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Preface


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


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


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


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


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


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


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









Banaras, India, 1962
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First Talk at Rajghat


I think most of us regard individual action as important. While there is so much collective action necessary, for most of us, the individual action is generally opposed to the collective action. Most of us regard that collective action is much more important and has greater significance for society than individual action. For us, individual action leads nowhere. It is not sufficiently significant, or creative enough, to bring about a definite change of order, a definite revolution in society. So we regard collective action as much more impressive, much more urgent than individual action. Especially technologically, mechanistically, in a world that is becoming more and more technically minded and mechanically minded, individual action has very little place. So, gradually, the importance of the individual diminishes, and the collective becomes all-important.


One can observe this taking place when the mind of man is being taken over, is being collectivized—if I may use that word—is being forced to conform much more than ever before. The mind is no longer free. It is being shaped by politics, by education, by religious organized belief and dogma. Everywhere throughout the world freedom is becoming less and less, and the individual is becoming less and less significant. You must have observed this, not only in your lives, but also generally, that freedom has withered away—freedom to think quite independently; freedom to stand up against something which you think is right, freedom to say no to established order, freedom to discover, to question, to find out for yourself. More and more, leadership is becoming important because we want to be told, we want to be guided; and unfortunately, when this takes place, corruption is inevitable; there is deterioration of the mind—not the technical mind, not the capacity to build bridges, atomic reactors, and so on, but deterioration of the quality of the mind that is creative. I am using that word creative in quite a different way. I do not mean creative in the sense of writing a poem or building a bridge or putting down, in marble or in stone, a vision that is being caught—those are mere expressions of what one feels or what one thinks. But we are talking of a creative mind in quite a different sense: a mind that is free is creative. A mind that is not bound by dogmas, by beliefs; a mind that has not taken shelter within the limits of experience; a mind that breaks through the barriers of tradition, of authority, of ambition, that is no longer within the net of envy—such a mind is a creative mind. And it seems to me that in a world where there is the threat of war, where there is general deterioration, not technologically, but in every other way, such a creative, free mind is necessary.


It is absolutely, urgently necessary to alter the whole course of human thought, of human existence, because it is becoming more and more mechanistic. And I do not see how this complete revolution can take place except in the individual. The collective cannot be revolutionary. The collective can only follow, can only adjust itself, can imitate, can conform. But it is only the individual, the ‘you’, that can break through, shattering all these conditionings, and be creative. It is the crisis in consciousness which demands this mind, this new mind. And apparently, from what one observes, one never thinks along these lines, but one is always thinking that more improvement—technological, mechanistic improvement—will bring about in some miraculous way the creative mind, the mind that is free from fear.


So in these talks—I believe there are going to be seven of them—we are going to concern ourselves not with the improvement of the technical processes which are necessary in the world of mechanistic action, which is collective, but rather how to bring about this creative mind, this new mind. Because in this country, as one sees, there is a general decline, except perhaps industrially, in making more money, in building railways, dredging canals, dredging rivers, iron works, manufacturing more goods—which are all necessary. But that is not going to bring about a new civilization. That will bring progress, but progress, as one observes, does not bring freedom to man. Things are necessary, goods are necessary; more shelter, more clothes, and more food are absolutely necessary; but there is the other thing also equally necessary—the individual who says no.


To say no is much more important than to say yes. We all say yes and we never say no and stand by no. It is very difficult to deny, and very easy to conform. Most of us do conform because it is the easiest way—to easily slip into conformity through fear, through desire for security, and thereby gradually to stagnate, disintegrate. But to say no requires the highest form of thinking, because to say no implies negative thinking—that is, to see what is false. The very perception of what is false, the clarity with which one sees what is false, that very perception is creative action. The denial of something, the questioning of something—however sacred, however powerful, however well-established—requires deep penetration, requires the shattering of one’s own ideas, traditions. And such an individual is absolutely essential in the modern world where propaganda, where organized religion, the make-believe is taking over. So, I do not know if you also see the importance of this—not verbally, not theoretically, but actually.


You know there is a way of looking at things. Either we look at them directly, experience the thing which we see, or we examine what we see, verbally, intellectually; we spin theories about what is and find explanations for what is. But without finding explanations, without mere judgment, which we will also come to later, to perceive directly something as false requires attention, requires all your capacity. And apparently—especially in this unfortunate country where tradition, authority, and the ancient so-called wisdom rule and dominate—that energetic quality to see what is false, to deny it and to stand by it seems to be utterly lacking. But to inquire into what is false requires a free mind. You cannot ask if you have committed yourself to a particular form of belief, to a particular form of experience, to a certain course of action. If you have committed yourself to a particular pattern of government, you cannot question, you dare not question, because you lose your position, your influence, the things that you are afraid of losing. And also when you are committed to a particular form of religion as a Hindu, a Buddhist or what not, you dare not question, you dare not tear through, destroy everything to find out. But unfortunately, most of us are committed politically, economically, socially, or religiously; and from there, from that commitment, we never question the very center, the very thing to which we are committed. Therefore, we are always seeking freedom in ideas, in books, in a lot of words.


So I would suggest, if I may, that while you are listening, you are not only hearing the words which are only a means of communication, a symbol which needs to be interpreted by each one, but also, through the words, discovering your own state of mind, discovering the things to which you are committed yourself, discovering for yourself the things to which you are tied hand and foot, mind and heart—actually discovering it and seeing whether it is possible to break down the things to which you are committed, to find out what is true. Because, I do not see otherwise how a regeneration is to take place in the world. There will be social upheavals—whether communistic or otherwise—there will be more prosperity, more food, more factories, more fertilizers, more engines, and so on. But surely that is not all life, that is only a part of life. And to worship and live in the fragment does not solve our human problems. There is still sorrow, there is still death, there is still anxiety, guilt, the aches of many ideas, hopes, despairs—they are all there.


So, in listening, I would suggest that it should be rather the listening of a mind which is self-examining—examining its own processes rather than listening to words with which it agrees or disagrees, which is of very little importance. Because we deal only with facts—the fact that human beings are becoming more and more mechanical; the fact there is less and less freedom; the fact that when there is confusion, authority is resorted to; and the fact that there is conflict outwardly as war and inwardly as misery, despair, fear. These are all facts, and we have to deal with them, not theoretically, but actually. So, what we are concerned with is how to bring about a change, a radical revolution in the individual, in the listener, because he is the only one that can be creative—not the politician, not the leader, not the important man; they have committed themselves, and they have settled down in a groove, and they want fame, they want power, position. You also may want them, but you are still feeling your way towards them; so, there is still some hope because you are not completely committed, you are not the big men of the land. You are still small people, you are not leaders, you have no tremendous organizations over which you are the bosses, you are just ordinary average men, and being fairly uncommitted, you have still some hope.


Therefore, it may be possible, though at the eleventh hour, to bring about this change in ourselves. And so, that is the only thing with which we are concerned: how to bring about this tremendous revolution within ourselves?


Most of us change through compulsion, through some outside influence, through fear, through punishment, or through reward—that is the only thing that will make us change. Do follow this, sirs, observe all this. We never change voluntarily; we always change with a motive, and a change through a motive is no change at all. And to be aware of the motives, of the influences, of the compulsions that force us to change, to be aware of them and to deny them is to bring about change. Circumstances make us change; the family, the law, our ambitions, our fears bring about a change. But that change is a reaction and therefore, really, it is a resistance, a psychological resistance to a compulsion; and that resistance creates its own modification, change; and therefore, it is no change at all. If I change or if I adjust myself to society because I expect something from society, is that a change? Or, does mutation take place only when I see the things that are compelling me to change, and see their falseness? Because, all influences, whether good or bad, condition the mind, and merely to accept such conditioning is inwardly to resist any form of change, any radical change.


