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Preface


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


Truth is a pathless land, and you cannot approach it by any path whatsoever, by any religion, by any sect. Truth, being limitless, unconditioned, unapproachable by any path whatsoever, cannot be organized; nor should any organization be formed 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 amplifications 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.









India, 1953
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First Talk in Madras


I think you must all be concerned with how to bring about a different world, a world in which we have a totally different set of values, a world in which man is not against man and in which wars have come to an end. We must have thought about these things, at least those who are serious and well-intentioned. Is there an answer to all these innumerable problems? The problems at different levels of which we are conscious, our activities and the various crises that occur, offer an opportunity to discover, for ourselves, the ways of our thinking. If we are earnest, perhaps we follow a particular leader, a particular system of philosophy or action, forming groups which are in conjunction with other groups. Seeing all this wide confusion, not only in this unfortunate country, but also throughout the world, what is our own individual response? Do we say someone else will solve these problems? We turn to the politicians, communists, or others; and if we are not at all inclined socially, we turn to religious gurus, Masters, or to the various systems of philosophy, and hope that by following them studiously and earnestly, we might be able to resolve or at least give a helping hand in this utter confusion and sadness of the world. Surely, we must have thought about all this. How are we to rebuild, if we are at all thoughtful? Will this mad confusion bring about a transformation, a revolution, not merely at one particular level, but a total revolution? I think that is really the problem.


If I may add, it is very important to listen rightly. Because most of us are confronted with problems, we want an answer; the answer is always applicable—and must be applicable—to the immediate issue, so we are answer-conscious. Please listen to what I am talking about as I feel very strongly that, if you can listen rightly, transformation will take place without the conscious effort of our conscious, everyday mind. But we do not know how to listen. We hear, but the hearing is only superficial. We have to listen without seeking an answer; we have merely to be confronted with the problem. There is no answer, there is only the problem. Please listen to what I am saying. Because, all of us have been trained from childhood to seek an answer; we put a question, wait and sit back, hoping that someone else is going to answer our question. If you will examine in your mind, you will see how conscious we are of this constant demand to find an answer. So we are never confronted with the problem itself. We do not know how to look at the problem even.


If you can establish a relationship between you and me, you are not expecting an answer from me with such an infantile, immature demand, but you and I together are going to look at the problem which is enormously complex. The problem must be understood. The man who is seeking an answer to any problem is shallow minded like a schoolboy who finds an answer at the end of the book—which indicates a great laziness and the fear of going wrong. We are all concerned that we do not make a mistake in the discovery of what is truth. So we go from continent to continent, leader to leader; we hear persons talking or giving lectures how to do things or what to do in this mad, chaotic confusion. One should be very alert to such people. They are really misleading because they have pet schemes—whether they are communists, socialists, capitalists, or any of the recent organizations with their leaders, with their Masters, with their gurus—because they have all the answers. A man who is seeking an answer will find an answer according to his demand; therefore, his answer will always be limited.


So let us, from the beginning of these talks, establish a right relationship between you and me. If you are seeking an answer, you should not be here because you will be utterly disappointed. But if you are willing to confront, to face, the problem, then together we can examine because the problem itself contains the answer. It requires an astonishing insight, a great deal of understanding, patience, to understand this complex problem of living.


What is the problem? Is the problem merely economic? That is what most of the world is pursuing at the present time. All the economic conditions give immediate effect to certain problems. That is the way of the politician and that is what most of us are satisfied with. The immediate remedy is reform. Is the problem intellectual, verbal, or is the problem a total revolution of one’s own being at all levels of our existence—socially, morally, educationally, and religiously? Because, it is only when there is a total revolution that we can find out what is the truth, and it is the truth that will build and not those who labor in vain to build something which is traditional, which is of the immediate. Please listen to all this. There is a village next door. Those who are socially minded reform it and do something about it, which further increases the problems. So whatever reforms we bring about only increase and give more problems to man. We must be aware of this always. We want to stop war and yet we are doing everything to produce wars. So looking at all this vast confusion, we see the false leadership that exists. Later on, we shall go into whether there should be any leadership at all.


Surely, considering all this, is not a total revolution in man necessary? Not only a change of thought, change of ideas, change of morals, and so on, but a complete, unconscious revolution because a conscious revolution is still conditioned and limited. Because our training from childhood is limited and conditioned, we are either communists, or Hindus, Buddhists, Christians, and so on. Any conscious change by the upper levels of the mind—however desirous, however urgent, however cunning, inviting—will not solve the problem because our mind is conditioned, and a conditional mind concerned with this enormous problem can only have a conditional response. If you see that, you will never be caught up by any of the leaders. Politics is not going to solve our problems. No religious leaders, no hidden Masters, no secret societies—none of them is going to solve the problem. Because, they are all conscious effort by the limited mind seeking to answer the enormous problem, and such a mind can only give an answer—either traditional, reactionary, or something opposed to that tradition. So, if the conscious mind cannot give a total answer, a total comprehension to the problem, then what is one to do? Do you understand the problem? We will discuss this in the coming weeks.


Let us begin at the very beginning to see how to look at, how to grapple with a problem. If I, as a Hindu or a Catholic or a communist, am confronted with this problem of existence—not only at the level of the bread, but also at all the levels of my consciousness—my response will be according to my conditioning, and my conditioning will dictate my action with regard to that problem. Being a Hindu or a communist or what not, I will gather those people who will accept my particular response; because I am a strong personality or because of some kind of trick or dress or some woman or some kind of charm, I call, I gather people, and I build. My action as an Indian or as a Christian or as a communist must be conditioned, and that will create further confusion, further misery. So neither the capitalist nor the communist who is a reactionary essentially against something, nor a religious person who believes, nor the man who does not believe—none of these people will solve the problem because their approach is a conscious, deliberate approach which is conditioned. So at least some of us, even two or three, have to see and not accept what I am saying; namely, that a man who is conditioned can never approach this problem and resolve it and go beyond it, or transform it. All the politicians, all the builders, all the do-gooders who are collecting money for various schemes from the government and are putting up new buildings—they are all reformers with a conditioned mind, and their reforms only produce more sorrow, more misery.


So then, my problem is entirely different, is it not? There is only the problem. I am not responding because my response, my conscious response, will always be limited—such as becoming anti-Brahmin or some other stupid nonsense. So it behooves us, as human beings trying to understand this vast complex existence, to look at it without any conditioned response, to comprehend it. It is a most difficult thing to do, is it not? Because, I must look at all this without a background. You understand? Can I look at this problem without a background, without the background of Krishnamurti, or of a Catholic or communist, of the ‘me’ who has a vested interest in some property or in a society or in a system which offers a solution? Because we are not capable of looking at the problem without all this background, we jump into action which is a conditioned response; so we pile misery upon misery. So, until we understand the ways of conditioning—how the mind is caught in it and how to bring about liberation from this conditioning—whatever we do will create more misery. So is it not essential for those who are really serious—we must be really serious because the problems are appalling, complex, and serious—to consider the answer in a way of action, not what to do or whom to follow or what philosophy to accept or reject, but to understand this consciousness which is so conditioned, and in understanding to try and find out if there is a state of consciousness or a state of being in which there is no conditioning at all? That requires a great deal of investigation but not acceptance, a great deal of inquiry, talking it over.


To build, many are needed, many to understand the problem, and the understanding is not given by a leader, by a guru, or by a Master. These are all childish inquiries. Understanding comes when we know how to still the conscious mind, how a conscious mind, by facing the problem, becomes still. It is only when the mind is conscious, when the mind is utterly quiet without a background, without striving for its own vested interests, that there is a possibility of total revolution, and it is only in that state of total revolution that it is possible to build, and the builder will not be in vain.


So, if we know how to listen not only to what I am saying but to the problem itself—we can only listen rightly, deeply if we understand the conditioning of our own mind—the very understanding of our conditioning frees the mind. Be aware that you are a Hindu; you can never solve the problem as a Hindu, with all your systems of philosophy, because they are all manmade and therefore conditioned. So one can listen and look at the problem truly and in a revolutionary manner only when the mind is capable of not being anchored in any background. Memory is the anchoring of the mind to a condition. All knowledge becomes the vested interest of the mind in its use for its own importance, either for its own or identified with a particular group. So, the mind must be astonishingly free, free of the vested interest of the self and the anchorages of knowledge, free so as to look at the problem and thereby bring about a total revolution. It is this total revolution, in its activity, that will create a new world. Without that total revolution, all labor to build a new state, a new society, a new religion is in vain. Therefore it is very important for you and me to understand this revolution and bring it about in ourselves. We must begin small, unobtrusively, quietly because everything we begin is small. There must be no search for success, for membership, for show; such a search is the response of a conditioned mind eager to achieve a result, which is again seeking the answer to the problem. So, if we can during the coming weeks discuss patiently, not throwing ideas at each other, but going to the problem meticulously, wisely, intelligently, then you will see that without your making a concerted effort the revolution takes place. That revolution comes about because the truth is perceived, and it is that truth that liberates and not the conscious mind seeking an answer.


I have some questions and before I answer them or discuss them, perhaps it might be better if you can try to naturally ask what you think and not discuss it with me. Any problem you have, we will discuss on Monday morning at 7:30. But here, this evening, if something arises out of this talk, perhaps you would be good enough to ask, not to discuss and not to make long perorations; perhaps that would be worthwhile. If not, I have got questions.


You know, asking questions is very easy. The question arises, you put it down and ask, and there you are. Your response to the answer, if there is an answer, depends on whether you like it or not, whether it tallies with your knowledge, with your experience, or with your conditioning. You ask not to find out but, whether you agree or disagree, to confirm. So, merely asking questions has very little value. But what has value is to inquire, which requires an astonishing freedom on your side as well as on the other. If I rely on any authority or on my knowledge or my experience and so on to convince you, then it is mere propaganda; it is not an inquiry which will open the mind to truth.


So it is very important in asking your question how you regard the answer, if there is an answer. Because our minds are small, we look through particular gaps, avenues of thought—such as communist, socialist, religious, economist, or spiritualist. Through that avenue we want an answer. We think that by piling up answers, we come to the whole. The whole is not perceived or understood through the part. The whole can be understood only when the mind is capable of being the whole itself.


Questioner: Living as I do in the United States, appeals are made for financial help to various activities. Should one refuse to give any such help because they imply, according to what the lady says, conscious effort?


KRISHNAMURTI: I will discuss that question. But, watch your own mind in operation. Here is a problem: Living as I do in a world in which I must help—because there is starvation, there is war, and there are so many things demanding my charity, my generosity—should I withhold all these because they imply not only superficial reformation but more intrinsically, a conscious effort on my part to do something? What is your response? How is your mind operating? Because, it is your problem and not that lady’s only. Should you support the division of a country, of a state, of immediate action in a village, such as giving medical aid, and doing innumerable other things as human beings living in daily contact with misery? What is your response? Do not answer me but watch the functioning of your mind. We have made this world consciously, deliberately, by our acquisitive discontent. We have separated peoples—India and Pakistan, America and Russia. We have broken up the world—you and I, and not some idiotic politicians—because that is what we want. We want to be separate; and meet a world in which all these things exist and where charity is necessary, where you have to act in order to stop some kind of misery. There is thus a conscious world produced by us consciously. Should we withhold all conscious action in order to understand the unconscious? Is it that until I understand and until there is a total revolution in me, I will not act? Is that possible? You do have your desire or ambitions and various forms of envious discontent. Is it not more important to stop those than not to give?


To understand this problem of conscious action, you are not going to do it in one talk. It requires a great deal of meditation to uncover, to go deep into the problem; and in the discovery and in the unfolding of that problem, you will solve the problem. I do not know if I am making myself clear. In uncovering a conscious problem, looking at it, investigating it, I shall come upon the unconscious revolution, and that is going to act, that is going to create. But in the meantime I cannot just sit and wait; I must use my intelligence—what to support and what not to support—which is totally and traditionally destructive. All that inquiry requires patience, intelligence, understanding, insight, does it not? That very insight, understanding, unfolding, is the problem of the unconscious.


You know, listening is very difficult because I have put to you a lot of ideas and you cannot absorb all of them; you remember at least one idea, so you have consciously excluded the comprehension of the whole. You are merely capturing one idea, living with it and examining it, hoping to understand the whole. The tree is not just the leaf. You cannot take home a leaf and understand the whole beauty of the tree. You have to look at the whole tree, and you cannot look at the whole tree if you are paying attention only to one part. That is why it is so enormously difficult to listen.


Questioner: Why is it that, in spite of your talks, no one has been transformed? If no one is transformed, what is the use of your talking to us?


KRISHNAMURTI: DO you think that by listening to a talk or to a number of talks you are going to be transformed? Do you know what it means to be transformed? If you knew, then you could judge. If you knew, would you be transformed? Please follow all this. A man who says “I know” is the most destructive human being because he really does not know. What does he know? So, when you are conscious you are transformed, when you are aware that you are transformed, you are not.


You must begin from the very beginning. To think that by listening to talks by someone, this extraordinary revolution is going to take place is purely infantile, is it not? Because, this revolution requires not just a day’s, half an hour’s, and one hour’s casual listening, but a great deal of attention must be paid to the whole process of self-knowledge. Some of you are lawyers, some of you are doctors or businessmen or engineers. Could you tell me how to become an engineer in half an hour? Do not laugh at it. That is what we all want, a quick remedy. Transformation is something that cannot be caught by mere listening, by mere hearing of a few talks. If you know really how to listen—that is the beauty of listening—then you will see how your mind becomes astonishingly still, and in that stillness a revolution takes place, a total revolution. But we do not know how to listen. You may hear me year after year, unfortunately as most of you do, without any deviation from your daily habitual and stupid way of life. Then you say, “Why am I not changed and why is there no transformation in me?” We do not know how to look at the stars or the sun or the beauty of the sky. We have never listened except when we are told to listen. We look at things professionally as experts tell us. We never see a smile or tear. But to have that something which is not habitual and which is a constant revolution requires an enormous awareness, an awareness in which there is no choice, no judgment, but mere awareness without translation. If you can look, you can listen. In such a way, I assure you, there is transformation. Transformation implies complete revolution, total revolution. How can there be total revolution if you are anchored to any belief? If your mind is working in a system, if it is caught up in a particular philosophy, whether it is of Marx or of Shankara, or if your mind is caught in acquisitive discontent, how can it be transformed? But if you be aware of this acquisitive discontent without condemning it, without judging it, be merely aware of it, listen to it totally, then you will see an extraordinary thing happens. That is the truth of the transformation. The truth is not caught by the conscious mind. It must come to you darkly, unknowingly. Then such a mind is in a state of total revolution.


Questioner: Will it be correct to say, sir, that an unconditioned mind will have no problem?


KRISHNAMURTI: Sir, why speculate? That is one of our most extraordinary habits. After all, all our religious books are speculation, are they not? They may be experience for some people, but the moment you read them, they become speculations to you. Please listen to what I am saying. The gentleman wants to know if an unconditioned mind has no problem or can have no problems. Is that so? If I were to say yes or no, then where are you, of what value is it to you? Sir, all such questions indicate that you are not hungry. You look from the outside on the food inside and speculate about the food. But if you are hungry, you would be inside and you would not be asking questions about what it is. It would be like that if an unconditioned mind had no problem.


We think that by asking such a question our minds are active. We think we are intelligent, we are aware. Please, I am not personally answering that gentleman. Please do not think I am criticizing. I am talking about the problem of speculation. Is it not one of the characteristics of a lazy mind to speculate and think that it is active? Either you experience or you do not. Why speculate? Is not speculation itself a hindrance to direct understanding? You see, that opens up a vast problem of what it is to experience. I do not want to go into it now, but we can see how the mind prevents itself from discovering for itself. Speculation can never be true. A hypothesis is always a hypothesis. The mind has gone beyond it. As long as the mind is caught in a hypothesis, in a speculation, it is creating a barrier for itself. Such a state of mind is not an active mind. An active mind is a mind that is free from thought. For, all thinking is merely a verbalization of memory. A mind merely memorizing is not an active mind. An active mind is a mind that is free from all the process of thought. Please think it over, look into it, do not reject it; and you will see that when the mind is free from thought, how extraordinarily active it is. It is the mind that is always thinking that is a dull mind because thought is always springing from its own conditioning.


So what is important is how to listen to everything about one; then the mind becomes astonishingly sensitive. The mind is not sensitive if it is constantly judging, comparing, balancing. A sensitive mind is necessary to inquire and find out what truth is.


Questioner: What about the various systems of thought in India, which lead a man to liberation or moksha?


KRISHNAMURTI: DO you think that any system can liberate you? The very idea that a system can liberate you is conditioning, is it not? Sir, surely this is an obvious question, is it not? Do you mean to say a man who has no system cannot free himself except through systems? Will any system, thought out consciously and laid out, bring liberation?


