvious things, like keeping to the left side of the road, paying taxes, and so on; it is the obvious, superficial authority. But we are talking of authority at quite a different level—the psychological acceptance of authority which comes into being when there is the search and the demand for security, and therefore we accept.


Please observe your own minds in operation rather than merely casually listen to the speaker. Because if one is not aware of one’s own process of thought, one will not be able to follow or be able to criticize with an extraordinary passion. Because passion is necessary, and there is no authority when there is passion.


As most of us are merely yes-sayers, we do accept; and when we do accept, all feeling is made dull. We are not affected deeply, we have no feeling when we observe the things about us—the tree, the squalor, the poverty, the ignorance, those in power who destroy. For most of us feeling is subtle; when we feel very strongly about something, that very feeling breeds sorrow. When you see the poverty, the utter callousness of people—whether they be the high politicians or the low cunning operators in a particular party, they have no feelings—when you do feel and when you observe yourself, you will find there is a great deal of sorrow involved in it. There is grief not only when there is the feeling about your own particular little sorrow of not having a good position, of being insulted by your boss every day, or by the loss of a particular person, but also when there is the feeling, as a human being, for the whole world, for another human being. To see how power destroys and corrupts, and to feel very strongly, passionately, about these things, every form of acceptance must be put aside.


And it is only when you begin to feel very strongly, out of that feeling there is love. It is only in that state that you can cooperate, because we live by cooperating and we destroy each other when there is no cooperation—and that is what is happening throughout the world. We have intellectually, verbally, cultivated our brains, our thoughts; but we do not feel strongly. And when we do feel very strongly, we do the most stupid, silly things: trying to convert people to a particular form of belief, or joining a peace march, or this, or that.


I am talking of something entirely different. We are talking about feeling, for itself, without sorrow. Because the moment there is sorrow, there is a feeling that you must do something immediately; then that feeling loses itself in organization. You observe all this in yourself. And then the feeling gets dissipated, lost. Love cannot be organized, and it is only a man who loves that can cooperate. The world needs cooperation, the feeling of cooperation; there is the necessity, the urgency, to cooperate—not according to a particular pattern, not with the government or against the government, not with a particular authority or with a particular system. We cooperate when we agree, but our agreement is merely, generally intellectual, verbal. Love does not agree; love is not an idea with which you agree or disagree. You do not agree with the heat of the sun; it is there burning, destroying, creating, making things new.


So there is cooperation right through life, not at one level of life only, but right through—this feeling of working together efficiently, living together, not dividing the earth into yours and mine, into America, Russia, India, and all the stupid, political, national, linguistic divisions—feeling together. Unfortunately, only hate brings us together. When we are attacked, we all come together, but hate is not love. It is only when a man really feels when he sees the squalor, the dirt on the road, feels the inward poverty of the politician, sees the utter cupidity of the saints and their followers—to feel for all these is part of meditation. Meditation is not just a word. I am sure that word has awakened in you the traditional form, the traditional way of meditation.


You see, we need a fresh mind, a new mind, because it is only a new mind that can create, bring about, a new world—not the traditional mind, not the mind that accepts and performs a routine day after day. We need a mind that is in revolution, not a mind that is merely in revolt. There is a difference between revolt and revolution. One can revolt against something: that revolt is merely a reaction; it is life revolting against a particular form of society, a particular order, a psychological insistence of a particular society. But revolution is something entirely different. To deny completely the whole psychological structure of society, not just parts of it, but the totality of it, needs an extraordinary capacity to be critical. And you can only criticize sanely when there is real feeling. As we were saying, what is necessary is a mind that is incorruptible, a mind that is made new.


Now, we are going, this evening, to go into this question and to bring about that mind instantly. Because it must be brought about instantly; it cannot take place in time—then corruption sets in. That instant mutation is revolution, not revolt. And the inquiry sanely, logically, through the observation of every process of your own thinking and feeling—to observe—is the beginning of meditation. A mind that is not made new, that has the whole weight of the past, merely reacts; it can never be still, quiet. So we are going into a problem which is extremely subtle, which needs all your attention, and therefore not accepting or denying what the speaker is saying. You need merely to observe at the highest capacity of critical awareness in which there is no choice, no comparative condemnation.