So, seeing the world situation, not only in this country, but throughout the world—where progress is denying freedom, where prosperity is making the mind more and more secure in things and therefore there is less and less freedom, where religious organizations are taking over more and more the formula of belief which will make man believe in God or in no God—seeing that the mind is becoming more and more mechanistic, and also observing that the electronic brains and the modern technological knowledge are giving man more and more leisure—not in this country because we are fifty years or a hundred years behind, but it will come—seeing all this, we have to find out what is freedom, what is reality.


These questions cannot be answered by a mechanical mind. One has to put the questions to oneself fundamentally, deeply, inwardly, and find the answers for oneself, if there are answers—which means really questioning all authority. Apparently, that is one of the most difficult things to do. We never regard society as the enemy. We regard society as something with which we have to live, conform, and adjust ourselves; we never think it is really the enemy of man, the enemy of freedom, the enemy of righteousness. Do think about it, look at it. Environment, which is society, is destroying freedom. It does not want a man who is free. It wants the saints, the reformers who would modify, bolster up, uphold the social institutions. But religion is something entirely different. The religious man is the enemy of society. The religious man is not a man who goes to church or goes to a temple, reads the Gita, does puja every day—he is not really religious at all. A really religious man has got rid of all ambition, envy, greed, fear, so that he has a mind that is young, fresh, new, so as to investigate, to find out what is beyond all the things that man has put together and which he calls religion. But all this requires a great deal of self-inquiry, an inquiry into oneself, self-knowing; and without that foundation, you cannot go very far.


So, a mutation, a complete revolution, not a modified change, but a complete mutation in the mind is necessary. How to bring this about is the problem. We see it is necessary. Any man who has thought at all, who has observed the world conditions, who is sensitive to what is going on within himself and outside of himself, must demand this mutation. But how is one to bring it about?


Now, first of all, is there a “how”—the “how” being the method, the system, the way, the practice? If there is a way, if there is a method, if there is a system, and if you practice it in order to bring about a mutation, your mind is merely a slave to that system; your mind is shaped by that system, by that method, by that practice, and therefore can never be free. It is like saying, “I will discipline myself in order to be free.” Freedom and discipline do not go together—which does not mean that you have become undisciplined. The very “seeking freedom” brings its own discipline. But the mind that has disciplined itself in a system, in a formula, in a belief, in ideas—such a mind can never be free. So, one has to see from the very beginning that the “how,” which implies practice, discipline, the following of a formula, prevents mutation from taking place. That is the first thing that one has to see because practice, method, or system becomes the authority which denies freedom and therefore mutation. One has really to see that fact, see the truth of that. I mean by “seeing” not seeing intellectually, verbally, but being emotionally in contact with that fact. We are emotionally in contact with the fact when we see a snake; there is no question about it; there is a direct challenge and a direct response. In the same way one has to see that any system, however well thought out—it does not matter by whom—does deeply destroy freedom, does deeply pervert creation—not pervert, but stop creation—because system implies gaining, an achievement, arriving somewhere, a reward, and therefore the very denial of freedom. That is why you will follow somebody: because you pursue the medium through which you gain—the medium being some kind of discipline.


But one must see this fact that the mind must be absolutely free—whether it is possible or not, that is quite a different matter—that there must be freedom; otherwise, you become merely mechanical like any glorified machine. One has to see very clearly that freedom is essential. And it is only when there is freedom that you can discover if there is, or if there is not, God or something immense, beyond the measure of man. Then you will begin to question every system, every authority, every structure of society. And the crisis demands this mind. Surely, only such a mind can find out what is true. It is only such a mind that can find out if there is, or if there is not, something beyond time, beyond the things that man has put together in his thought.


All this requires immense energy, and the essence of energy is the denial of conflict. A mind that is lost in conflict has no energy, whether the conflict is within oneself or outside with the world. All this requires immense investigation and understanding. And I hope that we can do this in the next six meetings: to be aware of the fact and to pursue the fact to its end and see whether the mind, our mind, your mind, can be really free.




Question: How is one to know if one has changed at all?


KRISHNAMURTI: The gentleman wants to know: “How does one know if one has changed at all?” Even if it is a healthy change brought about by outward events, should it not be encouraged? How do you know anything? “How do you know you have changed?” is an important question—the gentleman says so. We will go into it. How do you know it? Either by direct experience, or you have been told about it. There are only two ways—someone tells you or informs you, or you have experienced yourself.


Now, is experience a criterion by which you know? Will your experience tell you what is true? Your experience is the response to a challenge, and that experience is according to your background. Surely, you respond according to your background—to every challenge; and your background is the result of innumerable influences, of a thousand years of propaganda, and that propaganda may be good or may be bad. That background is the result of your conditioning; that background is your conditioning, and according to that conditioning, you respond to every challenge, however small. Is that the criterion of good and bad, or is the good, the really healthy, outside the conditioning? You follow? This country is now beginning to worship flags, is becoming nationally conscious, and that is the new kind of conditioning that is going on.


Nationalism obviously is a poison because it is going to separate man and man. In the name of the flag, we are going to destroy people, not only in this country, but also in other countries as well. We think that it will be the rallying point which will bring unity to man, and that is the latest influence, the latest pressure, the latest propaganda. Now, without questioning that—merely accepting the influence of the daily newspaper or of the political leaders without questioning it—how will you find out whether it is righteous, whether it is true or false, whether it is noble or ignoble? There is no influence which is good; every influence can be bad. So, your mind has to be like a razor to cut through this to find out, to be sane in a mad world where false things are worshiped.


So, that is why you have to inquire into your own conditioning, and the inquiry is the beginning of self-knowing.




Question: Can we keep our mind free when we are in contact with nature?


KRISHNAMURTI: The gentleman asks: “Is it possible to be free when we are in contact with nature?” I do not quite understand this question. Perhaps he means that we are being constantly stimulated by outward events, by our senses, and every stimulus leaves a mark on the mind as memory; and how can we be free of this memory? That is—let me make the question clear to myself also—how can a human being who is receiving challenges all the time in the form of stimuli and is responding to them consciously or unconsciously from his background, from his memory—how can such a mind be free? And is it possible for such a mind to be free?


Now, may I put the question in a different way? I am not avoiding the question. I am putting it in a different way. Every experience leaves a mark on the mind as memory; every conscious or unconscious experience leaves a scratch which we call memory, and as long as that memory is in operation, can the mind be free?


What is the need for memory? I need to know where I live; otherwise, I could not get back home. I need to know how to build a house. I need to know how to run a bicycle, a motor. So, memory becomes essential in mechanical things, and that is why we create habits. Once I have a habit, I function without thinking, and that becomes mechanical. So, our life is gradually made mechanical through habit, through memory, through these so-called experiences which leave their mark. So, let us differentiate between the necessity of memory as mechanical and that of memory which is detrimental to further understanding. I need to know how to write; that memory is good. The English I am speaking is the result of memory; that is essential for communication. The technical knowledge, the know-how, of the things I have learned is necessary to run an office, to function in a factory, and so on. But when society, through culture, through tradition, imposes on the mind a certain belief, and according to that belief I function mechanically, are not that belief and that mechanical pursuit according to that belief detrimental to the mind and therefore denying freedom? You are Hindus. You have been told so for centuries. You have been brought up from childhood in believing certain things, and that has become automatic, mechanical. You believe in God absolutely—that is mechanical. Must you not deny the whole of that to find out? If you observe, you can deny all that, wipe out all that memory as being a Hindu.


So, there is freedom when you see the things that have been imposed upon you in thought, as an idea, as a belief, as a dogma—and you deny them and go into the whole process of denial, why you deny. Then out of that comes freedom, though you are mechanically functioning in the daily events of life.