What is implied in a system? Conformity. Why do you conform? Because you want to gain liberation. As a man wants money, you want liberation. He must conform to certain rules in order to gain money; similarly, you say that in order to attain liberation, you must follow a system; then that system has engaged you or captured you. How can that system give you liberation? For centuries we have imitated, we have followed. Systems compete with each other, butcher each other, and liquidate each other. You say that one system is better than another. Can such immature thinking lead you to liberation? No revolution which is based on a system has produced happiness for man—the communist, the French, or any other revolution merely following a particular system of thought. Sir, to find reality, God, the mind must be free and not anchored to a system. If you are led through a system to discover it, then what you discover is not true. How can you be led to discover? It is a contradiction if I lead you to discover something; you have to discover for yourself. Because I have discovered, how can you be led to it? That is not liberation. That is conformity born of fear.


That is why I say that total revolution is necessary, not the superseding of one system by another, by the very latest system. That requires enormous freedom, freedom from fear, freedom from desire to be successful. If you search your heart and mind, you will see that we all want success; every leader—communist or religious—wants a great many followers. To discover what truth is, the mind must be fearless, the mind must be free from all imitation, and that requires a great deal of understanding.


December 5, 1953


Second Talk in Madras


As I was saying yesterday, what is important is the understanding of the problem and not the search for the solution of the problem. I think it is very important to understand this fundamentally, not superficially, but to see the whole implication involved in such an idea when our whole mind is geared or trained or conditioned to think in terms of seeking a solution. Because, the revolution is not so much in trying to find out a new answer, a new solution, but rather in the capacity to look at the problem without a particular background to which we are accustomed. If we are communists, we look at the problem with the particular conditioning, with the particular training, with the particular system or ideas of Marxism; and all our vested interests or the backgrounds of our approach are from that point. Similarly, if you are a capitalist or a religious person, your background dictates the solution to the problem. Problems always occur. There is no solution at all for the problem which is manifest in the world in the present time. If you observe the various activities, the various ideologies that are in conflict with each other, this is the process which is going on.


The revolution of which I have been talking does not lie in a new solution or in a new system of philosophy but rather in a complete freedom to approach the problem anew. Our problems are not only the materialistic welfare of each individual, the welfare state, and so on, but also the psychological well-being of man because that ultimately shapes the physical well-being of man, which again is fairly obvious to those who have given thought at all to this whole problem. So how is one to liberate oneself from the background? What is this background? You understand that there is this problem, the problem of material welfare for every human being—whether they are communists, capitalists, or people with vested interests—for the well-being of every people in the world, whether in the East or in the West. In our approach to the material problem, the problem of material welfare, the emphasis of our whole attention on material things will produce various new problems which are involved in it. Until we fundamentally alter our approach to the material problem, we will use the material as a psychological means to self-aggrandizement.


I hesitate here because most of us think that the psychological problem is irrelevant to the material problem. We are anxious to bring about material welfare and so say, “Let us organize, let us act, let us do something immediately, or plan to bring about material welfare,” totally forgetting the whole psychological structure of the human being. So if we emphasize one at the expense of the other, we distort man’s conduct towards life. What we are dealing with is a difficult problem, a very complex problem which needs attention, and most of us do not give attention. We hear very casually certain ideas and respond to those ideas depending upon our prejudices, our bias, and our conditioning. It is very difficult in a group like this to discuss problems deeply, with attention because if you do not follow carefully and if you miss certain points, the whole thing becomes a distortion.


As I said yesterday, it is important to know how to listen. Though I repeat it often, listening is the problem. If I can listen to this whole problem of man’s existence, material welfare, psychological well-being, creativeness, creative reality, ultimate reality, and so on; if I can listen to this whole structure of man’s endeavor or of man’s struggle without interpreting it, without translating it in terms to suit me or my desires; if I can see this vast picture without immediately taking a particular route and traveling on that—which means not having an immediate urge for a result—then it is possible to look at this whole picture and comprehend it totally. It is this totality of understanding that is important and not a particular part of the picture. Do please see that. What is important is to see the whole structure and not the part, not one particular culture or one particular aspect of our whole existence. Because, if we take one part, discuss it, act upon it, it will produce problems which will be in constant conflict with all the other structures of the human being.


So what is important is not education, not peace, not the immediate social action, not the problem of war or peace or starvation, but the approach to these problems, totally, as a whole. That requires enormous insight. As most of us are politicians in one form or another, we want an immediate action, immediate response, immediate results. So our whole outlook, our whole approach to this problem is perverted. There is starvation of which we know very well. We need not discuss it. There are various organizations dealing with it, and in the very solution of that particular problem, we are introducing various other problems, such as the liquidation of man. Because certain leaders, certain dominant, urgent, strong personalities say that this should be done, they organize and liquidate others who do not fit in, or they create confusion in order to bring about a certain state when a group of people can control it, and so on. There is the multiplication of problems one after another because we never approach this whole human existence as a totality. If we can, during these talks, merely approach this problem totally without seeking an answer, we shall have done a great deal because then we shall act totally and not partially.


We know we have many problems of sex, of love, of reality, of God; what is after death; the whole implication of action and ideation; the problem of deterioration; the problem of not being able to create; the problem of not knowing what is creation, which is God, which is truth. Seeing all these problems, how is it that we approach it? In understanding how we approach it, the problem will be dissolved. Please listen to this. There is this whole complex problem of existence, and each leader, each specialist, each person who has had any thought or any experience translates these problems and gives a system and says, “Do these things and you will resolve them.” The religious specialist, the economist, the psychologist, and so on—each is giving us a system to be followed, to be practiced, to be lived out; and we, in our ignorance, in our stupidity, follow them because we want a result. Whereas, if we can look at the problem totally, then the problem will have an entirely different meaning.


So how is one to look at the problem totally? That is the problem—not the problem of life or death or God or starvation, but how can you and I look at this vast problem totally and not partially? That is the problem. Because, after all, a great artist is one who sees the whole and not the part. He paints or writes poems or creates a marvel because he sees the whole and then works out the details. What is it that is preventing deeply, fundamentally, the perception of the whole, of the total problem? Why is it that you cannot and I cannot see the whole picture? If we can answer that, not merely verbally, but see the truth of it, then our approach to the problem will be entirely different. So our inquiry then is not how to answer this vast problem of existence, with all its cruelties, with its joys, with its ups and downs, with its loneliness, imitation, shades and brightness, but how to approach that problem totally and to see what is preventing us from approaching it entirely, completely, and wholly. So that is our inquiry—and that is the only inquiry—because small men, narrow men, men seeking answers will translate the problem according to their limitations.


So our inquiry then is not the solution of the problem but what it is that prevents each one of us from looking at the problem totally. Is it not fundamentally the ‘self’, the ‘me’, the ‘I’ which is the background? After all, what is preventing me and you from looking at the problem totally and therefore approaching it from a wholly different point of view? Is it not the ‘me’, the mind which is the state of ‘me’? So without understanding the process of the mind—the total process of the mind, the psychological process, the conscious as well as the unconscious—merely to approach this vast complex problem by a mind which does not understand itself creates more problems, more miseries, more destruction. So what is important is not the problem but the understanding of the mind which is creating the problem. The mind, conscious as well as unconscious, is always creating a background, is always creating tradition from which it is acting. The background of tradition is the habit, the practice, the memory, the conclusion, the idea, and from that idea, conclusion, memory, tradition, practice. This is how the mind is acting. Realizing this, people say, “Let us control the mind, let us shape the mind to a particular action, and if it does not yield, we will wash the brain in order to conform.” I hope you are following all this.


The mind acts from an anchorage, from a fixed point which is elastic, but always there is a center from which it acts. It is always tethered to a point, the point being the ‘me’. The ‘me’ is the idea. The idea translated is the state, or identified with the state or God. So the mind which is tethered, which is anchored, which has a background, which has a tradition, which is the memory—such a mind can never approach the problem totally. How can I, anchored in my aggressive discontent or acquisitive discontent—for all discontent with us is acquisitive—how can such a mind look at this whole problem of life? When it does, it looks at it from the point of view of acquisitive discontent and translates this vast problem of existence in terms of what I want, consciously or unconsciously. So the inquiry then is how to free the mind from the ‘me’, from the background; and until we do that completely and totally, we shall have misery after misery, vast destruction, savage brutality, and every form of coercion and compulsion. This is what is happening in the world at present.


How is the ‘I’, which is the ‘me’, which is the whole process of our thinking, to come to an end? You see the problem? We think the ‘I’, the ‘me’, comes to an end when we identify ourselves with the state; the state then becomes all-important. Does the ‘I’ disappear because I put the state in front of me as the most important? No—only I have substituted another ideation, another tradition. So until each one of us, through the understanding of the whole process of relationship, as from a mirror, discovers oneself or one’s activities and one’s thought, and is aware of this whole process of the ‘me’—which is self-knowledge—our struggle to merely reform, which reaches only the surface, has very little meaning. On the contrary, it only creates more mischief.


So the inquiry then is the understanding of the ‘me’, the ‘self’, the mind. To understand something requires no judgment. To understand the working of the mind, conscious as well as unconscious, demands no comparison. You must take it as it is and begin as it is. But it is very difficult to begin as it is because we are always comparing with something else. We have been fed on ideology, on ideals which are merely a substitution of what should be for the reality of what is. So to understand the mind, the workings of the mind have to be watched in relationship. Do they not? Going into the meaning and dwelling with it in the mind has very little significance. Then you can deceive yourself most extraordinarily. To watch constantly from day to day, from moment to moment, without drawing a conclusion or living in that conclusion, to watch in relationship without judgment, without comparison, but with constant awareness requires a great deal of persistency. Without doing that, all study of sacred books, all systems, have very little meaning; on the contrary, they are harmful to the mind which is stuffing itself with other peoples ideas.


So only a man who has understood the way of the mind can know what is reality, what is God, whatever the name by which you call it. The mere repetition of the word God or love, the practicing of rituals, have very little meaning; they only deviate the mind. But if you and I study this whole problem of the mind, inquire into the seat of the ‘I’, then you will see that in that inquiry comes the stillness of the mind, which is not induced, which is not disciplined, but which comes into being spontaneously, naturally, freely; and in that stillness, the totality is seen, and that totality will resolve the problem. It is that totality that will build, and not those who labor in vain not knowing the totality.


Perhaps, as I suggested yesterday, out of this talk there are questions you might ask me, if you are willing, but not discuss them because we shall have a discussion tomorrow. But if you are inclined after hearing this talk, there might be questions. If not, I have some questions written down.


Questioner: What is the function of a true educator?


KRISHNAMURTI: NOW, you have asked a question, and you are waiting for an answer because you can then dispute with the answer like a clever lawyer, the pros and cons. That is what I am not going to do. That is infantile, immature. But you and I are going to find out, to discover, the functions of a true educator. You are not going to be told, “It is this,” for you just to agree or to disagree. But you and I will investigate, will discover together that which will be truth, and it is the truth that matters. Please listen to this because these problems are very important nowadays because the world is going to greater sorrows, greater misery, and those who are listening have the responsibility. You have taken the trouble to come here. Therefore, you should listen to find out the truth of the matter and not indulge in mere speculative opinion, or answer, or judgment of another. What is important is that you should find out what the truth of the matter is. Then you are the liberator of man and not an imitator.


What is the true function of an educator? What is education? Why are we educated? Are we educated at all? Because you pass a few examinations, have a job, competing, struggling, brutalizing ambition, is that education? What is an educator? Is he one who prepares the student for a job, merely for a job, for technical achievement in order to earn a livelihood? That is all we know at present. There are vast schools, universities where you prepare the youth, boy or girl, to have a job, to have technical knowledge so that he or she can have a livelihood. Is that alone the function of a true educator? There must be something more than that because it is too mechanical. So you say that the educator must be an example. You agree with that? You will have to follow the truth of the matter, to go into it. When you go into it, you will see the truth of it, namely, no example is necessary. Put aside your conclusions or conditioning, and inquire. You say a teacher should be an example. What do you mean by that? An example, a hero, so that the boy or the girl imitates him? After all, there are many examples—Christ, Buddha, Gandhiji, and if you go to the other extreme, Lenin, Stalin, and God knows what not, and the various saints, heroes.


What is the implication of an example? If the functioning of a teacher is that he is to be an example, then is he not consciously or unconsciously imposing a pattern on the boy, on the student? Does conformity to a pattern, however noble, however well thought out, planned out, free the individual from fear? Because, after all, you are educating a student to face life, to understand life, not to meet it as a communist or capitalist or some other stupid conditioned individual. You are helping him to meet life. To meet life, there must be no fear, and that is a very rare thing. To be without fear implies no example, no hero. If there is no hero, no example, will the student go astray? That is the fear of the older people, is it not? So they say, “Because he will go astray, there must be an example. He must be compelled consciously or unconsciously.” So we create a mediocre human being who has no initiative but who is a conforming entity, a machine, who is afraid to think out, to live, to find out. Does not an example imply the engendering of fear in the understanding by the student through himself of his own problems, and also in the attempt of the educator to help him to understand them? If the educator himself becomes the guide, the example, the hero, then is he not instilling fear in the boy, in the student? So surely the educator of the right kind is not an example, nor does he inspire a student, because inspiration implies dependence.


Please listen. You may virtually be bored with it because you think you are past the age for education. What has age got to do with education? Education is a whole process of life and not just at the college age only. So if we are to create a different world—which your sons or your daughters may create, but not you because you have made a mess of it—to bring about a new world we must create a different kind of intelligence which is not fearful. A student who is afraid because he has the example of saints, heroes, innumerable patterns of established thought, of tradition, cannot create a new world; he will create the same ugly world, mischievous and misery-creating world. So the true function of a teacher is not to be an inspirer, is not to be an example, but to awaken the intelligence in the child—which does not mean he becomes the awakener. If the teacher becomes the awakener, the student will immediately make him into a guru because he will depend upon the awakener; thus, the student allows himself to become dull because he has someone on whom to rely and who is going to awaken him.


So the teacher is not an awakener, the teacher is not an inspirer, not a guide, not a hero, not an example. The true function of a teacher is entirely different, namely, to help to educate the student to see all these problems. The student cannot see these problems if there is fear—economic, social, or religious fear. He is not a true teacher who is always comparing the student with somebody else, with his elder brother or with the brightest boy in the class, because that very comparison destroys the person with whom the comparison is made. Please follow all this. Such a teacher does not exist in any of the schools at present. So we have to educate the educator, and that is your responsibility because the state is not going to do that. The state is only concerned with conformity, with producing mass results.


Is not the true educator the parent, the mother, and the society about him—not a specialized entity who had a particular way? So it is your responsibility, is it not, to counteract it at home if there is no proper teacher, to see that there is the awakening of the intelligence in the child without fear, without comparison, to look at life, to understand all the conditioning influences so that he, as an intelligent human being without fear, without competition, without comparing, can create a new world in which there will be no wars, no appalling social miseries; or he can create a world of his own worse than ours; it is up to him. So the true function of a teacher is to create an atmosphere, an environment in which the student will grow to fruition without fear.


Sirs, ladies, you have heard this. It would be very interesting to find out your response. You will say, “This is not practical, this is utopian and only rishis can do it. We need to have jobs to earn our livelihood. What is to happen to me in my old age if my sons do not support me?” If this is your response, you have not understood the truth of the matter. If you have understood the truth of this question, it will act in spite of your cunning mind. It is very important to see the truth of it.


Questioner: Do you work on the conscious of your listeners or on their unconscious?


KRISHNAMURTI: What is a conscious mind and what is an unconscious mind? Again, please find out, do not depend upon my answer or my definition. For that you can look in a dictionary. So let us find out, let us discover the truth of the matter.


What is the conscious mind? It is the everyday mind, is it not?—everyday mind of the lawyer, everyday mind of the general, the policeman, the specialist; everyday mind of the acquisitive intent; the mind that is discontented and wants to find contentment; the mind that is escaping from the problem; the mind that practices rituals, stupidly pursuing something other than facing what is; the mind that is gregarious; the mind that is committed to a certain conclusion; the mind that is traditional, copying; the mind that is following a particular pattern of action. It is the conscious mind that judges, evaluates, compares, seeking its own ambitious results. That is the conscious mind of everyday activity, is it not? That mind, seeking security, may place that security on an extraordinary level, but still it is the conscious mind, whether in the bank, or in nirvana, or in moksha, where you will. That is the conscious mind.