For most of us, to meditate is a problem of conflict because thought wanders all over the place, and to make that thought quiet is a battle, is a conflict. And when there is conflict, there is no understanding. It is merely a battle between ‘what should be’ and what is, and a mind caught in this battle cannot possibly ever know what is the right way, the right process of meditation. So we must understand this whole process of thinking—not how to still thought, not how to control thought. Every schoolboy knows how to control thought. When he wants to look out of the window and the teacher says, “Look at your book,” he is frightened and looks at the book. We have known that art of concentration. But to inquire into this whole process of thinking—to find out whether thought can ever be still—demands attention, and we are going to go into it.


As I have pointed out, meditation is an extraordinary thing. There is an extraordinary beauty in it. It gives the mind a sensitivity and heightens its sharpness so that your whole life is lived completely, fully, in the active present. For most of us do not live totally, with all our conscious and unconscious states and beyond. We only touch at the periphery, and this peripheral touch we call living—with all its agonies, contradictions, bestialities, cruelties, flatteries, insults, and all the rest of human existence. That is where we touch. We are talking of a meditative mind that is totally aware, not only of the peripheral movement, but of the whole content of consciousness, and thereby goes beyond it. Otherwise that is not meditation; otherwise, it is mere self-hypnotism, caught in a series of ideas, in images, in a conditioned projection of Christ or Buddha or Sri Krishna or your particular guru, seeing visions and getting terribly excited about those normal conditional responses which have no meaning at all.


So we are talking about something entirely different. We are talking about a meditative mind that is in the full flow of life without fear and therefore without hope, without despair, and therefore seeing beauty, living in a state of complete cooperation and therefore in a state of love. That is what we are going into.


As we said just now, we have to understand or to find out the beginning of meditation. If you do not understand the beginning, you will not understand the end because the end is in the beginning, not away, not at a distance. Therefore you have to understand completely what the beginning is—completely, with all your being. So, if I may suggest or request, please don’t say at the end, “You have not taught me how to meditate. I haven’t a silent mind. So what am I to do?”—those are questions that are utterly immature. Those questions indicate a mind that has not gone into itself and discovered the whole process of its own thought, the flowering of its whole being.


All we know is the observer and the observed—which is the experiencer and the thing experienced, or the thinker and the thought. That is all we know. That is a fact which you will find out for yourself when you observe yourself: the thinker trying to control thought, the thinker trying to shape thought, the thinker trying to impose discipline, trying to understand this thing, this thought, that wanders away from moment to moment. And so we know only the contradiction and the conflict between the thinker and the thought. Please, you are not listening to me, to the speaker; you are observing yourself. What the speaker says is of very little importance. What is important is to observe how your own mind is operating and merely to listen to the speaker so that he acts as a mirror for your observation and nothing else. And you will see how this process, this conflict, is our life.


From the moment we are born until we die, this battle goes on, day after day, endlessly: the thinker accumulating, chastening his thought, refining or controlling; and what he wants is completely to control all thought. So the thinker lives in a state of sterile decay because he has controlled all thoughts. That is all that your meditation means—just to control your feelings, your thoughts, the duties, the responsibilities, the ugliness of your life. And in that framework you try to meditate. Therefore you may alter your character a little bit, here and there; you may become a little more quiet, more considerate. But character—which is really the reaction to a particular society—however necessary, will not bring in the freedom of a mind that can meditate, of a mind that is in a state of an extraordinary ecstasy; and there is that ecstasy.


So the question then is: Is it possible to remove totally this conflict between the thinker and the thought? Please see the problem, understand the problem, first. If you exercise will to bring about a complete harmony between the thinker and the thought, between the innumerable experiences of the past and the present movement of experiencing which is the response of the past in the present, if you merely exercise a decision, exercise will to control, who is the entity that exercises that will? It is still the thinker. You may call it the higher self, the atma, or give it all kinds of superficial or traditional names, but it is still within the field of thought. Therefore what is within the field of thought is not the real. Thought is merely the response of memory. You have been brought up to believe in the atma, and another man might not be brought up to believe in anything. You are just conditioned. Because you use the word atma or the word God, you are not godly. To find God, to realize that extraordinary thing, you need a mind that is astonishingly new, innocent, a mind that has that energy which is not contaminated by conflict.