You may say man is merely the result of environment—which you are. It is no good pretending you are not, and saying you are paramatma—a kind of propaganda which you swallow, which you have been told. So, the fact is that you are the result of environment—the climate, the food, the newspapers, the magazines, the mother, the grandmother, the religion, the society, the social and moral values. You are that, and it is no good denying that. That again is merely propaganda. One has to admit that, to see the fact of that, and to break through it. Is it possible to break through it? It is not possible verbally, theoretically. But if you go into it factually, step by step, deny totally being a Hindu or an Indian or a Christian or what you will—which means to inquire into the whole question of fear, which we are not going into now because that involves a great deal—then you can find out whether man can be free of not. Merely speculating about freedom is utterly useless.




Question: Does not thought function in symbols?


KRISHNAMURTI: The lady says: “Thought functions in symbols; thought is word, and is it possible to wipe away symbols and the word, and therefore let a new thought come into being?” Symbols and words have been imposed upon us through centuries upon centuries. Now, is it possible to be aware of the symbols and the source of those symbols and to go beyond them?


First of all, we must inquire not only into the conscious mind but also into the unconscious. Otherwise, we will merely be dealing with words—again with merely symbols, and not with actuality. There is only consciousness. We divide our consciousness into the conscious and the unconscious for convenience, but there is no actual division as such. We are dividing it for convenience. There is no such division as the conscious mind and the unconscious mind. The conscious mind is the educated mind which has learned the new language, the new technique—how to go to the office, how to run an engine—it has recently been educated to live in this world. The unconscious, comprising the deeper layers of that mind, is the result of centuries of racial inheritance, of racial fears, of the residue of man’s experience—collective as well as individual—the things that one has heard in boyhood, the things that one’s great-grandmother told one, the influences that one has gathered by reading a newspaper, of which one is not absolutely conscious. So, the influences, the past—whether the immediate past or ten thousand years past—all those have taken root in the unconscious. You do not have to agree with me. It is a psychological fact. It is not a matter of my invention with which you agree or disagree. This is so. It is so only if you have gone into yourself—not reading books and saying it is so. If you have gone into yourself very deeply, you are bound to come across this. If you have merely read books and come to a conclusion, then you have to agree or disagree—it has no importance at all.


All thinking is symbolic. All thinking is the result of, is the response to, your memory. That memory is very deep, and that memory responds in words, in symbols. And the lady asks: “Is it possible to be free of these symbols? Is it possible for the Christian to be free of the symbol of Jesus and the cross? Is it possible for the Hindu to be free of the idea of Krishna, the Gita, and all that?” The lady also asks: “How did these symbols arise?” You know it is much easier to get excited about the symbol rather than about reality. The symbol is the means of propaganda in the hands of the propagandist. The symbol is the flag, and you can get terribly excited about the flag. Now the symbol of Krishna, the symbol of the cross, and all the rest of it—how does it arise? Obviously, to make man behave in a certain pattern, to make man conform to authority through fear, because this world is a deteriorating world, a messy world, a confused world; and the cross and Krishna are symbols with which to escape from this world. The authority says, “Look to that, and you will be happy. Cultivate that, and you will become noble,” and all the rest of it. So, through fear, through the desire to be secure psychologically, inwardly, symbols come into being.


A mind that is not afraid inwardly, deeply, has no symbol. Why should it have a symbol of any kind? When the mind is no longer seeking security of any kind, why should it function in symbols? Then it is facing the fact and not an idea of the fact, which becomes the symbol. So, psychologically, inwardly, for most us, symbols become extraordinarily important. And the lady asks: “Is it possible not only to be aware of the symbols and their source but also of the fear?” I can say yes, but it will have no importance because it is my word against somebody else’s word. But if you can go deeply into yourself, think and be aware of all the thought-process—why you think, how you think, and whether there is such a thing as going beyond form—and inquire into all this, it will be your direct experience. And it is only such a mind which knows the source of the symbol, and which is free of the symbol and of the word—it is only such a mind which is free.




Question: Can a mind be free and yet have faith?


KRISHNAMURTI: The gentleman asks: “Can a mind that is free have faith?”


Obviously not. Faith in what? Why should I have faith in a fact? I see a fact, I see I am jealous. Why should I have faith and say that one day I will not be jealous? I am dealing with the fact, and the fact is I am jealous; and I am going to wipe it out. To find out how to do it—that is more important for me than to have faith in not being jealous, faith in the idea.


So, a mind that is inquiring into freedom destroys everything to find out. Therefore, such a mind is a very dangerous mind. Therefore, society is an enemy to such a mind.




Question: How is one to stop one’s mind from getting conditioned?


KRISHNAMURTI: The gentleman asks: “What is the concrete action that will arrest conditioning? What is the definite action that will stop a mind from being conditioned?”


It can only be stopped when you are aware of the conditioning processes. When you read the newspaper every day, as you do, in which nothing but politics is discussed, obviously that is being imprinted in your mind. But to read a newspaper and not be influenced, to see the world as it is and not to be influenced requires a very alert mind, a very sharp mind, a mind that can reason sanely, rationally, logically—which means a very sensitive mind.


Now, the question is how to bring about a sensitive mind. Sirs, there is no “how,” there is no method. If there were a method, it would be like taking a tranquilizer—you know what it is; it is a pill that will tranquilize all your troubles, put you to sleep. To be aware of all the difficulties—which is to know them, to watch them, just to feel them, not verbally but actually, to know them as you know your hunger, your sexual appetites—that very knowing, that very contact with the fact, makes the mind sensitive. To know that you have no courage—not that you must develop courage—to know that you cannot stand by yourself, to know that you cannot stand up for what you think, to know the fact that you have not the capacity brings you the capacity. You do not have to search for capacity.


January 1, 1962


Second Talk at Rajghat


I think we all realize that there must be some kind of change. The more intelligent, the more penetrating we are, the more demanding, the more urgent is the necessity for change; but we think, do we not, of change generally at a superficial level—change of circumstances, change of jobs, a little more money, and so on.


We are talking of change which is total, completely radical and revolutionary. To bring about such a change, we must ask fundamental questions. It is important to find out how to ask a question. We can ask questions which spring from a reaction. I want to bring about a certain change in myself or in society, and that change may be a real reaction. The question I ask myself may either be the result of a reaction, or a question which is not put through any reaction. There are only two ways to ask a question: one through reaction, and the other which is no reaction. If we ask questions out of reaction, we will invariably find superficial answers. To ask questions which are not out of reaction is very difficult because, perhaps, there is no answer. It may be only that there is a questioning without an answer; and that, it seems to me, is far more significant than to put a question which has an answer.


I would like to discuss this evening a change that is absolutely necessary for a mind that seeks complete, total revolution, a mind that demands complete freedom, if there is such a thing as complete freedom. And to inquire into it, I think we must first find out the total significance of authority because most of our minds are ridden by authority—the authority of tradition, the authority of the family, the authority of a technique, the authority of knowledge, the authority laid down by law, the sanctions of government and religion and social morality. These are all the various forms of authority which shape our mind. How far can the mind be really free from them, and what does it mean to be free? I would like to go into that because I feel that authority which is not completely understood destroys all thinking, distorts all thought, and that a mind that merely functions mechanically in knowledge is really incapable of going beyond itself.


And so, it seems to me, one has to ask oneself, or inquire into, the whole question of authority: why and at what level we obey the physical laws or the psychological experiences which become knowledge and guide us. Why should there be obedience? All governments, especially tyrannical governments, wish their citizens never to criticize their leaders. We can see very simply why tyrannical governments demand such absolute obedience. Also we can see why, psychologically, we follow authority—the authority of the guru, the authority of tradition, the authority of experience—which invariably breeds habit, a good habit or a bad habit, the resistance against the bad and the shaping by the good. A habit also becomes authority, like the authority of knowledge, of the specialist, of the policeman, of the wife over the husband or of the husband over the wife.