What is the unconscious? Do we know that there is the unconscious except that you might have read about it. If you are a psychologist, you might be slightly interested in it. Are we aware that there is a whole process of the un-conscious deep down, hidden, very difficult to get at? Are we aware of it? I am afraid we are not because all our conscious effort is directed to the upper levels, and there we remain. Our ambitions, our social activities, our discontents, our jealousies, envies, comparing and judging—there we are. Do we know anything of the unconscious, do we really know anything about it except perhaps in a dream on a still night? The battles, the conflicts, are they between the unconscious and the conscious or only between the various conscious desires? Do you understand all this, please? When you ask a question of that kind, you must know what is the conscious as well as what is the unconscious. Is the revolution, the total revolution, to take place at the conscious level or at a level which is not controllable by the conscious? The mind can control the conscious. If it can also control the unconscious with a view to bring about a revolution, then it is no revolution; that is merely a conditioning of the unconscious.


Can a conscious mind delve into the unconscious? Can it see what the unconscious is? Let us consider collective tradition; you call yourselves Hindus, Muslims, Christians, or what you will—which is the conditioning of the unconscious, of which you are not conscious. You are calling yourself a Hindu, and to call yourself a Hindu, centuries of conditioning of the deeper layers of consciousness have been going on. Is it not so? To call yourself a Christian, it has taken centuries of social, economic, and religious influences. For centuries, until now, you say consciously, “I am a Christian or a Hindu or a Muslim.” Now you hear that statement and you say that it is so. But you, as a conscious mind, have not discovered it, have not penetrated the process and the causes of that conditioning. Are you getting tired of this? This requires thought, and probably you are not used to this attentive talk for an hour and therefore you are not listening any more; you are just hearing words which have very little meaning now. It is very important to understand this question because a great many things are involved in it. I wish you could follow it, follow it not as I describe it, not my description, but follow the workings of your own mind; otherwise, it is merely my description which you are trying to follow. If you are interested, if you are attentive, if you are truly listening, then you will follow the things operating in your own mind; you will discover for yourself the whole process of consciousness.


We know what the conscious is; we know we live, move, function from day to day, keep going on without knowing, like a machine which is running down the hill or up the hill. When this is pointed out to you, the conscious mind then begins to watch itself. But there are hidden layers of the unconscious, which control the conscious because the deeper layers are much more vital and much more active than the so-called superficial mind. Is not the so-called unconscious mind the residue of all the struggles, pursuits, of all humanity, which expresses itself outwardly as in the Hindu, with its big tradition of custom and culture? You understand? Let us take, for instance, “culture.” Everybody is talking about it nowadays—the Eastern culture, the Indian culture, the Western culture. Some say that we must have a pure Indian culture and that we must build buildings for that work. What does culture mean? Please follow this. Do not say yes or no, but inquire. Is there such a thing as Indian culture or European culture? There may be an expression of that culture, which is Indian or European. That feeling, that ecstasy, that appreciation of beauty may translate itself in a particular manner in India, in the East; the West may translate and express it in an entirely different way. But the content, the depth of feeling, is common, is it not? It is not Indian or English—which is simply stupid—though the expression may be Indian or English. So if one wants to understand the whole process of culture, one must go into the unconscious and not into the conscious. Culture may be something not traditional at all; it must be something totally creative and not imitative. Because culture, the so-called culture, has now become traditional, we are not creative.


So in the inquiry after what is culture, you have to go deeper and deeper, have you not? It is important to find out what is the unconscious. Do not read books. They will only describe what is the unconscious. But their description will prevent you from discovering it. But if you begin to inquire into it intelligently, not judging, not saying, “This is it” or “That is not it,” but watching the whole process of the mind—which is meditation then you will see that there is very little difference between the unconscious and the conscious. The conscious is merely an expression, the outward action of the unconscious. There is no gap. It is one process, the deeper process controlling the outer, shaping, guiding it. The conflict is between the various desires in that consciousness.


The questioner wants to know if I am speaking to the conscious or the unconscious. Obviously in talking, in using words you may remember the words, and your acknowledging these words is a conscious process. Sirs, are you following all this? I find that some of you seem to be a little bit sleepy. I am not awakening you. I am not interested. If you want, you can have your sleep. That is for you. I am not your awakener. But together we can find the truth of this matter. It is the truth that will liberate. If you are awake, you can let it come to you. So what is happening is not that I am talking to the conscious or to the unconscious, but the truth is being uncovered which lies beyond the conscious and the unconscious, which means bringing about an extraordinary stillness of the mind.


Do not make your minds still. Do not close your eyes and become silent. Truth cannot be found by the conscious or the unconscious. Only when the mind is conscious, we know of both the conscious and the unconscious with all its workings, noises, strivings. When all that comes to an end, there is stillness. This stillness is not the product of the consciousness at all. It is only the stillness that is creative, that is eternal. In that stillness, that which is everlasting can be found, that comes into being. But for that silence to be, the whole process of consciousness must be understood—the workings of it and not the explanations of it. That is why these meetings will be worthwhile if you can pay attention and if you can listen rightly so that we can both be in that state of stillness in which truth can be. But that is not easy because you have the job, your wife, your husband, all the traditions, all the nauseating smells of life. They must be understood and quietened. That requires awareness of all things, of the trees, of the books, of the women, of the smiles, of your daily mischievous actions, pujas, appetites, passions. Of all these one must be aware, and to be aware is not to condemn, but to look at and to observe them without judgment. Then only it is possible to have self-knowledge which is not taught in books, which you cannot learn by attending one or two talks. It comes into being when you watch and understand all your feelings and thoughts, from moment to moment, every day. The totality of that understanding will resolve the problems of your life.


December 6, 1953


Third Talk in Madras


You may remember what we were discussing last week. We were considering how to approach the problem. As long as we are looking for an answer to the problem, a solution, the problem is of no importance in itself. If we are merely searching a way out of the problem, which most of us do, then the problem becomes insignificant. If we can approach the problem without a desire to find an answer, then, as we stated, we will find that the problem itself becomes all-important; and then it is a matter of how one approaches the problem, and not the search for an answer.


Now, I would like to discuss this evening the same thing, what we were saying last week, only differently, to approach it differently. But before I go into that, is not communication difficult? I have something to say, and you listen with your conclusions and your own biases or your own particular experiences. You listen from a conclusion and so you are not listening to it at all. Please pay, if you don’t mind, a little attention to what I am saying. What I want to say is not so complicated. If you can listen, not with a conclusion, but trying to find out what I am trying to convey, then perhaps communication may be made easier. Most of us are told what to think, but we do not know how to think. Our minds are so conditioned and so full of what to think, that any statement of another—contradictory, silly, or wise—is translated through the screen of our conclusion. So we are not listening or understanding what the other fellow is saying at all. Is it possible to listen without a conclusion, purely to listen as you would listen to music?


What I want to discuss this evening is the problem of a mind approaching this vast complex problem of existence. The existence is not only the acquiring of a job or maintaining a job but the whole field of the psychological existence with which most of us are almost unfamiliar. We have been told by some that there is continuity and by others that there is no continuity, but we have never found out for ourselves. The problem of existence is this vast complex of wars, class, caste, division—the perpetual battle of man against man in competition. We have the desire to find out what is truth, what is God, what is mortality, if there is continuity after death. We have not found the reality of any of these things. But we believe what we are told from our childhood, or from out of our fear or for our security, we invent or grasp at some hope.


Now there is this enormous, psychological, unconscious or semiconscious complexity which we call life. How does the mind approach the problem? Can a mind which is constantly thinking in terms of ‘becoming’, acquiring, understand this complex state when the mind is only thinking in terms of acquiring or is being driven with acquisitive discontent? Do you understand? There is this problem. How do you approach the problem? Do you approach it in thinking of the problem in terms of the ‘more’, in terms of ‘becoming’, or in terms of ‘being’? This is not a philosophical question. Do not translate immediately into terms of becoming, being, as a philosophical thesis.


Our minds are accustomed to think in terms of ‘becoming’—becoming more rich, having a better job, having greater virtue, becoming more beautiful, in terms of the ‘more’, more time to develop, to become greater, wiser, more in knowledge—which we call discontent. That is our state of mind. The ‘more’ implies the whole process of time, “I must have tomorrow to learn more, to become wise; I must have more time to understand.” So this is our approach, is it not? When we arc confronted with this problem, we are thinking of the ‘more’, in terms of time. We never begin to understand it as ‘being’.


The fact is that there is this complexity, and we think of changing the fact in terms of time and not in terms of ‘being’. This is what is mediocrity. I am not using that word comparatively, that is, in terms of one who is cleverer, more brilliant, a greater genius, greater capacity to create. I am not using that word comparatively, in terms of greater and lesser. But if you are going to translate that word in terms of the ‘more’ and the ‘less’, more clever, more genius or less, you are going to be misled by your own conclusions, which is not in my mind. I want to discuss this with you, for I feel this is one of the problems we are confronted with. A mediocre mind is middling, ordinary, average. I am not now talking of the mind which wants to be the ‘more’, which wants to be more clever, which wants to come out of level, which is not creative and therefore struggling to be creative, writing poems, writing sentences. I am talking of a mind which is mediocre. Now immediately, the mind—if you observe your own minds in operation—wants a definition of “What is mediocre?” Having a definition, you will think out according to that definition; either you are accepting it, or rejecting it. Is not the mind mediocre when it seeks a definition according to which it shall think? Please follow this.


As I have said last week, it is important to bring about a revolution, not an economic or particular revolution or a revolution at a particular level of our being or existence—a total revolution, a complete, whole, integrated revolution—and that is only possible if our whole thinking process undergoes a real revolution, not a mere substitution of one thought, of one belief, of one idea, by another. So if you are concerned, you will see the importance of a total revolution. The communist or the socialist revolutions are really no revolutions at all. Merely following a particular action or system of thought laid down according to Marx or according to Shankara is not revolution. A total revolution is necessary because the problems are enormous, and to understand problems we have to understand the mind because the mind will translate the problems according to its mediocrity, according to its wisdom, according to its knowledge. So, there must be a total revolution in the contents of the mind, which is thought.


So we have to inquire what is mediocrity—not the definition, not how to make the mind which is mediocre, whatever it is, into something else. We have actually to discover for ourselves what is mediocrity, not how to become less or more mediocre because in the problem of mediocrity, you will find this issue of discontent, and the pacification of discontent arises. In that, you will find a constant endeavor to become, to be something. Is a mind which is not trying to become something, mediocre, stagnant? All these problems arise when you enter into this question of what is mediocre. That seems to me to be one of our major difficulties in life.


Out of the inquiry into mediocrity arises the question, What is creativeness? A man who paints a picture, writes poems, gives a lecture, or uses his power as a means to compel others, in order to become self-important—is that creativeness? Or is creativeness something totally different, not comparable but totally different? If we can go into that question of mediocrity, all these problems will be dealt with. But before we can go into it, we must clear our minds, must we not, of all comparative thinking. I mean by comparative thinking a mind which is constantly comparing itself with somebody, with an idea, with becoming. For instance, especially in this country where caste or class is terrible, our mind is so shaped and so deliberately cultivated as to maintain these strata. We think always in terms of becoming less or more, or, despising them all, destroying what we consider to be the more intelligent in order to bring about equality. I hope you are following all this.


Your mind will say, “What is the practicality of all these? What is the use of all these in our daily life?” I will tell you. There is no use at all because your daily life is now not revolutionary, not creative, but dull, heavy, routine; and you cannot solve the problems with your minds as they are now. The moment your mind’s thinking process changes, you will be able to deal with the problem. So when you ask about the practicality of what I am saying, then that very question will show that you are not thinking in terms of revolution but only how to bring about superficial adjustment.


Let us look into this question of what is mediocrity. Please follow this. Do not ask for a definition because you have it in a dictionary, you can go home and look into it. But how can you and I be aware of what mediocrity is? What do we mean by mediocrity? Please do not hold to anything I may say verbally in order to explain what is mediocrity because then you will use it as a conclusion, as a definition, and you will compare what I have said with what someone else has said, and choose the definition you prefer. Now, that process of mind which chooses a definition and compares it with another and in that comparison says, “This is applicable to me, this appeals to me”—is not that process a mediocre process? Do you understand what I am talking about?


If I am to inquire into what is mediocrity, I must be aware how my mind is operating, not how to become less mediocre. The demand of the mind, in wanting to change the mediocre mind into something intelligent, wise, clever, sets about inquiring and trying to find out the definition; and having found a suitable definition which appeals to the mind, it begins to carry that out. Is it not a mediocre mind that is doing this? I hope you are observing your own minds in operation, not merely listening to my words. My words are merely indicating the operation of the mind, the mind which is yours. So you are watching your own mind in operation and not following what I am saying.


When a mind compares because, either for reasons of fear or for security or for greater economic certainty, it wants to ‘become’, is not such a mind mediocre, which means a mind that is afraid? As long as there is fear, there must be comparison, there must be the process of becoming, imitation, conformity. So is not mediocrity a state of mind which, being discontented, finds easy pacification of that discontent? We think discontent is wrong, don’t we? At least we are told not to be discontented, are we not? Is not the pacification of discontent an indication of mediocrity? I am not defining mediocrity, but watching how the mediocre mind works. Does not the mediocre mind seek comfort when there is a burning flame of discontent? That is what most of us want, to find contentment. Because I am discontented, I want to find some resting place somewhere where I can be at peace. So what is happening? My mind soon finds a way to be pacified, to be quiet, to be undisturbed—which we call tranquillity of the mind. My mind becomes slowly dull, and I am exhausted because I have not really understood the whole process of discontent. A mind being discontented sometimes becomes very clever, drives, is aggressive; such a mind also is a mediocre mind because it is trying to transform what is into something else.


So, is not a mediocre mind a mind that is constantly trying to become, not only in this world of acquisitiveness, but also in the so-called spiritual world, the whole hierarchical principle? “You know, and I do not know; you are the guru, you lead me to safety”—this total process of the mind indicates a mediocre mind. The ‘becoming’, away from what is—“I am little, small; I am ignorant; I am this, and I want to become that, the most supreme one, the God or the commissar or the cabinet minister”—is not this everlasting ‘becoming’, wanting more, not only physiologically or psychologically, but also spiritually, the cause of all discontent? Is not this whole process an indication of mediocrity? Now, do you realize that it is so, not merely verbally but actually? Do you see it as a fact, a defenseless fact? The mind that clings to God, Buddha, Shankara, Aristotle, Gandhiji, or X, Y, or Z—is not that also a mediocre mind because it is incapable of discovering what is truth for itself? Therefore, it must realize the fact. Now, when you are confronted with that fact, what is the operation of your mind? How does your mind work when you are confronted with this fact? If you are aware of the fact, you will also see that your mind immediately asks, “How am I to transform the fact?” Does it not? “I realize my mind is mediocre from all you have stated now; what am I to do?”—that very question shows that you have not understood the problem. When you are confronted with this fact of mediocrity and you say, “What am I to do?”—you are again caught in mediocrity because you are concerned with changing it. You are not aware of the fact and the truth of it. The very desire to change your mediocre mind into something bigger is preventing you from being creative—not the creativeness of writing poems, however clever, however marvelous. That creativeness which is timeless, which is of no class, no group, no religion, which is truth, which is God, whatever name you give it, that creativeness is not caught by a mediocre mind, a mind which says, “I must be creative, I must get at it, I must know more.” But the creativeness comes into being when the mind is face to face with the fact and is still.


The fact of mediocrity and the mind confronted with that fact, and having no desire to alter the fact, form the state of being in which mediocrity melts away. But this requires a great alertness of mind. You cannot be alert when there is fear. No. Fear makes us dull, unintelligent. A person who is afraid may be very clever, may occupy the highest position in the land, may know all the scriptures, may climb the social ladder or the hierarchical ladder of what is called spirituality, which is only illusory; but his is only a dark mind capable of inventing mischief and illusion. Until we resolve that center of fear—not, How are we to resolve it?—we cannot be creative. Being aware of fear without any desire to resolve it, to overcome it, to run away from it, that very discovery of the fact and remaining with the fact is the dissolution of fear.


The gentleman asks, “Living in a country like this, with a neighbor who is aggressive, who wants to destroy, what is to be my action?” Now, sirs, let us go into the matter, not what to do, but how to think of the problem, how to approach the problem. What to do, what action should take place—you will find it out if your minds are clear. India has been unfortunately divided into Pakistan and India. It has been divided through many causes—by the politicians’ greed to have immediate power, and by the politicians of other countries to bring about a disunited India and to divide and rule, which has been going on for centuries. It is not just an event happening out of context. It has been a growth. How are you to meet it? How do you meet it? You meet it by armament, and so you prolong the problem don’t you? You are armed and I am armed, and by mutual terror we hope to have peace; that is what the world is doing, and that is the result of centuries of wrong thinking, is it not?


See how the world is divided. You think India is a separate sovereign country, so is England a separate sovereign country, and so on—different sovereign countries with different flags, different ministers, different laws, different economic barriers. We have been maintaining all this out of our greed, out of our fear, and you say, “How am I to act, and what am I to do as an individual?” Is that not the problem? Now, can you stop this division? The politicians want to divide because then only they can have more power. Are you not having the same, next door, the Andhras and the Tamils? Not so brutally, not so very antagonistically, but the same issue is at stake, is it not? You will have out of this division other problems; and when these problems arise, you say, “What am I to do?” So all that one can do is to think entirely and totally differently, as a human being—not as a Tamilian, Telugu, Indian, Christian, or a communist, but as an integrated human being concerned with the problem.