So what is necessary is not will but being aware of this duality, of this contradiction between the thinker and the thought—just to be aware, just to see, just to observe. You will find that really to observe is one of the most difficult things, and that very observation itself is discipline—not the discipline enforced.


So meditation then is the observation of yourself—just to observe the movement of your own being, to observe your thought—not to correct thought, not to put them in certain categories of good or bad, but just to observe. When you so observe, you will see that there is no thinker and the thought, that there is only a state of observation—not that you observe. This is very important to understand because most of us—not most of us, all of us—are secondhand human beings. Sirs, please do not take notes; just listen, listen with your hearts, not with your minds only. We are secondhand human beings. There is nothing new, original, pristine, uncorrupt. We are all put together by society—which again is a fact. How can a second-hand mind, though it has had a thousand experiences, discover something that has never been touched by thought? How can a second-hand mind discover the energy that has never known what it is to be in conflict, that is something beyond time, beyond all forms of the known? Do what you will, meditate for the rest of your life traditionally, you will never free that mind. You will never bring about a new mind unless you have totally, completely understood the whole process of experiencing and thinking. It is only when you have really understood the problem of experiencing and thinking that the mind can be still.


For most of us experience is very necessary. We are fed up with our daily experiences, daily going to the office, with the usual sexual enjoyments. We are fed up with the traditional acceptances, and we want something more. We want to experience something much more. So what do we do? We take drugs—that is the latest craze. We take drugs which will give us heightened sensitivity, which will expand slightly our consciousness; and in that state we have extraordinary feelings—there is no distance between the flower and you, between the sky and you, between the tree and you; there is no distance between you and your feeling, between you and the state of being; you are completely unidentified and are one with all that. Not that I have taken that drug, but I have talked to people who have. But that experience is still within the field of time, within the field of consciousness. That does not bring about that extraordinary freedom from the known.


So you have to understand experience. Please, from the moment I began the talk this evening until now, it has been a process of meditation. If you have not understood this, you won’t go any further.


A mind that is made up of experience is a secondhand mind because there is nothing new in experience—however deep, however wide the challenge may be. Because when there is a challenge, you respond according to your conditioning. If you are a politician, you will obviously respond as a politician to a demand, to a challenge that asks you to respond totally. You as a politician will respond according to your party politics, to your country, to your fears, to your desire for power or to remain in your position, and all the rest of the stupid nonsense that goes on in this world. If you want a wider, deeper, more extensive experience, you will experience according to your conditioning, whatever that be.


A mind that has understood experience, and therefore is free from the demand for experiencing, is in a state where there is no experience. It is only the mind that has no experience that is an innocent mind. And it is only the innocent mind that can observe that which is beyond the measure of time. Therefore meditation is the understanding of experience. Do follow all this. A mind that is freeing itself from experience is a light, a fire, without a shadow; it is completely a light to itself. How can such a mind demand experience? It is only the mind that is seeking, wanting, desiring, hoping, escaping—it is only such a mind that wants more and more experience. So meditation takes place when the mind understands and is freeing itself from all experience.


But to free oneself from all experience, to understand experience rightly, one has to understand the conscious and the unconscious mind. The conscious mind—we know what it is: the educated, the technological, the present mind that has learned how to read and write, to go to the office, to follow the leaders, to accept the traditional forms of belief in gods and goddesses, and all the rest of it. That is the superficial mind. Then there is the whole unconscious mind—the unconscious mind with its motives, with its collected and collecting, accumulated and accumulating impressions, the residue of a particular race, all man’s endeavor. It is there, hidden, deep down in you. You may be a Hindu; outwardly, you may smoke, you may drink, and you may carry on, highly civilized; but deep down, you have still whole centuries of propaganda, centuries of assertions, centuries of beliefs. You are conditioned deep down as a Hindu. That demands exploration. That demands understanding. That demands that you must be totally free, that all conditioning must be broken down.


Now the question is: Is it possible to inquire into the unconscious? I have not the time to go into it too deeply, but I hope you will follow this. Unless you understand the unconscious completely—do what you will consciously—your meditation or your inquiry or your seeking God or trying to become nonviolent and all the rest of it has no meaning because the unconscious shapes our thought and our feeling. So you have to inquire into it. You understand? You have to find out about the unconscious, about something of which you don’t know. You don’t know your unconscious; you may have some hints, some intimations of it, through dreams and so on. You don’t know the depth of it, the contours of it, the frame, the boundaries of it. You have to know this. And to find out about the unconscious, your conscious mind must be completely quiet.