How far can the mind be free from such authority? Is it possible to obey law, a government, the policeman, and to be inwardly completely free from authority, including the authority of experience with its knowledge and memory? Please, if I may suggest, it would be a thousand pities if you merely listened to the talk verbally, intellectually, and not actually experienced what is being said. That is, we have to question ourselves under what authority, under what compulsion, our mind functions and experience shapes our mind. And we have to be aware of all this because, after all, we are talking not to do any propaganda, not to convince you of anything, not to compel you into a particular course of action. It is only when we begin to question ourselves, partially or completely, that there can be true action; then only can all this travail and sorrow come to an end. To treat the talks merely verbally or intellectually, it seems to me, is an utter waste of time. It is not a matter of argument, agreement, or disagreement. But we have to observe all facts outwardly, and observe inwardly how our minds are slaves to authority and whether we can ever be free from authority—because obviously freedom implies freedom from authority—what the state of the mind is when it is actually free from authority, and whether such a state is possible.


To find out for oneself, one must put fundamental questions, and one of the fundamental questions is why we obey: why we obey the policeman, why we pay taxes—I am not saying you should not or you should, but we must ask this question, surely, to find out.


It may sound rather childish, immature; but if we can go very slowly into the matter step by step, perhaps we shall be able to understand whether it is possible or not to be utterly free from the past, which is authority. That is a fundamental question because the past shapes our mind all the time—the past experience, the past knowledge, the past incidents and accidents, the past flattery, the past insult, the thing that has been said and the thing that is going to be said from that which has been said. And so, the question arises whether it is at all possible to be free from this enormous network of the past, which is always translating the present, and so distorting the present which makes the future.


So, why is it we obey? The schoolboy obeys because the teacher is an authoritarian, a big man; there is an examination and all that. Then, there is the obedience to law, which is also very clear—we generally obey because we shall be punished for various reasons. So, there is an intelligent obedience to law. And is there any other form of obedience necessary? Why should the past—I am talking psychologically, inwardly—condition the mind and thereby impose certain restrictions, make it conform to the pattern of the past? We say that if we have no past as knowledge, all action is impossible. If there were no knowledge accumulated—which is science—then we could not do anything, we could not have a modern existence. So, scientific knowledge is essential, and you have to obey if you want to be a physicist. But if you want to be a creative physicist—really creative, not an inventor adding a few more gadgets—you must put aside knowledge and be in a state of such negation—if I can use that word—that the mind is very sensitive, very alert, and so capable of perceiving something new.


The mind is shaped by the past, by time, by every incident, every movement, every flutter of the past or thought. Can that past be wiped away, which is actually memory? Because, if we do not wipe it away—it is possible to wipe it away—we can never see something new, we can never experience something totally unforeseen, unknown. And yet, the past is always guiding us, always shaping us; every instinct, every thought, every feeling is guided by the past, the past being the memory; and memory insists that we should obey, follow. I hope you are watching yourself in action while listening to what is being said.


Where is memory necessary and essential, and where is it not? Because, memory is an authority for most of us. Memory is the accumulated experience of the past, of the race, of the person; and the reaction of that memory is thought. When you call yourself a Hindu or a Christian or have committed yourself to a particular course of action, it is all the response of that memory. And so, it is only a man who has really understood the whole anatomy, the structure of authority, of memory, that can experience something totally new. Surely, if there is God—not that I am an atheist; it does not matter if I am—or if there is not can only be discovered when the mind is totally fresh, when the mind is no longer conditioned by the tradition of belief or nonbelief. So, can one wipe away memory which breeds authority, memory which breeds fear and from which there is the urge to obey? As most of us are seeking security in some form or other, physical security or psychological security, to be safe outwardly we must obey the structure of society, and to be inwardly secure we must obey the experience, the knowledge, the memory which has been stored up. Is it possible to wipe away all memory except the mechanical memory of daily existence which in no way interferes, creates, or engenders further memory? The older we get, the more we rely on authority, and so all our thinking becomes narrow, limited.


To bring about a complete mutation, we must question authority very fundamentally. For me, questioning is far more important than finding out how to be free from authority because in questioning, we shall find out the nature of authority, its significance, its value, its detriment, its poisonous nature. By questioning, you will find out what is true. Then the problem is solved; you do not have to ask yourself: How am I to be free from authority? But it is absolutely necessary to question everything, every form of belief, every form of tradition, to tear down the house. Otherwise, we remain mediocre people. It may be a calamity of this country that leadership—political authority, the authority of the guru, the authority of the sacred books—has really destroyed all think ing, and so there is no real inquiry. If all inquiries start with the acceptance of the authority of the Gita, the Bible, or whatever it is, how can you inquire any further? It is like a man who believes in God, or in a particular form of utopia, and hopes to inquire, to question. Such questioning, such inquiry, has no validity at all.


Most of us start with the acceptance of some kind of authority. It may be necessary for a child to accept some authority, but as the child begins to grow up, begins to reason, he can be encouraged, educated, to question the parents, question the teacher, question the society; but we have never so questioned. It does not naturally arise because, basically, there is fear, and a mind that is frightened, surely, can only create illusions. And from fear there arises authority. A man who is not at all afraid of anything has no authority, no belief, no ideal; and it is only such a man, obviously, that can discover if there is or if there is not the immeasurable.


So, authority is necessary in specialization. For a man who is seeking freedom—not freedom from something, which is a reaction and therefore not freedom—in order to find out, freedom is right at the beginning, not at the end. To discover what is true, to discover for oneself—not through what somebody tells you, however sacred the book or the person be; there is no sacred book at all, all books are the same—and to find out, the mind must be free. Otherwise, we only become mechanical, pass examinations, get a job, and follow the pattern set by society; and that pattern is always corrupting, always destructive.


Really, for a man who is seeking what is true, society is an enemy. He cannot reform society. It is one of our favorite ideas that good people are going to reform society. The good man is one who leaves society. I mean by “leaving” not leaving the house, clothes, and shelter, but leaving the things which society stands for—which are basically authority, ambition, greed, envy, acquisitiveness—leaving all these things which society has made respectable. It is only really by questioning very fundamentally, basically, that one begins to shatter the false, to shatter the house that thought has built for its own self-protection.




Question: Must we not have security in order to live?


KRISHNAMURTI: The gentleman says that there must be security as otherwise we cannot live. We have to be fed, we have to have shelter and clothing; and at the same time how can there be freedom? I wonder why he put the question as though the two are not possible together.


Is it impossible to be physically secure and not let that physical security interfere psychologically? Is such security made possible at all by wanting psychological security? Let us take a very simple example—I do not like to take examples, but we will. There is starvation in the world, in the whole of Asia—which you know well. There are scientific means for completely feeding all men, clothing them, and giving them shelter. Why is it not done? Practically, it can be done; there is no question about it, and yet we are not doing it—why? Surely, the reason is psychological, not physical—because we have separated ourselves as Hindus, Muslims, Christians, with sovereign governments, with separate religions, separate dogmas, beliefs, countries, nationalities, flags, and all the rest of it. It is that which is preventing fundamentally the feeding of man and giving him shelter and clothing. The communists say that they have a method, and so the method becomes all-important, and they are willing to fight for the method. For them, the method is more important than solving the problem of starvation. Every organizer identifies himself with the organization because that is another form of self-aggrandizement, of self-importance—which prevents the solution of starvation.


So, one can be physically secure—and must be—but why should one be psychologically secure? You understand? Why this demand to be psychologically secure? Is there such a thing as psychological security? We demand security in our relationship, as husband and wife, with our children; and when we demand such security, what happens? Love goes by the window. Can you be secure in any relationship? You can only be secure with something that is static, not with something which is living; and yet we demand, we insist that we must have security with something that is alive—which does not mean that we must seek insecurity; to seek insecurity will only lead to mental illness, and the hospitals and wards are full with mentally ill people who are so frightened of insecurity that they invent all forms of security.