There is only the problem and not the answer to the problem. The moment you put the question, “What am I to do?” have you not already entered into a system of thought which is going to divide you? Then you have one system and I have another system. Please see the importance of this. There is only the man, not the Englishman, the Russian, the German, or the Hindu. As long as there are a few of us who are thinking in those terms and creating a new process of thinking about these matters, others will come in and rather bring about greater misery and destruction. This answer does not satisfy you because you want an immediate answer to a problem created through centuries by our deliberate desire to have a better position than the neighbor, to be more clever, to cultivate a brain, to exploit others—which the Brahmin has unfortunately become now. After creating the mischief, you say, “How am I to deal with it?” You cannot deal with it because it is going on from moment to moment. All that you can do is to have a total perception of that problem, and that perception will bring about a revolution, but you do not like to have this.


Before I answer any of these questions written to me, perhaps you will like to ask questions from the talk which I have just now given.


Questioner: Can a mediocre mind, as it is, realize self-realization?


KRISHNAMURTI: Sirs, it all depends. This is a question and answer meeting and not a discussion. If you want to discuss, please come on Monday morning, Tuesday morning, or Wednesday morning when we can discuss this problem. So let me explain what the question means. Because, if you understand the question, you will find the answer in the question itself, you do not have to ask me.


Can a mediocre mind realize God? Is that not it, sir? You may use the word self-realization, whatever that may mean. Can the mind be liberated, can it find truth, God, can it? Sir, please do listen. Can a mediocre mind, a small mind, a disturbed mind, a mind that is petty, broken up, that is average, find reality? Reality is something totally unknown. It is something to be from moment to moment. It is not a thing fixed there for me to get. If it is fixed there for me to get, it is an invention of the mind. We create God in our image, don’t we? All the books, all the temples are filled with the works of our hands—the word, the image, or the symbol—which the mind considers very important because it is afraid to discover for itself. Can such a mind find truth or self-realization, whatever the word self-realization may mean? Can a small mind which is only thinking in terms of getting more, thinking in terms of time—that is, “I will do something tomorrow,” “I will get something next life”—can such a mind understand that which is timeless, which is beyond the chronological and psychological demand of desire? Obviously not.


Sirs, God is not something that you acquire, as you acquire a suit or get a virtue. It is something incomparable, timeless, unimaginable, not nameable, you cannot come to it. It must come to you. It can only come to you when your mind is no longer seeking. Because you are seeking now in order to acquire, in order to become comfortable, in order to become something, because you are thinking in terms of time, in terms of growth, in terms of achieving results, you can never know what reality is. Such a mind is a mediocre mind. It can invent phrases, it can talk about God, it can talk about truth. But such a mind has no experience of reality. It cannot. It is only when the mind is no longer comparing, no longer acquiring—to such a mind that is still, reality comes into being, and that reality is not continuous, it is from moment to moment. That which was, is not, and that which is, shall not be. Sirs, these are not just words. When you really go into the problem of all that I have been saying, you yourself will find out what it is to be creative. You yourself will have the mind that is no longer comparing, acquiring, a mind that has come into a state of ‘being’, and into that ‘being’ reality comes. That reality is never the same. Therefore the mind cannot write, talk, describe about the reality. That reality has no appeal. You cannot say it appeals to me. Therefore it is really a vain foolish talk.


Only when the mind no longer is seeking, no longer demanding, no longer searching, wanting, becoming, only then the mind is still, and that stillness is not constant, that stillness varies from moment to moment. A mind that only knows continuity is not a still mind. All this requires a great deal of patience, awareness, and self-knowledge. That self-knowledge is not of some self you have heard of in books, in which you have been conditioned, brought up, but it is of the self of every day, the self that is finding, seeking, wanting, being acquisitive, discontented, corrupting, greedy, and vain, inventing the hierarchy in order to assert itself in more power. That is the mind that has to be understood. That can be understood from moment to moment, as you walk, as you talk. You will find when you talk to your servant, watching the language you use, how your mind is conditioned, crippled by tradition; such a mind can never find reality. There must be a total revolution in our thinking for that which is timeless to be.


December 12, 1953


Fourth Talk in Madras


Almost all of us are concerned with the problem of change. We see things in confusion. Every problem, every change, seems to produce more problems, more complex suffering, every kind of disturbance. As we think about the problem and in the process of changing from what is to what should be, we create other problems, do we not? I do not know if you have thought about it. Every one must have noticed that in the process of changing oneself, one creates problems not only in one’s daily life but also politically, socially, in every direction. The very revolution brings other problems and yet we want to change to a state or into a stage in which no other problems will be created. That is what we all want, don’t we? Please let us think this out together because it requires a little bit of attention, insight into what we are discussing.


I am not out to show you, or to twist your thinking to a particular pattern. But we are concerned with the problem of change and we see the necessity of it. For instance, most of us when we are young are very dissatisfied, we are discontented, we search, we grope after, we seek various avenues of knowledge, information, guidance, go to some guru, some Master to help us out of our discontent, out of our inquiry, to give us knowledge, information, and insight into things. The moment we have found someone who can give us knowledge, a way to act, a way to live, our dissatisfaction comes to an end, and we pursue that particular pattern of thought for years and years. That is the case with most of us, is it not? When you look back to your youth, that is what happens to most of us. I see the inequality in this world of the rich and the poor, the man who knows so much and the man who knows so little; there is the appalling misery, war, strife; and I am discontented with all that in my youth and I begin to inquire; then I join the Socialist party, the communist party, or become a very devout religious person. The moment I have joined, hoping that joining will bring about change, the discontent is gone. I want change according to a certain pattern of thought, according to a certain course of action. Then the discontent is only in following that course. That is the case with most of us, is it not? When we have become crystallized, heavy in that which we have accepted, we have destroyed our discontent. Then we need sanction; then we need authority to pry us from our set course of action. So we go to an authority as a final means of producing a change in ourselves.


This is really a very important question which I am not twisting to my particular way of thinking or looking or inquiring, but this is what is happening. There is a tremendous revolution in thousands and millions. Certain people have an idea what a change should be, how a change should be brought about, how a society should be built. So they assume powers of providence, and they mold, shape, and control the people because they say that people must change, and for that, they must be held in a certain pattern of action, and otherwise there will be no corporate action. So everybody, including the dull, heavy, insensitive person, is concerned with this problem of change. You may not change; you may have your corners of seclusion, safe gardens where nothing can penetrate; your whole mind may be enclosed by ideas, systems. But even in those minds there must be the germ of anxiety, the worry of change, because everything is changing. To what? We do not know to what, but we should like to change to what is the real which will not create more problems, more anxieties, more sorrow. After all, we are human beings. We have a certain sense of responsibility, and there is such a thing called love which may be smothered, destroyed; but there it is. We see misery, poverty, wars, the powerful and the weak; and that love must act and somehow find a way.


Are we not all greatly concerned with this problem of change? How easily we are satisfied when there is discontent which we think is so wrong! Give a man or a boy who is a communist, who is a socialist, who feels violently, strongly, about this problem, a good job, a safe position; let him marry and have children; there he is finished; he becomes a capitalist like ourselves because he wants his change to be continued in a particular direction. When we do change, it is the change in a particular cast, in a particular direction, towards a certain direction. So is it not a problem with each one of us, this question of change? Change to what? We want a change, and in the process of changing we have problems, and the very changing produces such catastrophes! So the mind hesitates. So what has one to do? Please let us think over this together, not that you are listening and I am giving a talk—which is quite stupid. But let us, you and I together, find out the truth of this—not my truth or your truth, because truth is not personal—how to think about this problem, but not what to change into. Every religion, every group, every society, every philosophy says, “You are this, change to that,” and in the process of changing, there is conflict within and without. The conflict is not an indication of intelligence, it dulls the mind. One becomes insensitive, dull, weary, as most of us are—especially the older people, who have struggled, battled, disciplined, controlled in order to change, to achieve the result.


So just listen to this problem of change, not to my approach to the problem because I have shown I have no approach, not in terms of conclusion or how to bring about a change or in terms of what to change to. Just listen to the problem of complete revolution which will not produce other problems. Look at what is happening in the world. There are India and Pakistan, essentially one country but now two countries; therefore, more trouble, more wars, more destruction, more competition to fight with each other. Similarly, in Europe, everywhere there is a breaking up, there is a disintegration. Every leader, every political dogmatist, every religious tyrannist says his way is the way you must change. So if we can, even for this evening, put away all such thoughts and inquire into what to change into, then perhaps we shall have an understanding which is not merely the product of effort, of striving. First of all, the inquiry must be, must it not: From what intention do you want to change, and what authority do you need to change; what compulsion, what motive do you need in order to bring about a change? That is a very important question, is it not? Because on that depends whether you will change or not change. If my whole structure, if my thought is built on acquisitiveness, which is the case with most of us, on a sense of discontent which demands the ‘more’—“you have, I have not, and I must have” indicates our discontent is acquisitive—then that discontent carries the mind.


Is change possible without any form of compulsion? Please follow all this. I am thinking aloud, I am not giving a talk to you. It is a problem of how to change the people who are in power, position, authority, who believe in such absurd nonsense. How to change them, how to change you and me? Must I not inquire why I want a change? What is the drive? What is the motive and towards what? Most of us change, do we not, when we are assured that which we are going to change into is satisfactory, is comfortable, is worthwhile. You follow? I will change if I am assured by an authority, by a man who knows, by a guru, by a system, by somebody who has written a book, that doing these things will produce that. Do you understand? You listen to me, why? Is it not primarily that somehow I will tell you something which will help you to change, to acquire, to be more happy, to be something else? Is that change? If I were able to guarantee, or if I were stupid enough to guarantee, that if you change you will have happiness, moksha, and whatever it is, then you will struggle violently to acquire that. But is that change? That is, when you know, when you are conscious, when you deliberately move towards the known, is that change? You understand? Is there a change in me when I move from a known to another known? The other known is always to be guaranteed, to be made satisfactory; it must be certain almost in getting to be successful. Is that the motive for most of us to change?


A change is possible only from the known to the unknown, not from the known to the known. Do please think this over with me. In the change from the known to the known, there is authority, there is the hierarchical outlook of life—“You know, I do not know. Therefore, I worship you, I create a system, I go after a guru, I follow you because you are giving me what I want to know, you are giving me a certainty of conduct which will produce the result, the success and the result.” Success is the known. I know what it is to be successful. That is what I want. So we proceed from the known to the known in which authority must exist—the authority of sanction, the authority of the leader, the guru, the hierarchy, the one who knows and the other who does not know—and the one who knows must guarantee me the success, the success in my endeavor, in change, so that I will be happy, I will have what I want. Is that not the motive for most of us to change? Do please observe your own thinking, and you will see the ways of your own life and conduct. So we set up a society, build a structure in which there is this whole principle of authority—the authority of the one who knows, who is going to help me to that state in which I shall also know; I shall have the supreme satisfaction of achieving, arriving—and this is called change. I am not twisting it to my particular thinking; this is just what is happening in our daily life. When you look at it, is that change? Change, revolution, is something from the known to the unknown in which there is no authority, in which there may be total failure. But if you are assured that you will achieve, you will succeed, you will be happy, you will have everlasting life, then there is no problem. Then you pursue the well-known course of action, which is, yourself being always at the center of things.


So is it not a problem, in thinking this out, whether time brings about a process of change? Do you understand? I am greedy, envious; I look to time, tomorrow, day after tomorrow, next month, next year, as a means of destroying my greed, overcoming my violence, my passion. Does time produce change, revolution? Is not the psychological demand for time a process of being certain? After all, time, the psychological process of achieving the end through time—is that not the invention of the mind for its own convenience in order not to change but to continue in the same pattern of action, only calling it by a different name? Look, I am violent. I have the ideal of nonviolence, which is so much talked of in India—they have other ideals in other countries, unfortunately. I am violent and nonviolence is over there; to arrive there, I must have a gap of time; I am going to arrive there. That is the state, the ideal state. I think that is the state in which I will be happy, a perfect state in which there is no violence, and to achieve that, that distance, to travel from here to there, I need time. This process of traveling from here to there is called progress towards a state of nonviolence. Is that state of nonviolence, nonviolence at all? You follow? Or is it merely an idea away from what is? You understand, sirs?


I am violent. How is that violence to be changed? That is the problem, not into what, but the complete transformation in what is. If I am only concerned with the complete transformation in what is, then what should be is not. Therefore time is no concern. This is not a philosophical problem of time. If I am concerned with revolution, a complete total transformation, I must not think in terms of time—time being merely the invention of the mind. Therefore, a mind wishing to change can never change, can only modify what is as in a continuity. Is all this too difficult? I wonder if you are understanding what I am talking about. First of all, it is a difficult problem. You only know change in terms of time, in terms of the known, in terms of compulsion, in terms of social environment, squeeze. That is all we know. In these terms we think and are compelled to change fast. But we do not know the spontaneous change in which the consciousness of the effort to change is not—because when a conscious mind says, “I am going to change,” that requires effort, and when the mind makes a conscious effort to change, that implies time. Please follow all this, and if you follow it, listen to it carefully and you will find how astonishing is the change that takes place without your making an effort.


So when a conscious mind makes up its mind to change, it must have time, and time implies the continuity of the same in a modified form. It is never a revolution. It is not what has been, but it is a continuity of what has been. When there is a conscious, deliberate act to acquire virtue through meditation, through practice, it implies time, does it not? Time is the very nature of the self, the ‘me’ that is going to acquire, to be. The man who says, “I must forget myself in virtue, and therefore I am going to practice virtue,” takes the cloak of virtue as the ‘self’; it is only the self, the ‘me’, which is clothed in virtue. Therefore, the ‘me’ is the cause of disturbance, is the cause of destruction, is the cause of misery. When the conscious mind uses authority, sanction, as the means to bring about a change, it must establish a whole hierarchical outlook of life in which there is no love. When you follow your guru who knows, you have no love; you have only fear which is covered over by the words devotion, service, sacrifice, because at the bottom of it, you want to be sure, you want to arrive; you do not want to suffer, you do not want to discover, to find out—which means uncertainty, inquiry. So, a man who is concerned with this problem of change is confronted with all this. It is only the most stupid or the cleverest politicians who say that they know and who take the role of providence.


So our problem is the change to the unknown, not to the known, and that is the only revolution, the change which comes about when the unknown comes into being in my mind. Please follow this. When the unknown comes into being, the unknown cannot be with the ‘me’ when the ‘me’ is pursuing consciously some end. Until that unknown, that truth, comes into being—which only can build—all labor is vain. So, for that unknown to come into being, the mind must cast away all knowledge of the thing which it has learned in its self-protection; the mind must be completely, totally, empty to receive the unknown; the mind itself must be in a state of the unknown. Then from that unknown we shall build, and then that which we build is everlasting. But without that, they who labor to build, labor in vain, which only creates more misery and more chaos in the world.


There are many questions sent in. I shall try to answer them. I will not give the answers, but we shall investigate the problems together and find the truth of the problem. The truth is not yours or mine; it is not what appeals to you or what appeals to me. Truth is not appealing, it does not depend upon your temperament. It can only be when you have no temperament. I have no temperament when I have no opinion, judgment, comparison. Truth is only when I am not and you are not. Therefore, it has not anything to do with your satisfaction or with mine; it has nothing to do with whether it appeals to you or not. It is there. Only the wise, experienced man who suffers, the man who loves, will know it.


Questioner: Sir, what kick exactly do you get out of these talks and discussions? Obviously you would not go on for more than 20 years if you do not enjoy them. Or, is it only by force of habit?


KRISHNAMURTI: This is a natural question to put, is it not? Because, the questioner only knows or is aware that generally a speaker gets a kick out of it, some kind of personal benefit. Or is it merely old age? Or, whether one is young or old, is it the habit? That is all he is accustomed to, so he puts the question.


What is the truth of this? Am I speaking out of habit? What do you mean by habit force of habit? Because I have talked for 20 years, am I going to talk for 20 more years until I die? Is the understanding of anything habitual? The use of the words is habitual, but the contents of the words vary according to the perception of truth from moment to moment. If a speaker gets a kick out of it, then he is exploiting you. That is what most of us are used to. The speaker is then using you as a means of fulfillment, and surely it would destroy that which is real. As we are concerned to find the truth and what is from moment to moment, in it there can be no continuity; all habit, all certainty, all desire for fulfillment, all personal aggrandizement must have come to an end, must it not? Otherwise, it is another way of exploiting, another way of deluding people, and with that surely we are not concerned.