The conscious mind is in constant battle; the conscious mind is ambitious, greedy, envious, frightened, licking the boots of those in power, showing respect to those people in power and not showing respect to anybody else; the conscious mind is only put together by the psychological structure of society. That conscious mind must be completely quiet—that means you must be free from ambition, not verbally; you must be free from the desire for power, position, prestige; you must be free from fear and therefore in a state of complete humility; it is only then the superficial mind is quiet. Then you will find, when the superficial mind is quiet, the whole content of consciousness comes into view. You understand?


By analyzing the unconscious—you know the analytical process—you will never solve this problem. In the analytical process there will always be the analyzer who is conditioned, and therefore whatever he analyzes is still conditioned. Therefore the analytical process has no value, nor has the self-introspective process any value. But what has value is for the conscious mind to be aware of the psychological structure of the particular society in which it is caught, and to be free of that psychological structure. Only then will the conscious mind be quiet, completely quiet; but the unconscious mind is not yet quiet. Then you will see, the conscious mind is very quiet, not at any given moment, but all the time—as you are going to the office, as you walk home, as you bicycle, as you go in a bus. This quietness is not enforced. Because you understand how important it is for the superficial mind to be quiet, the necessity of it, the urgency of it, the superficial mind is quiet. You cannot make it quiet—because then it becomes stupidly dull, inactive, and is not aware; and all the beauty of life slips by.


So the conscious mind, by observing the necessity of quietness, is quiet. Then the unconscious projects all the things, all its contents—as you observe a tree, as you observe a woman, as you observe a man, as you observe a child, all the responses, the motives, the hidden dark corners of the mind spill out—and they are understood immediately because the conscious mind is not judging, is not evaluating, is not comparing. It is there, watching, completely still, because it is no longer seeking, no longer wanting experience. Then you will see, if you have gone as far as that, that the whole content of consciousness is empty.


These are not words. Don’t repeat it afterwards and ask, “How is the conscious to be emptied?” Either you are doing it or you will never do it. If you are doing it, you will go on for the rest of your life. If you are not doing it now, you will never do it because this is not an act of memory, this is an act in the living present. Because you understand, that very understanding is an action which goes on and on in spite of you, whether you like it or not.


Such a mind is not a mind which is concentrating because what is there to concentrate upon? It is aware, it is attentive. A mind that is concentrated on something narrow, exclusive, itself becomes exclusive and therefore inattentive; it is merely focused on a particular thing. What we are talking about is a mind that has understood this whole problem of experience—the contradictions, the conflicts, the miseries—and therefore has become completely attentive and is in a state of complete attention. Such a mind can then concentrate; then it won’t be exclusive. As I said in the beginning, all this is part of meditation—all this from the beginning until now. Then you will see, from this—naturally, as a flower opens—there comes a stillness, a quietness of the mind. And such stillness of the mind is absolutely necessary for a man who would discover what is true.


Such a mind has no belief, is not seeking, is not wanting more experience. Then out of that complete quietness—in which thought is not, but the mind is completely aware—out of that stillness there comes quite a different movement. Please, you will naturally translate what I am saying, what we are talking about, into your own terminology—samadhi and all the rest of the words which you use. The moment you translate what is being said into your own terminology, you have stopped meditating. You have to break down all the words, all the terminologies, all the traditions, all the things that man has put together in his fear, in his hope, in his despair.


Then you will see that the mind is completely alone; there is a quality of incorruptibility. And a mind that has completely understood and is free of the whole psychological structure of society—only such a mind is innocent and can see that which is eternal, which has no name, which cannot be put into words, which cannot be experienced.


November 10, 1963


Seventh Talk in New Delhi


This is the last talk. This evening I would like to range over a large field and to go into things that may perhaps be rather abstruse and perhaps, verbally, not communicable.