So, why this insistence to be secure? Is there anything secure; can you ever be secure in anything? So, why not accept, why not see the fact that there is no such thing as psychological security—as belonging to India, to Russia, or whatever it is—and thereby create a world in which we all have physical security? You understand the question, sirs? Nobody is willing to give up intelligently, sanely, without being persuaded or driven to give up, his commitments to his nation, his particular pattern of action, his particular pattern of belief. Why should we be Hindus? Why should we belong to India? I know you will listen, but it does not mean a thing to you. You are settled down in your form of belief, in your security; you are born as Hindus, and you will die as Hindus. You are really not concerned about starvation. So, that gentleman’s question is merely theoretical; it is not an actuality to him. If it were an actuality, a thing that has got to be faced and resolved, then he would inquire into the whole structure of security.


Why do we ask a question? Is it to find an answer? I can tell you the answer—which is an explanation. But does an explanation really answer the problem? Here is a problem: The world has divided itself into separate countries, sovereign states, and therefore prevents the solution of starvation and so on. That is a fact. And yet we go on being Hindus, Muslims, communists, socialists, capitalists; we are committed to various things. Now, when we do question, we are looking for an answer which will be generally satisfactory according to our conditioning. You follow? Therefore, such questioning is really immature. But you have to ask a question and not seek an answer because the answer will invariably be according to your conditioning, and to break down the conditioning, you must ask without seeking an answer.


If you want to be an engineer, you must have read books on mathematics. You cannot destroy all the accumulated knowledge—mathematics, biology—you must have all that. But why should you have the Gita? Why don’t you treat the Gita as any other book? Because we seek security in that, we think that it is written by God himself.




Question: Will further inquiry into memory strengthen the center, or the ‘me’?


KRISHNAMURTI: Is there a danger in inquiring further into memory? Is there a danger in digging out the past and thereby strengthening the center, which is the result of the past? Let us be clear what the question is, first. That digging into myself—the myself being the center of all experiences, of all knowledge, of all accumulated knowledge and frustrated desires and so on—does not that very inquiry into myself strengthen the self, the center?


It all depends on how you inquire. If you inquire and if your inquiry is based on condemnation or justification, a mere adjustment to the pattern, then such an inquiry is bound to strengthen. But if we do not condemn, if the mind merely observes what is without condemnation, without judgment, then there is no possibility of strengthening the center.


What do we mean by observing? Do we observe anything with words? Do we see things with words, with symbols—which is, the thought? Do I see the river, observe the river, by the associations connected with that river, with the name, with the tradition which has been handed over for centuries about that river, or do I merely observe the river without all that tradition? Therefore, I either observe with thought or observe without the word, which is thought. I observe, let us say, a flower. Do I observe the flower without the botanical association—its species and so on? Do I observe botanically, or do I observe nonbotanically? In that same way, do you observe jealousy with the word, which is already associated with condemnation and resistances, or with the justification of it? Or do you merely observe it without the word? Because, if you observe with the word, you are strengthening the word—the word being the symbol, the word being the thought, and the thought being the response to memory—and therefore strengthening the center. But, if you observe without the word—which requires a great deal of inquiry into the word, into the whole process of verbalization—then you can look, observe, see, without strengthening, enriching the center.




Question: Is the observer different from the questioner?


KRISHNAMURTI: “Is there a difference between the observer and the questioner?” I should not think so. Is there? That is why I said at the beginning, it is important to find out for yourself how you question. You understand? You must question this decaying society. I must tear down the society by questioning. How do I question? Do I question because I cannot become an important member of that society? I am frustrated as I cannot be somebody in that society; therefore, I question—which is a reaction. That questioning is the result of my frustrations and fears and all the rest of it. Therefore, I question to find out the truth about society, to find out what is true virtue—not the virtue of society, which is no virtue at all. Society is only concerned with sexual morality and nothing else. To find out what is real virtue, you must question the morality of society, and therefore you must tear down society, all the morality which society has established.


Is not the questioner the observer? He observes, and from that observation arises the questioning. But if the observer is merely the entity which comes into being through reaction, then his observation also will be a reaction and therefore no observation at all.




Question: Does observation imply cessation of memory?


KRISHNAMURTI: The gentleman asks: “Is observation the cessation of memory?” I do not know if you have experimented with yourself in seeing something, in observing something. You look at somebody; you look at him through all the impressions that you have received about him, and so you are really not looking at him at all. Most of you—but not the students—are married; do you ever look at your wife? You look at the picture, the image, the impressions that you have had about her, but you never look at her; and perhaps if you do look without all the impressions, the insults, the quarrels, the memories that you have accumulated, there must be something terrific happening; and therefore you keep the screen between you and her. To really look at something without memory—which is thought, which is accumulated reaction, and all the rest of it—to look at the fact without the word releases energy, because the fact itself produces the energy, not I looking. To look at the fact—not the explanations, not the theories, not why should it not or why must it be, and so on—to look at the whole structure of authority would bring about a tremendous revolution in your thinking. And we do not want to have a revolution because it disturbs—I may not go to the office; I may do something totally different, so I protect myself with the word and never face the fact. And for most of us, philosophy and religion and the enormous thing called life are just words. To free the mind from the word is really quite an extraordinary thing.




Question: Is it possible for the human mind to comprehend truth?


KRISHNAMURTI: “Can a human mind comprehend truth?” I do not think it can. What is the human mind at present? Is there a human mind, or is merely the instinctive response of the animal still continuing in us? It is not a sarcastic remark.


First of all, to comprehend anything in life, let alone truth—to comprehend my wife, my neighbor, my child—there must be a certain quietness of the mind, not a disciplined quietness; then it is not quiet, it is a dead mind. So, a mind in conflict prevents observing anything, observing myself. So, I am perpetually in conflict, perpetually in motion, moving, moving, talking, endlessly questioning, explaining; there is no observation possible here at all. That is what most of us are doing when we are face to face with what is.


So, one sees that there can be observation only when there is no conflict. To have no conflict, one can take a tranquilizer, a pill, to become tranquil, but it is not going to give you perception; it will put you to sleep, and that is probably what most of us want. So, to observe, there must be a certain tranquility of mind, and whether you see what is true depends on the quality of the mind.


Truth is not something that is static. Truth is not something that is fixed—which has no power. It is something which must be alive, must be tremendously sensitive, alive, dynamic, vital. And how can a putrid, puny mind which is in turmoil, everlastingly bitten with ambition—how can it understand that? It can say there is truth and keep on repeating it and putting itself to sleep.


So, the question is, really, not whether the human mind can perceive truth, but whether it is possible to break down the petty walls that man has built round himself which he calls the mind—that is really the issue. One of the walls which we all like so much is authority.




Question: Are love and truth one and the same thing?


KRISHNAMURTI: “Are love and truth one and the same thing?” You know all similarities should be distrusted, but there are similarities. Take that word love. The general who is about to kill, who is planning killing, talks about love of his country, love of his wife; and he also talks about love of God. The politicians also do the same thing; they talk of the inner voice, God, love. How does one find out what love is, what truth is? Not whether they are similar or dissimilar, but what is it to love, what does it mean? Obviously, we have not got the time to go into the whole of it.


To find out what love is, there must be sensitivity. For most of us love is sex, desire. Through tradition, through all the innumerable waves of saints that this poor unfortunate country has had, love has gone because love is associated with sex. They preach about love of God, love of man; but yet, they are terribly crude, utterly insensitive—these saints whom you worship. Beauty is denied—you must not look at a tree; you must not look at a woman; turn away, treat her like a leper, or ask her to shave her head; you know the tricks we all play when we are insensitive.


So, we have to be really sensitive, and then we will know what love is. To be really sensitive, one must break with the past, one must break away from all the heroes and saints. I really mean it. If you follow them, you are imitating, and a mind that is imitative is not sensitive.