There are many questions or several questions about gurus—“Should I follow my own mind or my guru?” “You awaken in us the desire to discover the truth and so you are indispensable to us.” So, similarly, “True realization is essentially an individual matter. Are not philosophies, systems, gurus, masters, helpful in lighting the spark within us and therefore necessary?”


This is really a very persistent question with most of us. We want an awakener, we want an inspirer, we want a guide, we want somebody to tell us how to behave, we want someone to tell us what love is, what to love. In ourselves we are empty; in ourselves we are confused, uncertain, miserable. So we go round begging to be helped, to be inspired, to be guided, to be awakened. Please follow this. It is your problem and not mine, and because it is your problem you should face it, understand it, not repeat it year after year until you die confused, utterly lost. You say an inspirer is indispensable, or a guru is a necessity. For what? Is a guru necessary for you to be led to what you call truth, what you call the real, to God, to self-realization? Do you understand? You want to be led. Several things are implied in this. First, that which is truth is never an abode or a fixed thing to understand; it has not a fixed spot in time so that you can carefully be guided, led, shown. If you are guided or helped, and if it be shown to you, then it is not truth; it is only an invention of the mind, which you want because that will give you satisfaction, certainty, and that will make you happy. So do follow this.


Truth is not a fixed point in time. Only if it is a fixed point, the mind can understand it. What the mind can understand is the creation of the mind, and so it has nothing whatever to do with reality, with God, or what you will. You cannot be led to reality because it is a living thing, because it is never the same from day to day, from moment to moment. Because you want permanency, a state of continuity, you seek a guru who will lead you to what you want. But what you want is not what is truth, and you cannot be led to discover truth. Do you understand? The process of leading you to discover truth is not discovery. You cannot be led to discover it; it must be discovered by you. No one can lead you to discover it. It is a contradiction. So I must be allowed to discover truth. Do please see this.


In India, it is one of our curses that you must have an awakener, a guru, a Master, someone who will help us, who will guide us to find the truth, and in that desire to find truth, you build up a hierarchy of authority. The building of authority and the hierarchy destroys love because then you discard everybody, you trample on everybody in your desire to get there. You talk of brotherhood, you found societies of brotherhood, and yet you maintain the hierarchy, the caste system. So you are not seeking reality. If you are really seeking reality, you will not stretch your hand out for it because reality must come to you. You cannot invite it, you cannot go after it because it is there every second if you know how to look at it. What you want is not truth, you want comfort, you want safety, you want success, you want self-fulfillment which is ‘me’-fulfillment, in God, in truth, which is ‘me’ ever continuous, everlasting. That is all you are interested in. You want safety, spiritual safety as well as economic safety, and as you know very well there is no economic safety, you are after the permanency in spirituality, that permanent state you call truth. That is why you have leaders, religious organizations, philosophies, gurus, always guaranteeing safety, permanency for your comfort.


One who guarantees and one who seeks guarantee are, both of them, caught in illusion. They are not seeking reality. Once and for all, if you really understand this, you will put away your gurus, for light is not in a guru or through a guru—it is in yourself. But no one can lead you to find it because you will have to find it for yourself. When you say you are seeking truth, it is superstition and vanity; and those people exploit you through your superstition, through your vanity. Surely, to find truth you must be stripped, you must be completely naked of all desire, alone, not depending, unsheltered. Then only truth comes. Only then, it is possible to create a new world, a world in which there will be no problems. Because, there is action then not from fear, not from the desire to be certain, but from reality which is the unknown.


The questioner asks, “Should I follow my mind or my guru?” Your guru is made or born or chosen from your mind, from your temperament, from your like or dislike, from what appeals to you; your mind creates the guru. So you are following your own mind and there is no guru. You are following your desires, and your desire is to be safe, comfortable, to have certainty for great success. You are not successful in this world, fortunately for you; therefore, you want, unfortunately, success in the next world. A man who is seeking success will never find reality. Sirs, the mind must be understood, the ways of your thoughts must be fathomed, delved into. Then you will know the operations, the workings of your mind, how the mind, in its desire to be safe, projects everything—every illusion, every master, every guru. So the mind is the only guru which you have, but that guru is not going to help you; that guru is not going to lead you; that guru is only going to deceive you, to bring more confusion and more misery. You have to understand that mind which creates illusion. Just listen, do not say, “I have heard what Shankara says or what others say.” Comparative thinking is not thinking. So when you know the ways of your mind, the mind becomes still, voluntarily and easily, without discipline, without compulsion; then only that reality will come into being. Then that reality will build a new world, not the mind, not your gurus, because that reality is love.


December 13, 1953


Fifth Talk in Madras


You may remember last week we were trying to discuss the problem of change. It seems to me that is one of the most fundamental issues that is confronting the present world at the present moment because we do not know what to change to. Because we do not know, all the professional religious people turn to the Vedas, or quote authorities, or follow a particular philosophical system of thought, hoping actually, if you observe, to divert in a particular direct action. The leaders themselves, like the followers, are very confused. They may profess that they are following a philosophy, that they know what they are talking about. But if you closely observe, you will see that fundamentally they are very confused. Is it not right that those of us who are really earnest should inquire into this problem of what is change and towards what? I discussed that last week. But I think, if we can go into it from a different point of view, then perhaps we shall be able to understand the deeper significance of the idea, of the words to change. Perhaps if we are able to inquire into what is religion, then we shall be able perhaps to understand what it is to change. But without understanding the whole significance of religion, mere outward reformation is most unrealistic, as it has been shown to us by all recent revolutions and reforms. Let us, if we can, seriously inquire into what is religion, and perhaps in understanding it, not at the verbal level, but as we go into it, as we actually experience the significance of that word, then perhaps we shall be able to understand the meaning of the words to change and to bring about a revolution which, as we are discussing for the last two or three weeks, is essential.


Things go on as they are, and those people who are well-established in position, in the religious or in the social order, or who have the means of power in their hands, obviously do not want a revolution; they want the things as they are to continue in a modified form. But if we are really serious in our intention to inquire into what is religion, obviously we must approach it without any vested interest. You know what is meant by vested interest, the vested interest in an organization? It means all the profits which accrue from it in the name of something, the personal benefits which soon become the personal racket of the leader though he uses it in the name of peace, Master, philosophy, or any particular political ideology. So really to inquire into the significance of what is religion, is it not necessary to begin not with what God is but with what the mind is that thinks of God? You understand? A mind that thinks of God, or believes in God and practices various forms of discipline and rituals, will never know God or truth because the mind that believes projects that which is most satisfactory to itself. That is a psychological fact. So a mind that believes in God or in truth or in something is obviously incapable of real inquiry because such a mind has a vested interest in that belief. From that belief it acquires security, hope, satisfaction, a sense of moral and physical well-being. So such a mind can never find it, it will deceive itself and others. It can never find what is real because psychologically it has committed itself to a certain pattern of action. Yet, most people who are religious—so-called religious—are steeped in beliefs, in rituals, in dogmas; and this is because they find this world to be very troublesome, to be very, very painful. All relationship leads to conflict. In the ordinary daily life there is no mystery. So the mind must have a mystery, something supernatural—either the worship of the state according to Marx or somebody, or the worship of an image made by the hand or by the mind in some dogma. The dogma then becomes mysterious, as it is placed by the mind and treated by the mind as mystery, and it cannot be touched because it is too mysterious for the mind to understand, but still, it is an invention of the mind, of the psychological urgency.


I hope you are following all this. I am not describing anything but the mind of each one of us, the mind that is caught in routine, in the daily boredom of existence. There is no mystery in our personal relationship, in sex, in nature. We have explored all that, but we want mystery, we want something beyond, further than what the mind can invent, than what the mind can project. But that very projection of the mystery is the process of the mind. So the mind gets caught in that mystery which is a dogma—whether dogma of the state, dogma of a Catholic, dogma or the belief of a Hindu, or the Master living somewhere beyond, mysteriously behind a hill. So the mind must have a mystery to worship, created either by the hand or by the mind, which has an idea round it. Round that idea, that image, grows a vested interest of property, power, position, and authority. So knowing all these—which is an everyday fact—it is only the knave and the thoughtless that fall into the trap by jobs, by personal vanity, and by personal ambition.


So, can a mind find that reality? After all, religion implies that search for reality, and can a mind which is steeped in all forms of superstitious personal ambitions and which believes in dogmas, ever find that reality? Please do listen. If you are to build a new world, it must be built on quite a different foundation, not on your or my personal ambition clothed in the name of the Master, in the name of the state or in the name of an ideology. It must be built totally differently because, otherwise, we shall have to go on from war to war at different levels, not only physical war, but also psychological, inner war with each other in order to bring about a radical revolution. In all that, must not there be a freeing of the mind freeing of your mind and my mind and the minds of every one, of all of us who are capable, who are earnest, who listen and see the urgency? Is it not important to strip ourselves totally from all these dogmas, rituals, and superstitious nonsense, and begin to find out how to inquire? This means really that each one of us must, in our daily life, strip ourselves away from the past, from the tradition, from the usual routine of ritual, the things on which we have been brought up. After all, they are essentially based, are they not, on our desire to be secure psychologically and physiologically. We want to be safe, and the mind cannot tolerate a moment when it is not safe, when it is uncertain. So the mind must have something to cling to, and the more mysterious, dark, fearful, unimaginable it is, the more and more it clings to that. So is it not necessary in order to build a new house that the house should be built on truth, on reality, with the perfume of the eternal? Must it not be built, not on dogmas, but on the understanding of the whole process of the mind that is trying to build, that is destroying and at the same time building, that is deteriorating and bringing something into being?


So the problem is not a new philosophy, a new system, a new economic order. We see divisions, armies, political or physical power do not create a new world. To think in those terms is quite out of order. The mind is a total being, and on the understanding of the mind we must build. So, can we not strip ourselves away from all those dogmas, and face what actuality is?—which is, we are ambitious, we are envious, we are seeking personal security, personal immortality. That is all we are concerned with. You may clothe it in all kinds of sweet, high-sounding words; but, in essence, all we want is physical security, psychological well-being. The physical well-being is destroyed by the psychological demand. So the psychological demand is far greater, far more urgent, far more significant than the mere physical demand for security.


So, is it not possible for the mind to understand this problem of envy?—because our society is based on that, on acquisitive discontent. Is it not possible for the mind to free itself from it? That requires enormous persistent inquiry, to free the mind from the ‘more’, from the demand for the ‘more’ so that the mind does not project, does not demand. When the mind does not project, it is active and yet still; it is only in that stillness reality can come into being, and it is only such a mind that can build a new world. Please follow this. Do not be deceived by your leaders—political, religious, or social. Do not be caught in organizations; they will not lead you to truth because they eventually become personal rackets. So a man who is really seeking the truth must be free from all organizations, the so-called spiritual organizations. Then when he is free of these outward compulsions which he has created, then he can begin to strip his mind of those ambitions, those personal antagonisms, envies. That is quite an enormous problem in itself, I assure you.


How is one to free the mind from acquisitiveness? For us acquisitiveness means to have more clothes, to have more houses, larger bank accounts, but that is not mere acquisitiveness, that is an expression of something much deeper. Until we understand the deeper impulses, the deeper compulsion, mere reformation in regard to our possessions—how much we should have and what we should not have—will have no result because the approach is totally wrong. But for the mind to be free from the demand for the more, from the demand to be acquisitive, is extraordinarily difficult because until the mind is simple, innocent, it cannot know what truth is, and innocence can never exist and come into being when there is this acquiring instinct of the mind. Please follow all this and listen to all this. Do not say that this is not practical.


The mind has to be free from the beginning and not at the end because there is no freedom at the end if there is no freedom at the beginning. You cannot go from slavery to freedom, from compulsion to freedom. So religion is surely a state of mind in which the ‘me’, the ‘I’, is absent, and into that absence of the ‘I’ comes reality. But that ‘I’ is not something mysterious; that ‘I’ is made up of our jealousies, ambitions, envies, desire for power, position, and intrigues. If one can really think about it, one can dissolve it without constant battle within oneself. So those who would really build a new house cannot build that new house, and their effort will be in vain unless they understand this problem of revolution, the inner revolution. The outward revolution will not affect the inner; it may find a different substitution. This inward revolution is not to be learned from another. You are not going to get this by joining a party. It can be brought about only by constant working, inquiry, and searching. Only then is the mind capable of that freedom in which there is silence, in which there is no movement, but in which there is a stillness and wholeness; the mind is then no longer seeking and therefore still, no longer wanting and therefore completely free from all discontent. Only into such a mind can reality come into being, and it is only that reality that can build a new house.


Would you like to ask, before I answer these written questions, anything that arises out of this talk?


Questioner: In a private conversation you said that the party system, single or multiple, is not democratic. Will you please go into this a little.


KRISHNAMURTI: Let us consider the question and not wait for an answer. You understand? Let us together find out, rather than you wait for me to answer and then you contradict or accept. Most of us are concerned, in political or any other action, with ideas first, aren’t we? A political party is formed on an idea, on a system; and another party is formed either in opposition to it or totally different but still based on an idea, on a system, on a philosophy, on a vested interest either in philosophy or in property. So the parties are not concerned with people. They are concerned with a system that will help the people, a system based on an idea, on some philosophy which is essentially a conditioned reaction. You are a communist, I am a socialist or a capitalist; you have a system, I have a system, the communist has a system, which is going to help the people if they, meaning “I and my group,” are put into power. So, we—I, my group, your group—have thought out what to do according to certain systems. My group is the outcome of my conditioned reactions, and yours also is similar. So neither of us is concerned with the people, I assure you. We are concerned with systems and how to carry out those systems because the systems offer the means, either personal or utopian. You understand all this? I say, my party says, “We know what is good, and if I get into power I will be ruthless totally, and then I will liquidate all the parties except me and mine because we know we have the approval of providence who is going to tell us what is going to happen, and you are going to fit into that plan.”


So long as we have systems, we are not concerned with the people. That is an obvious fact, is it not? If you are really concerned with the people—that is, you and I, a poor man—you would not have systems, but you would all be doing, acting, thinking what is good for the whole, and not on an idea. Surely, neither a single nor a multiple party system is democratic, because neither of them is concerned with the people and their well-being. They want the people and their well-being according to a certain pattern of action. If every one of us, you and I and others, is concerned not with ideas but how to live rightly, how to find out the true relationship between each other—between you and me and between different parts of humanity—that does not require any system of thoughts, utopian or religious. That requires search and inquiry, not based on an idea and how to carry out that idea, but into how to live together. That requires a total revolution again. So none of us inquires sufficiently deeply into these matters because we think that by carrying out the idea immediately we shall have a result, and with results we are concerned; and we are not concerned whether the results multiply more miseries, more problems. So to bring about a revolution in our political thinking also, surely there must not be any action based on an idea or philosophy at the totalitarian, religious, or political behest, but a quite different approach to the problem, which is not based on an idea but on an inquiry into the ways and means of living together directly.


Questioner: How can there be any kind of education without some form of discipline, imposed either externally or from within?


KRISHNAMURTI: What is the function of education? Are we educated? Why do you send your children to school? Please think, and let us think together. Again, there must be a revolution in our approach to the problem.


What is the function of education? Is it not to help the student, the boy or the girl, to face life intelligently, being without fear? My mind is clouded with fear when there is competition. There is fear when I do not know how to meet this whole complex problem of living. There is fear when I am ambitious. A man who is happy is never ambitious, and it is only people who are ambitious that are unhappy. So is it not the function of education to help the student to grow without fear so that he can face life intelligently, not according to your intelligence or my intelligence, not according to your particular religious idiosyncrasies or political or economic condition, so that he can grow fully, integrally, as a whole human being?


The questioner asks then, “How is it possible to bring up a child, youth, or student without some form of discipline?” What is the purpose of discipline, even for the old or for the young? Why do we discipline ourselves, imposed by another or self-imposed? Why do we discipline children? What is the function of discipline in a school? You are parents, fortunately or unfortunately, and you should know. In life what place has discipline? Is not discipline the cultivation of resistance? Discipline implies resistance, and that resistance brings about fear, does it not? Look, you have a large class of students, 40 or 60. How can you keep order in such a large group? You cannot. Therefore you resort to discipline. You are not interested in education. All that you are interested in is that you wish to give them some information so that they will pass the examination and get jobs in which only the parents are interested. The parents are not interested in education, and, to most of us, education ceases after we pass an examination. Probably none of us ever touches a book. If you do not, you stop thinking also. You just have burned yourself out and are just living automatically. So, if we are to understand what is the function of education, is it not important to find out how we can bring a student, a youth, up—without compelling, without coercing, without persuading him, without disciplining him—so that he can function as a total human being. That requires surely a very small school, a small class with teachers who are capable of understanding this whole process of how to bring about this intelligence without compulsion, without everlasting competition of marks and examination, all this process of burning oneself up in these beastly examinations.