For most of us word and action are so wide apart. We are satisfied with words. The more significant the word is, the more we are satisfied; it is unrelated to our daily living, to our daily activity. Most of us are incapable of action except within the narrow groove of everyday habit, everyday idea, a custom, a formulated opinion. And to go beyond the everyday activity and the everyday thought seems so utterly barren and difficult. But it is necessary to go beyond all that to really find an answer to the absurdity of our daily existence. As our existence is hopeless, miserable, and so utterly superficial, we try to find a satisfactory answer. And that answer we are satisfied with when it is comforting, when it gives us an opportunity to escape from our daily boredom, sorrows, and the utter despair of a life that has very little meaning. And we are satisfied with words; we live with words and we live upon words. I am afraid words have never solved any problem—economic, social, or so-called religious.


It is very difficult for most people to put away the word, the idea, the formula, and think of the whole issue anew. We have to think of the whole issue anew as though each one of us has no one to lean on, no one to look to, no leader, no spiritual precepts, because they have had no effect at all on our daily life. So we have to think of the problem entirely, wholly, as though you and I are facing the issue anew, afresh—and not to bring in all our old ideas, concepts, not to quote everlastingly from the sacred books. You have an old pattern, or you have a new theory if you are a communist, and you function on those lines. But it seems to me the problem is so vast, so complex, so interrelated, that we must approach it as though we are approaching it for the first time, if it is possible at all, and look at “living,” actual living, not the abstract idea of living, not the abstract idea of what living should be—the ideal which is utterly valueless and nonsensical, which is a fiction that has no validity at all. We must be able to look at what is actually, with clarity, with an energy, with a drive, so that we really understand the full, deep significance of our life, of our living. And it seems to me that it is the most important thing to do when we are confronted with an extraordinary problem.


The problem is not only here in this country but everywhere else—the utter meaninglessness of life, the absurdity of this life. Saying, inventing, or thinking about phrases and terms like God and all the rest of it has no meaning any more. Life, as it is, means going to the office, earning a livelihood, going to the temple occasionally and calling the priest to perform your marriages, death ceremonies, and so on. All these have become utterly meaningless, and so we begin to invent or give significance to life. If you have a very clever, philosophical mind, you give a new meaning and you persuade thousands of people to think along that line. If you are in despair, you invent a philosophy of despair, or you try to recall the past, to revive the old, ancient ways of life. Because the present has no meaning at all—the way we live, the way we think, the way we go about with all our ambitions, corruption, anxieties, and despair—we are in constant battle with ourselves, with our neighbors, with society, with the world. And for what? When we put that question, we try to find an answer. We try to find an answer according to our conditioning and be satisfied with that explanation—which is again living on words, living on ashes, that have no meaning at all.


So if we look around, we will see actually that religions have no meaning any more. You verbally repeat certain phrases because that is the habit, that is the custom, that is the usual polite thing to do—but it has no meaning at all any more—probably never had. And as religion has lost its significance, we turn to science as if that is going to solve everything—going to the moon, inventing new ways of production, automation, electronic brains, etc. We always look outwardly to find an answer to a deep psychological problem. And as that has not succeeded, we turn to the expert, the specialist in economy or in politics. This is what we are actually doing, this is what is actually taking place in the world.


I think it is important for each one of us to realize, to see actually the fact, the what is—not to have an opinion about it, not to come to a conclusion. And you can’t come to a conclusion because whatever conclusions you come to are insufficient to resolve the problem, which is too vast. Or we may get lost in nationalism, the poison of modern existence; and also there is always the threat of war. And when none of these finds an answer, then we take to drugs, various forms of drugs, which psychologically stir you up to a heightened perception. So one observes this right through the world—not only in this unfortunate country, but right through. We have not solved the problem of starvation, and probably we will never solve it the way we are going because the problem of starvation is not of a particular country or of a particular party. It is the problem of the world. We are human beings interrelated with each other, and we all of us have to solve this problem together, but the politicians and their helpers prevent this. So when you see actually what is happening, is there an answer? Is there a way out of all this, out of this deep, fundamental anxiety, fear, frustration, and hopeless despair? You may not know it, you may not be even conscious of it, but it is deep down; if you can explore into your unconscious, it is there.