I wonder at the end of an hour’s talk and questions what actual effect all this has on your minds—actually—not theoretically, not ideationally, but factually? Are you any more sensitive at the end of it?


The girl says the whole mind is disturbed. I am very glad. Be disturbed for the rest of your life. Disturbance is only the beginning of it. But what actual effect has it when you are disturbed? It is only when you are young, you are disturbed. The old people are not disturbed because they are committed far too heavily—they have their puja, their saints, their gods, their ways of salvation, their ways of saving society, and so on; they are committed—there are too many duties and responsibilities, and therefore there is no love.


So, when we say we are disturbed, what does it mean? Disturbed at what depth? When the river is disturbed by a passing wind, you see the ripples; but deep down, there is no disturbance, it is deadly quiet. And perhaps it is the same with us—deep down there is no disturbance. Perhaps when you are young, you are disturbed; you will soon get married, pass examinations, get a job, and you are settled for life—not that you should not be married and get jobs. But when you do, your disturbance goes with it; you are disturbed about the job, you want a better job, more money. I am not talking of that kind of disturbance—that is too immature. I am talking of a mind that is really disturbed, disturbed and not finding an answer. The moment you find an answer, you think you have solved the problem. Life is not so cheap as that.


So, what actual effect has this, an hour’s talk? A ripple on the water, or disturbance at a great depth, the uprooting of a tree? Have you ever seen a tree being uprooted? You know what it goes through? Everything is shaken. It dies to everything that it has known. I wonder how deeply a talk of this kind has taken root! You cannot answer; I am not seeking an answer.


The world needs human beings who are not mechanical. The world needs men who have really got a new brain, a new mind. There will be a thousand mechanical entities. But surely, a new mind is necessary to answer the innumerable problems which are multiplying, which are increasing. So, if I may so express it, find out whether the house is being torn down, or you are merely patching up the house.


January 3, 1962


Third Talk at Rajghat


I would like to talk to you of something this evening which I think would be worthwhile. I would like to talk about conflict and if it is at all possible to live in this world without conflict. But before I go into that, I would suggest that you look at it, that you listen to what is being said quite objectively, quite dispassionately—not whether it is not possible or it is possible, but merely look at it as one would look at the mechanical process of an engine; not to say it can be or cannot be; and not be on the defensive, not deny, not agree, but merely look as you would look at a marvelous machine which you have never seen before. To look at it you must be fairly attentive; you must give your attention; you must be interested in the machine, and then you can undo it and see if it is workable at all, whether it has any value for each one of us in life or not.


I would like to talk about conflict and the possibility of actually living, in life, without conflict. Most of our lives, from the moment we are born to the moment we die, is a series of conflicts, endless battles within and without. Our minds and our hearts are battlefields, and we are always trying to better ourselves, to achieve a result, to find the right activity, to effect various social reforms, ardently wishing, in ourselves, to bring about change. This constant, violent, unobtrusive, deep-down battle is going on within each one of us. We are either conscious or unconscious of it. If we are conscious of every conflict, in the sense we are directly in relationship with it, we try either to escape from it, or to suppress it, or to find a way of conquering it. All this implies, surely, a constant battle—a weary, unending process. And if we are unconscious of this conflict that is going on within ourselves and outwardly, we either become totally dead, insensitive, or various forms of psychosomatic diseases take place; and in our relationships, in our activities, in everything we do, this unconscious battle has its effect. That is our life—acquiring, losing, trying to be something and never succeeding, always hoping for deep final fulfillment, and always frustrated; and with it comes the sorrow and the aching jealousy of others who are fulfilling, and knowing that there is also frustration. And so we are always caught in this misery of an everlasting battle with ourselves and with society. That is a fact.


We can either deny it, or be blind to it, or reject it, or say, “What can be done about it?” We can find out the various causes of conflict, of the battle. Will the discovery of the cause free the mind from the battle, from the conflict? That is, if I discover why I am jealous, will I be free of jealousy? When I discover why I am in conflict and find the right explanation, will conflict come to an end? The mere discovery of the cause does not, if you observe very carefully, end the conflict of anything. Explanations have no value for a man who is very hungry. Words do not fill his stomach. But apparently, for most of us, explanations do strangely satisfy—the explanations of why we struggle, why it is inevitable to struggle, why we are brought up on it. We can also see the reasons—self-aggrandizement, self-pity, ambition, and various hidden causes which are fairly obvious when one examines them—we know them. And yet, our life is a battle, and we have accepted it as a way of life.


Now I would like to question that way. I mean by questioning, not as a reaction against it; the questioning is not born out of the reaction against conflict. I see there is a consciousness of conflict, I see most human beings are caught in it, and I want to find out why it is like that—not merely be satisfied with explanations or merely find the cause of the struggle—and to question deeply whether it is possible to live without conflict. That would be the real inquiry, because you can see that a mind which is in conflict all the time, endlessly, soon wears itself out, it becomes dull.


We think that conflict sharpens the mind; it does make the mind more cunning; it makes it more underhanded. But the mind in conflict is continually wearing itself out like any instrument that is being constantly used and is creating friction—that machine, that instrument is bound to wear out very soon.


So, is there a way of living without conflict, actually—not theoretically, not verbally, not as prescribed in some sacred book, but actually? Is there a way? Probably most of us have never put that question to ourselves because we have accepted conflict as in evitable, like death. When we do put that question to ourselves, we must find out at what level we put that question. Is it merely an intellectual questioning out of curiosity, or is it a questioning which opens the door to a new perception, to a new perfume? I do believe that in so questioning, which is not a reaction, we will find in the very act of questioning a life without conflict coming into being. Which is, there is no way to lead a life without conflict; there is no method, there is no system, no practice. If you do have a method, a system, a way, then questioning has stopped; you have accepted a system leading to that, and in the very practicing of that system, you are in conflict, and therefore, you are continually in conflict, hoping out of conflict to arrive at that state where there is no conflict—which is an utter impossibility. I do not know if I am making myself clear on that issue. We will discuss this after I have finished what I have to say this evening.


For me, the very act of seeing the total emptiness of conflict, the total falsity of conflict, the very perception is the ending of conflict. But to see the complete intricacy, the complete factual reality of conflict, the whole anatomy of conflict, you must have a very sharp mind—it is not like being a BSc—you must have a very acute mind, a heightened sensitivity; otherwise, you cannot see anything, let alone a most complex issue. You cannot see anything if you are not very alert; you cannot see the river, the fishermen, the light on the river, and the beauty of that green bank and the trees beyond if you are not intensely alive; you just look at it and pass it by.


So, to see something totally, there must be an intensity. That intensity is not mere concentration but an intensity which comes when there is energy, and that energy can only come when there is no conflict. So, the act of seeing something totally, the act of seeing a fact totally, liberates energy; and that energy is the way of living without conflict.


I see very clearly that conflict in any form inwardly and outwardly, at any level, conscious or unconscious, is destructive; it makes the mind dull, stupid, heavy. A mind in conflict is in an uncreative state. I see the whole of it, not verbally but actually, as I see a snake, as I see you sitting there. I see that conflict in every form is the most deteriorating factor in life—the conflict involved in trying to become something, in trying to reach God, in trying to become a super-executive, and so on. I see the whole pattern of it. The fact is far more important than my explanation of the fact, than to discover the cause of the fact. The fact is far more important than to escape from the fact—to go to gods and temples, to take tranquilizers, or to do various forms of futile meditation to dull the mind. So the fact and the seeing of the fact demand a total attention in which there is no escape. You cannot escape when you are attending to something.