Sirs, you believe in souls, you believe in individual progress, you believe in all the rest of it, and yet you are doing the very opposite of that, are you not? So, there must be a total revolution in our education. A boy or student not only has technical knowledge which will help him to acquire a job but there must be also something different, a human being, an integrated human being—and not a human being with constant battle within himself—so that he can be a creative human being. You cannot be creative if you are competitive. There can be no reality if you are afraid, and in everything that we are doing—in our education, in our political action, in following the various gurus and in all the rest of it—there is fear, there is no creativeness, there is no happiness but an inward anxiety. How can such people ereate a new world and a new being? So the question of discipline implies so much, and a teacher, an educator, who does not understand this will naturally resort to discipline because it is the easiest way to control a large group. As the governments are only interested in mass education, the education that you know prevents revolution, does it not? You are all very educated, are you not? You know how to read, write, and read the morning paper. You will never revolt because you always see so many sides that you never see what is true. Therefore, to bring about the right education which demands a revolution on the part of the parent, on the part of the teacher, there must be an understanding of this whole problem of what is an integrated human being—not a definition, but the inquiry, the constant searching out of this integrated whole. Such a search obviously begins with being free from fear, psychological depths of fear, conscious and unconscious fears. The freeing of the mind from fear is meditation.


Questioner: India has won home rule by practicing the ideal of nonviolence. How then can you be against ideals?


KRISHNAMURTI: Do you really believe that you won freedom by practicing nonviolence? Historical events brought about the weakness of the ruling people, and so they had to withdraw. Hitler and the previous wars weakened Europe. After you have won your so-called freedom by your so-called nonviolence, has there not been violence, Muslim against Hindu? It is said that six million people have been either displaced or murdered. I suppose you do not call that violence.


The problem of ideals is entirely different. Ideals are fictitious, they are not realities, they are the projection of the mind. Please follow this carefully because there also we must have a fundamental revolution in order to create a different world, not this hypocritical, constant, idealistic world with such appalling cruelties. You have the ideal of brotherhood, the ideal of nonviolence, the ideal of love, the ideal of being kind. Why? Because, obviously you are not kind, is it not? Otherwise you will not have ideals. Obviously you are violent, fearful, hating. So you have all these marvelous ideals, and you think that by following these ideals, you will acquire love, you will be nonviolent, you will have brotherhood. Surely, by following an ideal, you are avoiding what is, are you not? “I hate, or I am violent; I am practicing nonviolence; it is my ideal.” How stupid it is! Why can’t I deal with what is, and not with what should be? You understand, sirs? Can a mind strip itself of these ideals? You put that question to yourself and see what your response is. How fearful you are the moment you put the question to yourself because you think ideals are keeping you within bounds, without overspilling. You say, “What shall I do if I have no ideals?” You are doing nothing, and you will do nothing if you have ideals. If you have no ideals then there will be no projection of the mind to escape from realities, and you will tackle what is—greed, envy—actually as it is; then there is the possibility of freeing the mind from the ideal. Sir, we have the ideal of brotherhood preached and not practiced, and yet, we have had no stoppage of war. So why not be away from all our ideals, all our examples, and be very realistic?—which is to understand what is. As it is, I am envious, I am ambitious, I am cruel, violent; and how can that be levered out? We think ideals are levers by which what is is shaped, moved, and so we are always having a conflict between what is and what should be. That is our problem, is it not?


I am greedy, I am envious and ambitious; and I should not be so. I am therefore struggling, there is a battle going on within me. This ereates hypocrisy between ‘what I am’ and ‘what I should be’. Cannot I strip myself of what I should be’? ‘What I should be’ is an invention of the mind and an escape from the fact, from what I am. That is the standard according to which I am trying to live, and the standard has no authority at all because, psychologically, it is an escape. The fact, what is, is one thing, and what should be is totally different, and we are fed on what should be. The more ideals you have, the more wonderful, the more noble you consider yourself to be. But if you are really facing what is, then there is the possibility of dissolving, going beyond. But none of us wants to because we find profit in ambition, we find vested interest in envy. So we have ideals, and we are everlastingly practicing ideals but never facing what is. It requires a tremendous revolution, does it not, to break away from this illusion of ideals on which we have been fed and on which the whole world is feeding, and to realize what is and be simply with that—to know that you are envious, that you are angry or violent, not to deceive yourself, and not to create this conflict between what is and what should be. Then you can put your whole energy in understanding what is, without escaping into what should be which is utopian, which is nothing and never achieved. It is like a man practicing virtue month after month, taking each virtue and meditating upon it. Virtue is something, sirs, which cannot be practiced. If you practice it, it is no longer virtue. For virtue is something unconscious and not to be cultivated by the mind; if it is, it is merely another coat, another color behind the ‘me’, the ‘I’.


Please listen to what I am saying, and let it penetrate beyond your conscious mind so that there will be revolution, so that you and I can create a new world. It is not possible for one man to create a new world. This world is ours, yours and mine. We must build it together. To build it together, we must be very realistic, not phony, not idealistic, but to see things as they are and to go beyond them. To go beyond them requires a great deal of perception, insight into what is. Instead of spending our time, our energy, our thoughts, and our days in the understanding of what is, we are losing, wasting, destroying ourselves with ideals. You will listen to all this, and you will be temporarily assured to see the truth of what I am saying, or rather, not the truth, but the logical verbal conclusions; and you will go away and talk tomorrow of ideals. Leave that to the leaders, to the gurus, to those who have a vested interest in philosophies—which means really in property. Let us be simple, you and I, innocent with what is and not with what should be. The innocence of seeing what is and the beauty of that innocence brings about freedom from what is.


Questioner: I am full of hate. Please teach me how to love.


KRISHNAMURTI: Why do you laugh? Is it not a very sad question? See that question. The questioner is quite conscious of what he is, which most of us are not. Those of you who laugh are unconscious of yourself. You also hate, you are full of envy, bitterness, and everlasting discontent. But the questioner, happily or unfortunately for him, is aware, and he says, “Teach me how to love.”


Can love be taught? Can you go to school and learn how to love? Can you be taught wisdom, though there are schools for wisdom? Please listen. Is wisdom to be learned? Is love to be learned? Can you go to another and learn what love is? Does not that very question bring tears to your eyes? I am not being emotional and hypnotizing you into a state of emotionality. You see how you are, sirs, empty in yourselves and therefore everlastingly searching for wisdom, love, kindliness, and understanding. You go from school to school, from people to people to be taught because in yourselves you are empty and you want to fill that emptiness by words without much meaning.


Love cannot be taught to you, nor wisdom. Wisdom comes into being when the mind is free from experience. Please listen to what I am saying. When the mind is free from experience, there is wisdom. But as long as there is the mind that is seeking experience, there must be the experiencer who is seeking it; such a mind can never be wise. Similarly, a heart which is seeking to fill itself with love only will fill it with words without much meaning; it will be just empty words without meaning or conclusion. But one hates; that is the reality. One is miserable; that is what is. One is envious, ambitious; and that is the fact. How do you approach the fact? If I know I hate, it is very important to know how to approach it; if I know how to approach, then there is the possibility of its dissolution. But if I do not know, then there is merely the suppression of that fact, which introduces another fact. So what is important is to understand the fact, and you cannot understand the fact if you condemn or judge the fact. You would understand your child only when you do not condemn him; you have to study him, which means you must never condemn, never judge, never identify the child with yourself. If you similarly look at hate, ambition, there must be awareness without choice, without judgment; and that is extremely arduous because all our conditioning is to judge, condemn, to throw out in order to get some other factor. So what we are doing everlastingly is finding a substitution to what is.


Only when there is freedom from hate, freedom from ambition and envy, then you will know what love is. Then also you will know what wisdom is, for perhaps, love is wisdom. You cannot learn from another what love is, so also you cannot learn what wisdom is. No school, no book, no Master can teach you. It comes into being when you know all the secret recesses of your heart, and that can only happen when the mind is very still.


December 19, 1953


Sixth Talk in Madras


For the past few weeks we have been considering the problem of change. It seems to me one of the most difficult things in bringing about this change is the cessation of effort. Because, for us, change implies effort, does it not? We associate effort with change. To us, if we desire to bring about a change outwardly or inwardly, effort is implied, the action of the will. Is it possible to change at all radically, deeply, fundamentally, without effort? Or, is there a radical revolution only when there is the cessation of effort? I would like to discuss this problem with you because it must have struck you, when you observe yourself and things about you, how from childhood we are taught that we must make an effort to change. That is all we know, and we have never inquired into the possibility of a change radically without effort. It seems to me that this point is very important. Kindly listen, not with any preconceived idea of what I am going to tell you this evening, not with a prejudiced, experienced mind.


For most of us, change implies effort. I am this, and to become that I must make an effort. In a school, when we grow up, and almost up to when we are dying, this process of constant effort is inculcated into us; we are conditioned with that idea, and that is all we know. We say there must be right effort, right endeavor, constant practice, constant control, discipline, shaping the mind by words, by explanations, by constant directive, and this continual effort is what we know, and with that we live. When we look into the process of effort more deeply, we see that it is not only effort that is involved. There is this whole problem of power, gaining power not only in ourselves but over nature and also over others. We see man—not the man here, you and I, but man generally—increasing his power over nature, flight, underwater, calculating the distance between the various stars, the astonishing brain of the man that can invent the atomic bomb and the super-nuclear bombs, the astonishing brain that has produced all these things. All that implies not only the learning of a technique and the perfection of a technique but also the constant application of the mind to find, to discover—the enormous persistency of curiosity. In that is implied the problem of power—power over water, power over nature, power over others, to shape the lives of others, to change circumstances; all these always imply effort, but not for the man who really invents, who really sees something and is creative. So we are concerned with enlarging our power, power over others especially, by every crooked means or by the so-called idealistic means, which are also crooked, in order to achieve a position, prestige. All that implies power—power to change the economic conditions of man, power of idea, power of word, power of personality—to drive, to make people change. All that we know. With that we are much too familiar. Does that radically bring about a change in ourselves? That is the problem, is it not?


Until we can bring about a fundamental revolution at the core of our being, the mere conquering of outward circumstances may lead to various forms of convenience, but in the process there is a greater, more destructive element brought into being. So it seems to me that unless we can radically, deep at the root bring about a radical change, superficial changes, however vital, necessary, and immediate, only cause further misery, further damage, further mischief. Every reform brings further misery, further problems. Again, with all that we are quite familiar. When we apply that process of power to ourselves, we see that we want power over ourselves, which intoxicates us through asceticism or the extreme form of asceticism, the opposite of money, luxury, position, power, prestige, and all the rest of it. We use virtue, love, the action of the will as a means of conquering ourselves, our idiosyncrasies, and we think we are changing. But essentially when we go down to deeper layers, there it is still the same. When we are considering revolution, change, surely we are not concerned only with superficial changes which are necessary, but with the deeper issue which is the revolution, total revolution, the integrated revolution of our whole being. Can that change be brought about by effort, or must there be a cessation of all effort?


What does effort mean? With most of us, effort implies the action of the will, does it not? I hope you are following all this because if you do not listen wisely, you will miss totally what I am going to say. If you listen wisely, you will directly experience what I am talking. Total revolution must be wholly unconscious, not voluntary, not brought about by any action of the will. Will is still the desire, still the ‘me’, the self, at whatever level you may place that will. The will of action is still the desire, and therefore it is still the ‘me’, and when I suppress myself in order to be good, in order to achieve, in order to become more noble, it is still desire, it is still the action of the will trying to transform itself, to put on a different clothing, it is still the will of the ‘me’ trying to achieve a result.


Please, if I may request, listen not merely to the verbal effect but also to the deeper significance of the words. Most of us do not listen at all. You are listening to my words, to my ideas, to what I am going to say, through your own interpretations, through your own experience; that is not listening, that is like looking through a dark glass; therefore, you see nothing as it is. Similarly, we listen with a conclusion, with the previous knowledge, experience which is always translating what is being said; therefore, you are really not listening. The problem of listening is extraordinarily difficult because consciously or unconsciously, we do not want to listen because there is the fear of something happening, some new idea taking place unconsciously which will produce revolution. So, we only hear words without much significance. But if we can listen wisely—which is to listen without translation, without interpretation—then perhaps what I have said and what I will be presently saying will have a deeper significance.


It is very important to bring about a radical change, a revolution first, obviously, in ourselves—which is, in action, in relationship—which will produce a revolution in outward valuations. But the necessary and absolute revolution, a total and complete revolution, is not at all possible through the action of the will because will is essentially a process of desire, and the action of the will is conditioned. That word conditioning implies limited. I will change according to my conditioning, however wide, narrow, limited that conditioning may be. So my will to change is limited according to my conditioning, according to my desire, and the change produced by the will of action is limited and therefore never radical. If we are concerned and if we have given thought to this problem at all, the change must be radical, not superficial, because the problems which we have at present are so great that they need to be tackled radically, not superficially, not as a Hindu, as a Catholic, communist, Theosophist, or something or other. They must be approached totally differently, and because we are not doing it, we are creating more problems and not less. So we are concerned not only with the reduction of the problems, with the resolution of the problems, but also with the radical transformation of man’s attitude, values, and process of thinking. We must obviously find a way in which change comes into being without volition. You understand the problem? Please follow this because if you do not understand this, what will come after will have very little meaning.


We only know conscious effort, the conscious acquiring of a technique in order to produce a change. That is all we know. The conscious, active drive to change is born out of desire, and that desire is everlastingly conditioned; and if I change voluntarily or involuntarily from that basis, from that function, from whatever idea—however noble or ignoble, however brotherly or the opposite—it is bound to produce more problems. We know this, we are aware of it. But, have we given serious thought to it at all? So, seeing that, how is it possible to bring about revolution basically, radically, without introducing the action of the will? You see the problem? I want to change, and my whole education, social environment, influence in which I have been educated, is acquisitiveness; our social structure and the religious upbringing are based on acquisition. Now, I see that, and I want to change, but not superficially, not through any action of will. Because will is still the result of acquisition, and therefore when the will says, “I will bring about action,” that action will produce a change, but that change will still be the acquisitiveness.


How am I to produce, to bring about a radical transformation without the action of the will? That is an important question to put to yourselves. I see that every action produced by the will is limited, and therefore productive of greater misery and greater problems. Yet there must be a radical change. Is the radical change possible without the action of will? Let us put the problem differently.


We use function to acquire status. I use office as a means of psychological power. I am an official, a teacher, an engineer—which are all function—and I use that function as a means of acquiring position, prestige, power—which is status. Most of us use, practically all of us use, function to acquire status, which is power. So there is conflict between the various functions because each one of us is seeking through function a psychological result. I hope you are following all this. So, in society, we are creating conflict, confusion, and competition psychologically, using the function to acquire position. There must be function because otherwise we cannot live; the problem then is how not to acquire through function, status. So, we devise various means to control man, to limit him to function and not exude his desire towards status, position, which brings about calamity between each other. So, through various forms of social sanctions, religious edicts, the status, which is the power, is held, controlled—which again is the same problem, only that is inaction. So when we are concerned with the problem of radical revolution, have we not to understand all these problems, all these issues and whether there is a possibility of change without the action of will? I say change is possible without the action of will. That is the only change, none other is change, none other is revolution. But to understand that, it requires a great deal of insight, a great deal of meditation—not the meditation of shutting eyes, gazing at a picture or image, or an imaginary phrase, but the meditation that reveals this whole process of effort.


That is, if you are really listening now to what I am saying, you will be meditating; you are meditating because through that listening, that watchful observation of what I am saying and watching your own mind in operation, you see how in everything you do there is the effort to change—which is the ‘will of action’—and as you listen very quietly, you see that the ‘will of action’ comes to an end. Therefore, with that very ending of the will to act, is the beginning of radical transformation. Please listen.


The action of will is the ‘me’, and whatever clothes, whatever change, whatever hopes, failures, sorrows the ‘me’ has, the ‘me’ wants, it is still within the field of the ‘me’. So, in that, there is no revolution, and the ‘me’ is the action of the will. When the ‘me’ says, “I must not be ambitious. I must not be envious,” the will that says, “I must not,” wants to be something else, negatively or positively. Therefore, it is still the ‘me’. If you have really understood it—that is, if you are listening to it—you will see that the will of action comes to an end, and with that ending there is a radical transformation; then you are no longer concerned with the ‘me’ changing. For instance, I am envious, and I act upon envy in order to change it, to change what is. But if there is an understanding of that, there is the cessation of the will of action, then there is only the fact that I am envious. If there is no obstruction, no resistance, no judgment, no condemnation, which are all the process of will, then that fact has no longer any significance, that fact does no longer affect the whole process of your thinking. So there is the cutting away, at the root, of the problem of acquisitiveness, which no superficial, economic, communist, or any other kind of revolution can bring about.