Is there an answer to this, and how do we find it? When you put a question like this, it is so easy to say, “Yes, there is an answer: seek God, or join this religion or that sect, or do some social reform, and so on.” But every action, every attempt to solve this problem does not solve the essential problem of human existence—man’s misery, his despair, his exhausting frustration. Please, I am not exaggerating. You may be satisfied with the little that you have, with your little philosophy, with your little gods, with having a good job, and all the rest of it. And you may say, “Why bother about all this? Life is short, and we will eventually die. Perhaps we may live or we may not. Don’t bother about all this; just live, have a good time.” But only those who are really serious can live, and do live, completely, totally. I mean by “the serious” those who go to the very end, who try to find out for themselves the answer, who are not thwarted by any personal ambition and personal pleasures, but who really want to find out.


So what is the answer? Does it lie in collective activity or in individual activity? Is there such a thing as the individual apart from the collective, psychologically? You may be physically apart, but psychologically is there an entity who is totally separate, alone, in the sense of being unique, individual, undivided? There is no such human being. You are the collective. I know that is heresy for the religious man. But if you examine yourself, you will see that what you think, all your habits, your ways of thought, your feelings, are controlled, shaped by the society in which you live. You are a Hindu because you have been told you are a Hindu, or you are a Muslim or whatever you are, and you think in that pattern. And there is the whole block, which is the collective, against the individual. Neither has found the answer, neither will find the answer. So how do we find the answer?


Having stated the problem, and seeing the problem very clearly—not only verbally but deeply and psychologically—how are we to be aware of the problem? You understand what I mean? Is it a problem that is put to you by somebody, and therefore you make it your problem? Or are you aware of the problem yourself without being told of the problem? Surely, the two things are entirely different. If you accept the problem from another, it has no validity, it has become very superficial. But if it is an intrinsic problem, it is a problem with which you are confronted every day, battling with it, seeking, finding out, inquiring, because it is your despair, your agony, your frustration. It is like the problem of a man who is hungry—either he is told that he is hungry, and therefore he becomes hungry, or he is actually hungry; these two states of being are entirely different.


If you and I are actually aware of this extraordinary problem of living, not escaping, then when the speaker is beginning to go into it, you and I, being aware, have a relationship; then you and I can meet at a certain point. But if it is not an actual, abiding, exhausting problem to you, then you and I will have no communication. You live at one level, and the speaker lives at another level. How are we aware of this problem? Please, this is very important. I am going to go into it, because it is very important to find out how we are aware. Are we aware of it merely as it affects us personally, or are we aware of it as a human, extensive, living problem of man—not of a particular man? I mean by that word aware not merely verbally but seeing the significance—comprehending non-verbally the state of your observation, how you observe this deep, anxious frustration, misery, and sorrow which each one of us has.


How is one aware of it? Are you aware of it as a fact, or are you aware of it as it is verbally described? Am I making myself clear? Do I perceive, see, or observe merely verbally, or do I observe completely, without words? Because what we want to convey is that as long as there is conflict in observation, we shall not find the answer. As long as you put it outside of yourself, outside the skin as it were, and then observe it, then there is no answer to that, then it becomes superficial. Then it is a surface reaction to which you will find an answer which will be satisfactory to you, and you will stop with that. But if in the process of observation there is no conflict, then you are only observing, and therefore there is no sense of distance between you and the thing which you observe—which means no conflict, which means there is no observer observing something outside himself. I hope you are following all this. What I want to get at is that the religious spirit is the only answer. There is no other answer.


But to understand this religious spirit which I am going to go into, we have to understand this kind of observation in which all conflict has completely come to an end; otherwise, you cease to observe because then you come to what you observe with your opinions, with your conditioning, with your ideas, with your hopes, fears, despairs, and all the paraphernalia of modern existence. Unless we completely remove this conflict in observation, we shall not find the real answer—which means that when you are able to look completely, objectively, you are able to observe, see, listen without any directive, without any motive, without any purpose; you merely observe.


Surely that is the only scientific observation; that is the only way to look, to listen to somebody—not to agree or disagree; that is so futile and empty. But to listen without conflict so that you find out whether the speaker is telling the truth or the falsehood is difficult. We have to find this out for ourselves; nobody on earth, whoever he may be, can give it. You have to find it out yourself because it is your life, your misery, your despair, your hopeless frustration. And when you find it, it is not an individual finding. It is the discovery of something which is true, and what is true is not personal or collective. When you find this out, then you can cooperate; then cooperation has got a different meaning when truth is functioning—not your particular form of truth, not your limited, inner voice which has no meaning at all. The man who talks about his inner voice is obviously giving out his personal conclusion—psychologically, all these are very explainable.