Conflict breeds antagonism. I can give you the explanation because most of us want explanations, we are playing with explanations; explanations have no validity. Conflict makes the mind dull, cunning; conflict wears down the mind; conflict introduces various forms of psychosomatic diseases. Psychosomatic diseases are diseases produced by the inward state of conflict, of misery, of suffering, of pain inwardly, which brings about physiological disorders, bodily ills, and so on. I see conflict outwardly between people, between nations. I see conflict in all relationships in the family, between friends, between the big man and the small man, between the rich man and the poor man. I also see what conflict does actually, not theoretically but factually. So, I am aware totally of conflict, inwardly and outwardly, consciously and unconsciously, expressed in all relationships; I see the effect of conflict on the mind, on so-called affection; when I am alert, aware, observing, I see the whole map of it, the whole anatomy of it—I do not take time over it, I do not read all the books but see what is actually taking place.


To see totally you need energy, obviously. Now, observing the fact releases the energy, and that very act of seeing is the way of living without conflict. It is not a miracle or trick. From that I see every form of conflict is death. So, seeing totally every thought and every feeling that produces conflict is the very ending of that thought and the very ending of that feeling, without conflict, without suppression, without control, without discipline. So, I say definitely there is a way of living in this world without conflict. It is not reserved for those people who have inherited money, who live a luxurious life—it is all too silly; that is not the way of life in which there is no conflict. I am talking of a way of life of which one is aware and sees the whole implication of conflict, not theoretically or verbally, but actually, factually. The wars that are going on in the world, the divisions of people into classes and castes, into religions, into nations, all the absurd divisions man has built around himself—the very act of seeing all that opens the door to a life without conflict.


But what is important is not how to find a way of life without conflict but seeing totally the complete implication of conflict. The seeing is not intellectual, emotional, sentimental, or verbal. Seeing it totally—that is the real issue. To see totally that I am stupid, dull, without finding explanations, justification, and all the rest of it—as when I say I am afraid and I try to become clever—in that very perception, there is the breath of the new.




Comment: Observation is very taxing; it takes away energy.


KRISHNAMURTI: The gentleman says that with all of us observation is taxing, is trying, and that it takes away energy. Why is it taxing? Why do we find looking at a fact tiresome, wasting energy, demanding a great deal of energy? Let us discuss it. Do not accept a thing that I am talking about; I have no authority. It is a marvelous thing if you go into it. Why do we find it difficult, taxing, and wearying?


First of all, I think, we resist something new. Somebody comes and says there is a different way of living; and you do not listen, you do not try to find out, you immediately resist. Your resistance takes away your energy. Then you are afraid of the consequences of seeing, which may alter the course of your life—it may or may not, but you think it will. There is fear; there is also the uncertainty of what might happen: you have established your life in a certain way, in a certain direction, in a certain groove; and if you look at the fact very observantly, you might have to alter the whole process. Therefore you resist. Resistance, fear, and the disinclination to see something new obviously take away your energy and therefore prevent you from looking at the fact.


Take a very simple thing. We are violent—each one of us is violent in some way or other, to some degree or other. We know what it means. Do not ask me to analyze the meaning of the word. Now, we never face the fact that we are violent, but we say, “I am violent. What shall I do about it? How shall I get rid of it? Will an ideal help? Will pursuing a guru, will reading a book help?”—everything to take us away from the fact that we are violent. Do listen to this. You have to be completely aware that you are violent—which means you are no longer condemning it, you are no longer justifying it, you are no longer trying to introduce a new factor, which is the ideal, which becomes the contradiction of the fact. You have to be alive to that fact only and nothing else. That is rather a difficult and arduous thing to do—to look at something nakedly without any word. Do try it sometime.




Question: When I try to look at a problem, I am distracted. What am I to do?


KRISHNAMURTI: If I understand the gentleman rightly, he says he has a problem, and when he tries to look at the problem, other things, other ideas, other beliefs, impinge on the mind and so distract it; what is he to do?


What do we mean by a problem? We mean, don’t we, something which is not resolved. Please follow. The very word problem—the word in itself, not the fact—has the connotation of conflict. When I say I have a problem, I have ceased to look at the fact, but I have introduced the word which is making it into a problem. The word is not the thing. So, in trying to understand a problem, I have already started condemning it. So, I am a slave to the word and not to the fact. But when I am aware of the fact, nothing will distract me. That is why one has to understand what deep significance words have in our lives—like the word problem, like the word God, like the word communist, like the word Gita. What amazing importance these words have for us! How symbols have become important—symbols, not the facts!


Now, there is a problem—that thing which we call a problem. Now, how do I regard that fact? I say, “I must find an answer, I must resolve it; it is annoying, it is disturbing; I do not like it.” So, my concern is to resolve it, and I approach the fact with the feeling, with the idea that it must be resolved. So, what am I doing? I am coming to the fact with an opinion—which is, I want that fact to be something other than what it is. But whereas when I realize the falseness of words in all that, when I see that, the fact only remains. Then the fact begins to translate itself; I do not have to do a thing about the fact; the fact itself does something. I do not know if you have tried all these things.


We said that when one is aware of the fact, there is no distraction. Let us keep to that for the moment. Is there anything such as distraction? When I want to concentrate on something, then everything is distraction. You see this? I want to concentrate on that picture, and somebody comes along; and I say that is a distraction. My thought wanders off, and I say that is distraction. I question whether there is any such thing as distraction, Distraction arises only when there is the conflict which is involved in concentration. Therefore, concentration is a resistance which necessitates the building up of a wall against every form of distraction, every form of thought which wishes to wander off. So, concentration is the problem, not distraction. Therefore, I begin to question not distraction but concentration. By questioning we find that concentration is resistance, is narrowing down, compelling, imitating, forcing—which all create conflict. So, concentration is not the way to look at anything.


So, if concentration is not the way, then what is the way in which there is no contradiction and therefore no distraction? I do not know if you are following this. There is attention. To attend, to be attentive is always an active present, and therefore there is no distraction—to be attentive to who goes in, to be attentive to what is being said, to be attentive to somebody, to what is actually taking place, to somebody scratching himself, to be attentive to all this. When you are so attentive, then awareness is a way of looking without concentration.




Question: Does not attention imply concentration?


KRISHNAMURTI: The gentleman wants to know if attention does not imply concentration, or does not attention include concentration?


You see you are asking me as though I were an expert and you are going to learn from me. I refuse to be put in that position. I say: Learn from yourself, not from me. I am not your guru. I am not your teacher or leader. I won’t be put into that position. It is a most vulgar position which has no meaning at all. It does not alter your life.


If you say to yourself, if you are asking yourself, not me, and if you say, “I do not quite understand what you mean by attention; I have followed you, and I see that life demands concentration,” why do you say that? Or do you mean that in attention there is also concentration? Do not put me in the position of the oracle and thereby become weakened in your own investigation.


Now, let me explain what I mean by attention. To be attentive means you are listening, you are seeing, you are feeling, you are thinking; words have their limitation, and therefore your thinking has gone beyond the word; and therefore, there is no thought but mere observation with an intensity which includes and does not exclude. All concentration is an exclusive process.


Now, we begin to understand what it is to be attentive. I have to do a certain piece of work: I have to write, I have to keep account, and so on. Can I do that work in a state of attention, or do I have to put aside attention and merely become concentrated? I say: Be attentive, and you will do the work rightly without effort. The moment you introduce concentration, effort comes in. I do not know if you have ever learned. You cannot learn if you are concentrated. Concentration is resistance. It is like the schoolteacher saying to the boy, “Look at the book; do not look out of the window.” The boy is not learning; he is acting up, he is memorizing; and therefore he passes examinations and remains stupid for the rest of his life. But learning is a state of awareness: he can look out of the window, see the birds, see everything alive, moving, and yet read the book and learn. Therefore, you can learn only when your mind is at ease, when you are happy, when you are playing.




Question: How can a mind which is in a state of conflict be aware?


KRISHNAMURTI: The gentleman says, “How can a mind which is in a state of conflict be aware?” I shall put it differently. Is not awareness involved in the framework of conflict?