So, really, this understanding demands a great deal of attention, self-knowledge—self-knowledge being the observation of what you are in your relationship from moment to moment. Mere observation, not trying to change what is, is to see yourself in your relationship with your wife, your servant, your boss; is to see in a mirror what it is and not to bring the will of action upon it. Then you will find that a change comes into being unconsciously which is the radical revolution, which is not brought about by the conscious mind, and I assure you that the greatest miracle is to see and the thing ceasing to have any effect. So the mind becomes innocent, free; and it is only in such a free, innocent mind that reality can come into being. No search under the will of action can make the mind tranquil; the mind is tranquil only when it has understood the whole process of the will, the action of the will to be. The will to change comes to an end not through any form of compulsion but only when the mind really understands. When it is understood, there is an astonishing change, a revolution which is transcendental, which is not of the mind. It is only that revolution that can build a new house, and without that revolution, they labor in vain that build, they are mischief-makers, they produce sorrow, they multiply problems. Therefore, it is very important for you and me to understand this whole problem of effort.


Perhaps you would like to ask questions out of this talk. If not, I have some written questions.


Questioner: How can a cessation of effort be brought about?


KRISHNAMURTI: That is what I have been talking about.


Questioner: You advocate a small school for educating the young. But even in a small school several teachers are necessary, one for each subject. How can such a school be maintained in these days?


KRISHNAMURTI: So, what is the function of a teacher? Is it merely to impart to the student a subject, a specialized knowledge, which means therefore, you must have innumerable teachers, one for each subject, for English, mathematics, geography, history, physics, and all the rest of it. That is, if each teacher imparts only his specialized knowledge, naturally you must have many teachers for a small school. If the teacher is merely a specialized entity, then he is not an educator because he is only concerned with his subject and knows nothing else, and therefore you must have many specialized human beings to teach the children. But even the teacher who has his own special knowledge—knowledge of his own subject—if he is intelligent, can teach other subjects too, can he not?


Sirs, our difficulty in the modern world is we want immediate results, immediate success. We do not think in long terms, we think in short terms. We want our sons and daughters to pass the examination in order to get a job; that is all that we are concerned with. So we create an educational structure where this specialist exists. But if we look at the long term—that is, see the implication of educating children—then the teacher is not only the giver of information on his subject but he must also be an intelligent, fearless human being. So the problem is not the multiplication of many teachers to teach but teachers themselves having the capacity, intelligence, so that they can partake in different subjects. After all, this is not very difficult; if you are sufficiently intelligent, you can teach not only mathematics but also history. But neither the teacher nor the parent nor the society is intelligent. We do not really love our children. If we did, we would take care of so many things—of their diet, of the kind of teachers, the kind of school—and we would all be concerned with the larger problem. What is the point of education if the educated need be in arms, become lawyers or policemen—which are ways of destruction. They are the people who perpetuate wars.


So we educate children to die. So that problem must be tackled, but not just verbally, and it is not for me just to say how to do it, how to run a school with a few teachers. It is your problem as a parent, and unfortunately you are not interested in it. So the teacher, the low-paid entity who is kicked around, who is the least intelligent, has the greatest responsibility in any society. You have heard all this before, but you have never acted upon it because you are really not interested in your children, nor are you really interested in the whole problem of the freedom of the child. So, until you take the responsibility as a parent and see these things are worked out, no government is going to work them out for you. The government can only condition the children and make them more and more efficient either to run the industries or to join the army. So, the question is not how to have fewer teachers in a small school, but how to bring about in our relationship an intelligence which is not limited, which is not afraid, but which is really revolutionary, which is creative.


Questioner: Does not the mind need verbal preparation before direct perception is possible?


KRISHNAMURTI: What is the mind? Please follow this. Listen to find out whether the mind can ever perceive directly anything true. The questioner wants to know whether the mind must not be prepared verbally to understand the words in order to perceive what is true. That is, does not the mind need verbal preparation before direct perception is possible?


Is perception, direct perception, made by the mind, the mind as it is? We have to find out what is the mind. The mind is memory, is it not, the memory of all that you have learned from childhood and all the experiences of the conditioning, of the beliefs, dogmas, fears, hopes, longings. That is, the mind is thought, is it not? Without thought, there is no mind, and thought is based on the past—the past being memory, the past being time, the past being experience. To express all that experience, all that memory, you need words to communicate. So word, memory, experience, time, is mind, which is, essentially, thinking—thinking based on memory, the memory of pain and pleasure, the memory of a mind that is ambitious, that seeks power, position, prestige, uses others. That is the mind we have. Now you say that I must perceive with that mind, and you ask if I must not be verbally prepared to see what is true.


What do we mean by preparation verbally?—learning new words, learning the significance of conditioning, a definition, a conclusion, learning new authorities instead of old authorities, the tradition? Some kind of verbal preparation is necessary, is it not?—not the conclusions, not a definition, but to know the meaning of words. Otherwise, you and I could not communicate. I want to tell you something; you want to tell me something; I translate what you are saying in terms of my conditioning, of my conclusion, of my tradition; then there is no possibility of communicating, you with me or I with you. But if I am prepared to put away all my conclusions and listen to the words which you are using, then I do not merely stick to the words but go behind and see the whole content beyond; such an insight requires consideration, it needs alertness, watchfulness. So a mind that is merely caught in thought, in words, in memory, can never perceive what is true; it is not still. The mind that is made still through your absurd meditations, compulsions, resistance, is not a still mind; it is a dead mind. But the mind that is really still is astonishingly active, alive, potent—not towards anything in particular. It is only such a mind which is verbally free—free from experience, from knowledge. Such a mind can perceive what is true, such a mind has direct perception which is beyond time.


The mind can only be silent when it has understood the process of time and that requires watchfulness, does it not? Must not such a mind be free, not from anything, but be free? We only know freedom from something. A mind that is free from something is not a free mind; such freedom, the freedom from something, is only a reaction, and it is not freedom. A mind that is seeking freedom is never free. But the mind is free when it understands the fact, as it is, without translating, without condemning, without judging; and being free, such a mind is an innocent mind, though it lived 100 days, 100 years, having all the experiences. It is innocent because it is free, not from anything, but in itself. It is only such a mind that can perceive that which is true, which is beyond time.


Questioner: What is meant by the love of God which is advocated by many books and teachers?


KRISHNAMURTI: I wonder what would happen if you had no books, no teachers. Would you be ignorant? Is there freedom from ignorance if you have the capacity to quote, to compare? Surely, mind which is thought ceases to function when it is caught in a conclusion, it is not active when it is held in a definition.


You want to know what the love of God is, as advocated by books and teachers. Now, suppose you do not have any advocate, would you want to know what love is?—not the love of God because, for us, love of God is the hate of man. Sir, you laugh. But that is a fact. If you really love God and love man, you would not have all these absurd religions, all the innumerable rituals, temples. That is not love of God. Because you do not know what love is, you worship God. You put flowers, you sacrifice, you worship an engraved image, made by the hand or by the mind, and you call that love of God. That is not love, that is fear. Praying for success in this world and the world next is a sign of mediocrity. But the love of God is the love of man; the beginning is the love of man; because we do not know that, we turn to some mysterious thing called God and try to find out what that love is. You will never find it because you do not love your neighbor, you do not know what love is, you do not love your children. Surely love must begin nearer and not far, and the difficulty with most of us is that we are too intellectual, too verbal, too conditioned in our thinking, which we call intellectual.


We have cultivated the brain; we have never thought of the heart; we have filled our minds with words, and we try to fill our heart with the word of love. So, surely, to understand what love is—which is not merely the love of man to man or woman or child, but beyond all this—we must begin with that which is near, must we not? If I do not understand myself, my mind, how can I understand that which is far more complex, more extraordinary, more mysterious? We seek the mysterious and give it all kinds of significance. If we can understand the mystery of ourselves, then we will find that it leads to one of the most astonishing mysteries in life, to the greatest mystery which is God, which is truth. But that truth, that God, is not of the mind. It comes into being when I understand myself, when there is no hate, when there is no fear. It is only when there is the cessation of hate, and not the transformation of hate into love, that there is a possibility of the mind being free from hate and fear; then only it is possible to know what that love is which is not merely sensual love of the senses. But that action implies self-knowledge and meditation.


Meditation of the heart is the beginning of wisdom. But to meditate, one requires essentially to understand the meditator—which is you, the thinker. Therefore it is essential to have self-knowledge, to know yourself in all your talks, in all your motives, in all your words, in your relationship, to know what you are from moment to moment. That is meditation, that is the beginning of meditation. Without that, do what you will—concentrate, go beyond, do all kinds of tricks—they are not meditation, they are escapes from reality, they lead to illusion. So, the beginning of meditation is self-knowledge, which is wisdom.


December 20, 1953


Seventh Talk in Madras


I think most of us must be very concerned in a world that is divided between the Catholics and the communists, the capitalists and the socialists, a world divided as Orient or Occident. In a divided world like this, the grave concern for those who are thoughtful must be “What to do and what is the right action?” It is not so much what to do but how to think about the whole problem.


It seems to me important to inquire into what to do because that question “What to do?” obviously springs from the desire to follow a certain course of action. The implication of what to do is, is it not, “Tell me the way, show me the way to act in a confused world of this kind where the Christian, the Hindu, the Buddhist, the Muslim, the communist, each has an idea, an ideology, utopia, belief, a dogma.” Each one of us belongs to one or the other of these. We think that if we follow our particular system, we can shape the world, bring about clarity, a sense of well-being, individually as well as collectively. So, the following of a particular system, the action that springs from that system is what most of us are concerned with. So we ask, “What has an individual to do?” Now, is that the problem: What to do? Please have patience and let us think out this problem together because what I may suggest may be entirely different, and if you do not follow sufficiently, attentively, closely, you might miss it, and you will ask questions that will be irrelevant to the point.


Instead of thinking “What to do?” must there not first be the feeling of ‘ourness’, “It is our world, not the Christian, not the Hindu, Buddhist, or the communist, but it is our world, yours and mine”? You follow? We have not that feeling. We are Hindus and we want the Hindu world, or we are Muslims and want the Muslim world, or the communists the communist world, or the Christian the Christian world—each desiring to make a world according to his ism. But no one thinks of it as “It is our world, something that you and I can build together, and that it is your responsibility as well as mine to build it.” The feeling “it is ours” is as you would have when you enter your house—a feeling of care, of love of the earth and the things thereof, the extraordinary feeling that you have when something belongs to you and you nourish it, you care for it, you want to protect it, guide it, help it. You have none of these feelings. You have only ideas, systems, philosophies, and according to those, you want the world to live, to be, to exist. You have not the feeling that it is our world, that you and I are building it together, not as Christians, or Hindus, or communists, or socialists, but as two human beings.


That is a very complex problem, developing each other’s intelligence to meet the problem. All that is totally denied when we say, “What am I to do?” The feeling that it is our world is an extraordinary feeling; it is not a sentimental or emotional feeling but a true feeling, a feeling that you have about a tree that is in your garden, a pet, a dog, a cat, a human being. When you consider something as yours, think of the extraordinary care you bestow on it! Without cultivating that extraordinary feeling that it is ours—our world, our earth, our rice field, mango tree, the richness of the earth-—we turn to ideas, systems, and thereby hope to build a different world. What is important nowadays is not the technological issue of how to run the world; that is very simple because we have got all the machinery, all the science, the information, the know-how of what to do with things. But as long as the world is divided—Christian, Hindu, communist, socialist, the Orient, the Occident—we shall never solve this problem. So it seems to me that the most important thing is not what to do but to bring about this feeling that it is our world, our earth, our garden. From that extraordinary, vital feeling we can discuss what to do; then I do not think that question, “What to do?” will ever arise.


So I would like this evening to discuss the problem, “What is it that prevents this extraordinarily rich feeling, rich mind, this rich freedom, the abundancy of it when we feel it is our world?” There is only one culture; the forms may vary, the expressions may vary, but there is only one feeling which creates the thing though it may be expressed in different ways, Orient or Occident. But without the feeling, that astonishing sense of this world as yours and mine to build together, we shall not succeed in creating a different world in which, though there may be inequality, the psychological distinction of status is gone. That is what I want to discuss, if we can, this evening.


The problem is this: What is it that prevents this rich feeling that this world is ours, that it is happy to live in a world which is so abundant, on earth that is so productive and that does not belong to some greedy, avaricious capitalists or lawyers or is not under the power of some commissars? What is it that prevents this thing? That is what we ought to go into and see if we cannot, not temporarily, but radically, cut away that impediment.


One of the most difficult things in all our culture, either of the Orient or of the Occident, is the psychological attitude towards life. We are all followers. We follow, and therefore, we create a world of hierarchy. Though you are all followers of various forms of hierarchy, please listen to what I am saying. Do not just brush it aside and say, “It is one of his pet aversions, pet complexes, conditioning.” We are not discussing inequality, because the world is unequal, not equal. You have more brains than I have. You are totally different from me in many ways. You have gifts which I have not. You appreciate beauty, music, and the things of refinement, and I do not. Below me, there are still people unequal and who have no such gifts, capacity, intelligence as I have. So there is inequality; it is a fact which you and I must accept and not brush aside. You may develop your capacity to an astonishing extent; I may have very little, and I do not know what to do with it. It is no good trying to bring about equality in that, but we can approach the inequality quite differently. Inequality ceases when there is no comparison, when I do not compare myself with you or with another.


We have to accept the inequality as a fact, but it is much more important to break down the hierarchical attitude towards life—the high and the low, the Master, the guru, the worship of authority, either of Shankara or any one of the leaders—to cut down this sense of acceptance, following. Following is all we know, is it not?—“Tell me what to do and I will try to do it.” You have innumerable examples of saints, saviors; and you imitate them, try to follow them. In the very attitude of following, you have set up authority. This hierarchical attitude towards life, this authoritarian justification, evaluation, is one of the most fundamental causes of all division in this world, and until we really tackle that problem, not accept it, but understand it, see the significance of it, go into it profoundly in ourselves, psychologically, inwardly, we shall not be the creators of a new world. This world will not be our world, yours and mine; it will be somebody else’s world according to somebody else’s ideas, systems. What we are talking about is of radical revolution and not mere substitution of authority.


So, as long as there is authority, the psychological authority of superior and inferior, the one who knows and the one who does not know, the one who does not know follows the other in order to be safe, to be secure. That is why we follow. All our systems of authority are based upon following psychologically, spiritually, and inwardly. I am talking not of an engineer who knows how to build; he is merely an engineer and I treat him as an engineer, as a function; psychologically, I do not follow him. But the moment I create the psychological, inward, authoritarian value, build a hierarchy of ideas, of people, we shall not create a new world; it will be a most destructive world, as before, with wars and divisions; it will not be our world—yours and mine. So it is your problem, our problem, to discuss this, to find out the truth of it and break it down entirely, totally, in ourselves and to eradicate it. Why do we follow a guru, a Master, one who is going to lead us to truth? We follow for the obvious reason that he will help us to get through—getting through is the method—and that which he will give or point out and to which he will guide is safety, happiness, security, and certainty. That is all we are concerned with. We call that certainty, that happiness, that goal as God, truth, or some other name. But in essence, fundamentally, what we want is the sense of being secure psychologically, inwardly certain; and wanting that, we follow. So we create authoritarian values, the Master, the disciple; and we believe we are gradually achieving Masterhood. But behind the desire, the urge, is this immense craving for certainty. It is a psychological fact that when you follow, you seek certainty, success, like when you follow your boss in a factory or in a school. You know very well why you are doing it. You may totally disagree with him, but you want to be economically or psychologically secure. So the following creates a hierarchy in our thinking—socially, mentally, and emotionally. We create it. Watch the way you talk to your servants and the way you approach your boss, spiritual or otherwise, with clasped hands or garlands. But with the servant you have a special language, with a kick. You talk of brotherhood. It is all phony because you psychologically want to be sure that you will come ultimately to be a master, to have reached the level which the others have not, in which you are well-entrenched, certain, assured. So you create a world of authority. All religions are based on that, are they not? All societies which preach brotherhood follow Masters. They are essentially authoritarian.


Now, those who are concerned have this problem—not how to live without authority but why does the mind create an authority, and can the mind drop authority? Please follow this a little bit closely. I follow authority. My guru, my law, whatever it is, is my authority. I have the hierarchical outlook: “You are nearer the Master; I am going to follow you, the priest, the bishop” who has not only economic division but also spiritual division. I see the whole absurdity of authority and that to follow authority is not spiritual; I see it is gross, material, materialistic, though clothed under the spiritual words of brotherhood, love, and all that nonsense. I want to break away from it; I break away from it when I see the impossibility of intelligence working while following authority, so I drop following authority. Then, through action, I want to prove to myself that I have dropped it; I leave the society, or I say to myself that I must not follow anybody, that I must not follow any spiritual leader, though economically I may have to follow someone a little bit painfully; there are going to be no more spiritual leaders for me because it is all nonsense. It is very important to understand this.