So before we go into this whole religious spirit, we have to inquire really deeply into it, not verbally but actually, not in any sense of seeking some kind of comfort or an opiate. This observation is absolutely necessary so that the mind can look, can listen, can observe without any sense of conflict at itself, at its own misery, at its own anxiety, at its own frustration, and at the frustration of man throughout the world. Because if you are not capable of looking at this vast complex problem of human existence, if you will not be able to observe it without conflict, without judging, then whatever answer you will find out will be superfluous. But if you can observe it without conflict, then you will find out; you will begin to inquire into and discover for yourself the religious spirit.


For me, revolution is absolutely necessary—not at the economic or social level; that is no revolution at all, I am talking of a religious revolution. Please, we have to understand these two words religious and revolution. And this revolution is instantaneous—it must be instantaneous; if it has duration, if you say it will happen in a few years, then it is not revolution, it must be instantaneous and immediate. And I am going to go into it and also into what we mean by the word religious.


First of all, to inquire and to find out what is true, you must negate. You must see what is false and put it away immediately—not according to your convenience, not when you want to put it away or when it suits you. Religion is not belief; religion is not a hypothesis, a convenience, a reasoned end of a mind which is conditioned with fear, hope, and despair. The religious mind has absolutely nothing whatsoever to do with any dogma, with any belief, with any idea or command or sanction of another. Please see the importance of this. The religious mind has no authority and therefore does not belong to any organized religion—Christian, Muslim, Hindu, or any other organized religion. After all, all the organized religions, are merely propaganda. You have been told over and over again from childhood that you are a Hindu, you are a Muslim, you are this or you are that, you must believe and you must not believe—and you repeat it. And in your fear, in your misery, in your anguish, you hope there is God or you believe in God. To find out if there is God, you must destroy completely all belief—which means all fear must cease. So religion is not belief; religion cannot be organized; religion is not the everlasting repetition of either the Mass or the puja, or the everyday whispering of words.


When you listen, how do you listen? Are you listening objectively, observing the fact without conflict? A religious mind stands completely alone and therefore is not dependent on society or on dogmas or on rituals or on the paraphernalia of so-called religion—how do you listen to that? Most of you, being a Hindu or a Sikh or whatever you are, will listen, will naturally react and say, “How can you say such a thing.” Therefore you have established a conflict between what is a fact and what you want that fact to be. To find out—not to be told, not to repeat everlastingly—if there is something which is beyond words, beyond the measure of time, beyond all thought, you must obviously negate completely everything you have been told. They may all be wrong, including your gurus, your saints, your ancestors, the sacred books. Why should you accept them? You only accept when you have not understood, when you are frightened, when you want some comfort in this dark, mad, confused world.


So religion is not the repetition of words, nor is it belief in God or no-God. The communists are trained, are educated not to believe, as you are educated to believe. There is not much difference between the two. You are no more religious because you believe. Probably you are worse because you don’t care, you don’t see the ugly brutality of this monstrous world that is going on round you—the utter indifference, the callousness, the insensitivity.


Now, how do you deny matters normally? If you deny all the so-called religions without deeply understanding the whole significance of this psychological structure, if you merely deny them, then you are back again in the same problem; you have not answered it. But if you understand it—that is, if you understand the whole structure of fear, the whole anatomy of authority, whether it is the authority of the past or of the present, the authority of a particular guru or of the books, or the authority involving this extraordinary sense of obedience—then you can look, then your denial will have meaning, and therefore you are out of it, not eventually but immediately; on the instant you are out. The moment you see something false, the moment you see a dangerous snake or a dangerous animal, you are gone, you are finished with it, and you never touch it again. This means the mind is no longer confused about things, is no longer in conflict between the false and the true. The false has gone completely, so the mind has purged itself, emptied itself, of the false. So religion is something that can only come about through the negative approach—not through the positive, dogmatic, assertive, propagandistic approach. You can only come to religion negatively. But the negative approach is the most positive; the other approach is not at all positive; it is nothing. And in the very act of denying, you are discovering what is false, and out of that you begin to see what is true.
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