To follow another—a guru, a tradition, an ideal—is the most destructive thing you can possibly do because you are then destroying, by comparing, your own intelligence, your own freedom, and the discovery of what is real. When you compare yourself with another, you want to become like him, to have power, position, prestige, patronage like him. You have this constant urge to become better and better, in which there is no end. So, you really do not understand what you are. Ideals also create hierarchy—the one who is nearer and the other who is not nearer. So if I am at all serious, if I am at all earnest in my endeavor, I understand this whole process of living. I drop the following of another. But, I want to prove to myself that I have dropped. That is what we are concerned with. I follow, then I drop following; then I want to be sure that I have dropped following—my action is going to show it, I will no longer do rituals because that is tradition, that is based on hierarchy, imitation. The very process of authoritarian judgment, of valuation, is imitation, copying, comparing. To prove to myself that I have dropped the authoritarian evaluation, I am going to find out through action if I have dropped it or not; I am going to give up rituals, I am going to give up Masters, to drop being a member of a particular sect of society because, through action, I am going to prove to myself that I have dropped it. That is it. You follow? To me, action is proof that I am sincere in what I believe, is it not?


I believe hierarchy to be the most stupid way of acceptance, of hierarchical judgment, values, following; and I wish to prove it to myself, and I think that I must do certain things, and I do those things—which shows that I am an honest person in my thought, in my outlook because I have shown it through my action. I may have lost my job because of this, but I feel I am very honest because I am following what I think to be true. But if you go behind that action through which you want to see whether you have dropped the hierarchical principle or not, you will find that, through action, you are seeking certainty, that you are doing the right thing. You understand? I followed in order to be certain, in order to be assured that I was doing the right thing, not making a mess of my life. That is why I follow another. Now I see the absurdity of it and drop following, but through action, I want to be assured that I am doing the right thing by not following. So I have not changed at all. Only I have changed my coat. I used to follow but I do not follow now, yet the inner ‘me’ is still the same because I want to be sure that I will thrive in not following. Therefore, though I have discarded authority, I have created another form of authority. So what we are concerned with is the action that proves that I am honest, and the honesty is the sign of certainty. You see how the mind deceives itself.


I have followed, I have given up certain things which the spiritual bosses demanded, I have dropped following. Now, I want to prove to myself that I am not following by doing certain things—behind which is the fact that I still want to be sure of the sense that I am doing the right thing. You understand, sirs, what I am talking about? You have followed, and you see that the very nature of following is criminal, unspiritual, disintegrating and will lead you to nowhere. So you say to yourself, “I had better listen to that man; he has reputation, etc., so I had better be quite sure that I drop that, and through action, prove to myself that I am not following.” So you are concerned with action that will show that you are honest, and being honest is to be certain. You understand?


You follow to be certain, you give up to be certain. So you have not changed at all. You have played a trick. The mind has played a trick upon you. The mind creates illusion when it seeks to be certain. But it is only a radical revolution of the mind which is going to create a new world and not an illusion.


You have followed, you have created illusion, a hierarchy. If you follow another, you cannot like to be yourself. If you follow another, there is no self-knowledge. If you follow another, however noble, wise, you will not know the workings of your own mind, and without knowing, without self-knowledge, there is no wisdom. So, if there is a desire to be certain, the mind creates an illusion. Now what we are concerned with is the power to create illusion from which there is action. If there is to be a fundamental, deep revolution, this power of creating illusion must stop, which means really that the desire to be certain—the psychological demand for safety, for assurance, for encouragement—must come to an end.


So, if you say that you are following and then dropping it, and through that your mind is still craving to be certain, what are you to do? It is the mind that wants to prove to itself, through action, that it is doing the right thing. That is all we know, is it not? That is all our life. Action will prove that I am honest, that I am respectful, that I am this. But the proof of your action is born of this illusion, the escape of the mind which wants to be certain.


If you have followed so far, the next thing that is important is not to prove to yourself that you have dropped the ugly, authoritarian evaluation or to find out whether you are following but to find out if you have radically cut at the root of the problem—which is that the mind, as long as it follows its own ideals, its own demands to be certain, its own cravings, will create illusion, and the cutting away of the power to create this illusion is what we are concerned with. You might say, “What has all this long, complicated talk to do with action? I want to know what to do and you tell me all this rigmarole.” But without this rigmarole, your action will lead to mess, confusion, as it is doing now. So, what is important is to see the fallacy of following and to cut it, to drop following, and not to want to prove to yourself through action that you are not following. When we want action to convince us, we want action to spring from the known; we have no action springing from the unknown. It is the action that is springing from the unknown that is the liberating, creative action, not the action that is born from the known saying, “I have given up, and I am going to show that to myself.” You can be sincere and yet be caught in illusion. You can prove to yourself that you are doing the right thing, but the doing of the right thing will be the outcome of an illusion.


So action born from freedom, freedom from all authority, is creative. We can build together, and then you and I can say we have no spiritual authority, and we can build this world which is yours and mine. You are not my spiritual leader. You may know a little about mathematics, build houses, bridges, by stresses and strains, but you are not my authority spiritually, I am not following you. Therefore, you and I are discovering together how to build this world because it is our world. It is only the mind that is free from all authority that can do this. Because we have been wrongly educated, because we have been conditioned so heavily in authority, we think that freedom will come at the end. So what is important is to understand the process of the mind—the ways of its thought, how it creates illusions, but not what are illusions—and to understand that there is the creation of illusion as long as the mind wants certainty. This certainty creates the follower and the leader; and the moment you have that relationship of the follower and a leader, you will create a world in which there will be no sense of yours and mine, of our world. There will not be that feeling. There will be the commissars, warmongers, the capitalists, exploiters—spiritual or otherwise. If you want to understand all this process, you have to go into this problem of action.


Perhaps you will ask questions from this talk. If not, I have got some questions written down.


Questioner: A vast number of people are inclined to think that another is more intelligent than themselves, and therefore they follow.


KRISHNAMURTI: Sirs, what is intelligence? Does intelligence consist in comparison? If you follow this for a minute, you will see. When a teacher in a school compares one boy with another, is he making him intelligent by comparison, or is he destroying him by comparing him with the cleverer boy? You understand, sirs? Are you not destroying by comparing one boy with another boy, one human being with another human being? When you compare yourself with another, the master with the disciple, by all these ugly horrors, are you not destroying yourself? Is that destruction intelligence? So, what is intelligence? Intelligence is that state when you are not comparing. In understanding what you are, you do not really compare yourself with somebody else. But in a school imparting the so-called education in which all of us have been brought up and in which we have all been conditioned, we are always comparing. Therefore we are destroying that thing by the way we talk. When you compare your sons—the elder with the younger—and you want the younger to work, to imitate, to copy, to struggle, to push up, to be as good as the elder, it means really that the younger is not important at all; you have an idea what the elder is, and you are pushing the younger into that. You call that education, you call that intelligence!


So to have this radical revolution, there must be no comparison. Surely, we are human beings, sirs. You are as good as I am. We are human beings, suffering, struggling, and understanding. You are not my Master, I am not your follower. To create a new world we must think of all this totally differently. I can only think totally differently when I do not compare. I am what I am. I want to understand what I am. I may be the greatest idiot; I want to understand what I am because out of this idiocy something marvelous would come, but if I smothered it, I remain an idiot for the rest of my life.


So, sirs, if there is to be radical revolution there must be radical thinking, and thinking does not come by mere action. Action is not the proof of the integrity of thought. The integrity comes when you understand what you are, whatever you are. You cannot understand what you are if you are comparing, judging, beating about. To look at things as they are is the greatest thing, and therefore a free mind will not create any illusion.


Questioner: Is not the idea of one world a utopia?


KRISHNAMURTI: I did not say anything about one world. I talked of the world that is ours. That is not utopia. You can make it into a utopia, an ideal which you are practicing, all the nonsense which are escapes from the actual fact that it is our world. You and I are living in the world, but we do not know how to live in it together. I say it is only possible to make that world ours when we have not a leader and a follower.


Questioner: If we give up authority, what is it we are living for? In giving up authority, is there another form of security?


KRISHNAMURTI: That is just what I have been talking about all this evening. A mind that follows security and the demand for security creates hierarchy in the authority, which is the poison of our present society. That is very clear. It is not giving up that matters but the desire to be certain. I want to be certain that I am living rightly according to the Bhagavad-Gita, according to the Master, according to Stalin, according to somebody else. I want to live rightly and so I ask you, ask the Masters behind the hills, ask the gurus round the corner. So the moment I want to be certain, secure, I have created an authority, and that is the greatest illusion which the mind can create because it destroys freedom and therefore creativeness.


Sirs, how many of you are really free from imitation? You all know the Bhagavad-Gita by heart. You do not know anything about yourself, or if you know about yourself, it is from Shankara. Sirs, you live and you all aspire to a noble life—which is, copying, imitating, and repeating; and that is what you call a noble life. But you never discover for yourself what you are, you never discover truth. You may say you are a great soul, atma, as stated by Shankara or Buddha—that is all nonsense because that is repetition that is false. Even though Shankara or Buddha said it, you have to find the truth through everyday discovery, from moment to moment.


Questioner: What is spontaneous action?


KRISHNAMURTI: This is not the moment for that. We are discussing this spontaneous mind in which there is no authority, in which there is no sense of security. I will not answer that question now.


Questioner: If everybody thinks of his individual liberty, then where is the question of feeling ‘ourness’?


KRISHNAMURTI: Are you individually free? You are conditioned, you are not a free individual. But to understand your conditioning, to understand it fully, requires a great deal of work, does it not? Freedom is not a thing that you can easily buy. You do not know what it means. When you talk of freedom, you think you must be free according to me or according to the pattern or according to the idea. All that is not freedom. Freedom means something entirely different. It means being free in itself. There is such a state of being free in itself and not from something. That is what I have been talking about, being free, not free of authority, of the hierarchy; because, you have cut at the root of authority, and that is going to produce action. The cutting is going to produce action, and there is not the action that is going to prove that you have cut it. If you really understand what you are, then you will not want prestige, power, position, and patronage; you will not think of your individual liberty; you are free.


Questioner: May we know if you yourself have experienced that state of freedom?


KRISHNAMURTI: Sirs, why do you want to know? Please do listen. Do not laugh. I am not giving a clever, smart answer. You see how the mind works very cleverly. This is a meeting in which no discussion is possible. Discussions are over. Tomorrow will be the last day of the talks. The gentleman wants to know if I have experienced directly that freedom. Please see the importance of that question and the implications of that question. Is it setting up of authority when I say, “Find out for yourself”? When I say there is, is that setting up of authority? If you followed it, it would be authority. But I am cutting at the very root of authority by saying, “Find out for yourself. Do not follow another.” Why do we ask such questions?


The gentleman says that you should not follow what I say. What have I said that you should follow? I have pointed out to you, if you have followed the talk, the workings of your minds, the operations of deception, how the mind thinks it has given up when it actually has not given up, how the mind creates illusion. I have not told you what to do. Therefore you are not following. I am showing the ways of your own mind. I have several times said to you to follow nobody, including myself. To follow anybody, including myself, is the most destructive, deteriorating factor in life. But do not misapply.


It is very interesting to find why this gentleman said, “We are not going to follow,” and why the other asked, “Do you know that freedom?”


Questioner: The gentleman who says, “Give up authority,” clings to authority.


KRISHNAMURTI: I am afraid you have not followed at all what I have been talking about. I said to you at the beginning of the talk that the mind creates authority and accepts it or rejects it, and the very rejecting of it and the seeking of proof is another form of authority. There is only one process, one way of looking at it, the dropping of it but not being convinced that you have dropped it. I went into the problem of how the mind works, and this really demands attention. It is really a process of meditation, not the attention of enforced thought, but the attention that comes when you are really interested in something which is of vital importance.


This question is a vitally important question because it is confronting the whole world, the commissar and the worker, the Pope and the layman. The whole problem is there. Do not brush it aside. That is what we are tackling, and to understand it you must follow it. There must be meditation. This is very important, not to be accepted or rejected, but which requires extraordinary insight, and that insight can only come when you understand the working of your mind, why the mind creates authority and accepts it or rejects it, and how the very rejecting of it is another form of authority. That is what we have been discussing. It is very important to see this thing as a whole and not because you belong to some society or because you have some power over somebody else. It is a complex problem that necessitates your thinking very deeply about it, and you cannot think deeply if you are attached to any authority.


December 26, 1953


Eighth Talk in Madras


For the last four weeks we have been discussing what, I think, is a very important problem, which is, the way of total revolution—not the method, not the system, not how to bring it about, but the necessity of such a state. There is a vast difference between the two: the method or how to bring about such total revolution in oneself, and seeing the importance and the necessity of total revolution. The way, the system, the method, will not bring it about because the method implies practice, repetition, routine, thereby bringing about a mediocre mind. But if one can see that it is essential to have total revolution in oneself—not at any one particular level of our consciousness, not the economic or social or environmental, but a total psychological revolution—if one can see the importance of it, the necessity of it, the urgency of it, then it will not be a conscious revolution but an unconscious, involuntary revolution. That is what we have been discussing through different angles, from different points of view.


I would like this evening, if I can, to discuss how is it possible to bring about a fresh mind, a new mind, a mind that is not condemned by the past, a mind that is not merely the outcome of a time process—how to bring about, how to have a mind unburdened, a mind totally innocent. That is necessary because all the leaders—economic, social, religious—have totally failed; because, we still have wars, appalling miseries in the world, starvation, social divisions, growing unemployment, overpopulation, and so on. Each of us who is at all serious has tried to solve these problems according to his knowledge, according to his experience, according to his system, according to the communist, socialist, capitalist, Catholic, or Hindu ideal; and we have not solved them. The problem is not that we have not fully, completely, practiced the ideals of Hinduism or Catholicism or capitalism or communism intelligently or continuously. Because, the ideals and the practicing of ideals make the mind incapable of meeting the fresh challenge, and the practicing is only a constant repetition, the dulling of the mind, making the mind mediocre, small, petty, and bringing about the pursuit of the ideal. So what matters is not the ideal nor a better system, nor the search for a better system, a better philosophy, a better leader; the very following of authority is destructive, is disintegrating.


Is it not necessary to have a fresh mind, not an open mind, but a totally new mind to meet all these problems? Is it possible? I do not know if you have asked this question of yourselves. We have always asked how to meet the problem, what methods we should adopt, what ideals we should practice, the way, but we never said to ourselves that we must have a new mind, a totally innocent mind that can meet the problems, a fresh mind uncluttered, a mind that can see the problem without any bias. So when we inquire into that, should we not go into that question of what is experience because it is the experience that is dulling the mind? That is, does experience, as we know it, help to meet this extraordinarily complex problem of living? If I may suggest, it is important to know how to listen. You are listening obviously from experience; you have conclusions, you have had innumerable experiences, various trials, sorrows, afflictions, and with that background you are listening, you are listening with a conclusion. Is that listening at all? If I listen to what you are saying—which may perhaps be new, different—with a mind already entrenched in a particular ideology, in a particular experience, in a specific knowledge, can such a mind listen? That may be one of our difficulties because I feel that if we can listen rightly, we shall be able to break down the whole process of the mind that is entrenched in a particular point of view. So there is an art of listening, and I think it is very important, especially when we are dealing with the problems that confront each one of us.


Various leaders—economic, social, spiritual, and so on—have not solved our problems, and no leader will ever solve our problems—no guru, no Master—because the problems are created by each one of us. The only person that could solve the problem is none other than each one of us, as there are no leaders any more. It may be that each one of us will become a leader to himself, and to bring about the leadership in oneself or to oneself as understanding, liberation, I think it is very important to inquire into this whole question of experience—that is, what our mind is. The mind is the result of experience not only of these few years but the experience of centuries of man, man throughout the world, not just here. There is this process of experience going on all the time. After all, life is experience, living is experience; there is the impact of life all the time going on whether you are conscious or unconscious of it. When you walk down the street, when you meet a person, when you read, listen to music, when you see the stars, the shades of the evening, when you talk, when you cry, when there is the anguish to find out—all that implies, does it not, experience, the impact of various reactions of the mind to those impacts. That is experience, and the experience is the outcome of our conditioning, is it not? That is fairly simple. I experience according to my background. The background is either the conscious or the unconscious, the residue of all thoughts, of all experiences, of all knowledge. After all, that is my mind, that is your mind. It is the storehouse of experience and that experience does not react to any new stimuli, any new challenge, but translates the new challenge, the new demand, according to its conditioning, according to its background. So, the new challenge, the new demand, the new problem only strengthens the background; it does not liberate the background. I think that is fairly clear, is it not?
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