That is why I talked at the beginning about conflict. To understand conflict, you need total awareness—that is, you have to be aware consciously, unconsciously; you have to be aware with your body, with your mind, with your heart; you have to be aware totally. In that state of awareness, is there any conflict? It is only when we are not totally aware, attentive, that conflict arises. I took that example of violence. When I am aware totally of violence, there is no conflict—how to get rid of it, and so on—the mind ceases to be violent.


But the difficulty with most of us is to be so totally aware. First, we like violence; there is some fun in violence, in talking brutally about somebody, in making a brutal gesture, when you are an important leader, somebody big—which is the result of violence, obviously; and you like that position. So, deep down, you like it. Be aware that you like it, that you want it, that you pursue it, that you think it is right to go on with it; but do not pretend that you are seeking nonviolence, and all the rest of it. So, in awareness, when you are observing a fact totally, there is no conflict; conflict is not within its framework.




Question: We are not interested in mathematics. How are we to pay attention to it?


KRISHNAMURTI: Why are you not interested in mathematics or in geography or in the innumerable things that life has? Why? Either you are being taught wrongly or you do not like the teacher and his methods of teaching. There are innumerable reasons why we do not like something. Instead of tackling why we do not like it, we say we must learn mathematics. This is a question that for the moment should not be brought in by students. We will discuss this when we meet another time.


You see, there is such a thing as finding something that you love to do all your life—love to do, but not to do what will bring you reward. To love something that you want to do in your life—you are not educated for that. You are educated to do anything but to love what you are doing. When we love what we are doing, then everything is included in it, mathematics too.


You have heard about conflict and the way of living without conflict. How do you regard it? How have you listened to it? Are you going to go out of this room and make yourself into a battlefield? Will the very act of listening—which is really a miracle if you know how to listen—strip you of all conflict? Will that wipe away the whole of conflict? Otherwise, what is the point of attending these meetings? We are not dealing with words or intellectual theories; we are dealing with life, with the totality of life. Take, for instance, conflict. Conflict is ambition—the ambition of the saint, the ambition of the politician, the ambition of the teacher who wants more. You know what ambition means—the drive, the struggle to be, to become, and the enormous implication of conflict in it. Has that dropped away? Of course not. Then, if I may ask, what is the point of listening? It only helps to add another problem to you: that you can live without conflict and yet you are in conflict, and how are you to arrive at that way of living in which there is no conflict? That is, another problem is added to the already innumerable problems. Do think it out. I hope I have not paralyzed you from asking questions.


We have not, first of all, understood the whole structure of conflict. In understanding conflict and not resisting it, in seeing its depth, its width and its height and its various nuances, the very seeing gives an awareness. Sir, there is a way of looking at a flower botanically and a way of looking at a flower nonbotanically. When you look at the flower botanically, you are not seeing it in the sense of seeing totally. You see it botanically when you see the structure, the color, the perfume, the species, the petals, the pollen; but you do not see the totality of the flower. Now, to see the totality of the flower, you have to cease to be a botanist; though you may be a botanist, you cease to be a botanist, and you look. And that is where you find it difficult. We cannot put aside the knowledge which we have acquired and look; and therefore we maintain a conflict.


Is it possible to look without the word, without the symbol? Please try it some time—to look at a flower, to look at your son, to look at your wife, to look at the politicians, the leaders, the sannyasis, the saints, and all the rest of them; look at them—not whether you like them or do not like them, not whether you think they are right or wrong, not what their political inclinations are. That is all your personal opinion, which is based on your past experience, which is conditioned by the culture in which you have been brought up, and therefore it has no validity. But when you want to see, that very drive to see puts all that aside. Therefore that drive itself is the way of life in which there is no conflict.




Question: Instead of having a well-defined conflict, there is a sense of restlessness. What is one to do?


KRISHNAMURTI: Why is one restless? I have seen these gentlemen in front of me waggling their knees, twitching their fingers, doing something all the time—that is a part of restlessness. They are not aware of it. Why do they do this? Why do they not sit quietly? Why? First of all, it may be they are sitting uncomfortably, or it has become a habit and therefore they are unconscious of it, or it may be an indication that they have had a quarrel with their wives or husbands—whatever it is.


So, restlessness is an indication, is it not, of some deep-rooted cause which has not been discovered. You can deal with a definite conflict. Why do we not deal with restlessness? It may be that you are really lonely, deep down you are miserable, deep down you have not found the way of life, deep down you are frustrated, you do not love—there may be several reasons for restlessness which is the outward expression of this deep inward inquietude. The problem is also how to investigate, how to unravel, how to open up the thing that is making you restless.




Question: What is the purpose of life?


KRISHNAMURTI: That is the favorite jargon of every so-called seeker—what is the purpose of life? A person who puts that question is not living. He wants a purpose to live by. Therefore, for him living is not sufficient; it does not have its own beauty, its own depth; and he wants to impose on it a purpose invented or given to him—a purpose, an end. Does a happy man want a purpose? He is happy. A man who is intensely alive, living—does he want a purpose?


So, when we say I have not found a purpose, that may be a cause of restlessness. But you question, not the validity of seeking a purpose, but how to get rid of restlessness. Why is one restless? It may be that you have no purpose; it may be that you are lonely. Do not deny it, go into it. I mean by “lonely” a sense of self-isolation, having no relationship deep down. Though you may have innumerable relationships—husband, wife, children, and all the rest—deep down you have no contact, which is generally a sense of the self-isolating process of loneliness. Or it may be that you have not found your own way of living. It may be that one is married to a wrong person. It may be several things. I have not mentioned all—it may take too long to enumerate. Instead of trying to find out how to stop restlessness, how to get rid of restlessness, I say: Do not bother about restlessness, but find out, go into yourself deeply.


You know, gossip is one of the favorite forms of restlessness—to talk about somebody else. Why do we do it? You know it does not need an explanation. To stop gossip, one has to go deeply within oneself—which most of us are not willing to do.


So, have you answered the question to yourself? You have listened for an hour and ten minutes. We have discussed sufficiently and fairly deeply about conflict. Has it meant anything to you? Can you completely drop conflict? Or are you beginning to see that it can be dropped, and will you pursue that all the days of your lives? Or will you just treat this as one of the things that you have heard and let it go by? Please answer it to yourself.


To be really serious means to pursue a thing to the very end of it. Pursuing to the very end the whole implication of conflict, looking at it in different ways, day after day, never allowing it to go by, watching it, neither denying it nor accepting it, but watching it flower—then you begin to be a light to yourself. You do not have to read a single book; you do not need a single guru. And this brings its own illumination. But you have to set it going, you have to start; like getting hold of the tail of a comet, you have to get hold of it first and go with it.


January 5, 1962


Fourth Talk at Rajghat


We were talking the day before yesterday when we met here, about conflict and the ending of conflict. I would like to approach the same question differently.


One perceives throughout the world a general deterioration, perhaps not mechanically, but in every other way; there is no creative burst. And is it possible for individuals to break through this mechanical barrier of existence and explode dangerously into that creative mind which must of necessity be utterly free from all conflict, because creation cannot be the result of conflict? Any man, I am sure, who has invented or written a poem, who has caught something of the otherness, must have had a mind which is completely quiet, not made quiet, not disciplined, not ridden by problems and hopelessness and despair—but quiet in the sense of being normally a mind without any effort, but disciplined in freedom without control. Such a mind is not the result of time; it does not come about by putting various things together. It is there, or not there. This whole idea of change, which brings about conflict because of change, is a form of conflict. At least for us all, change is conflict because we refuse from the very beginning to search out and discover the fact or the truth of security.


So, for most of us, change implies conflict. We are driven by circumstances, by propaganda, by necessity, and we change; out of that change and compulsion there is obviously a certain modification. But this modification and the multiplication of modification do not bring about that mind which has the quality of newness, something totally unpremeditated, and which is not the outcome of detailed deliberation or of much deliberation. How is it possible to bring this about? What is the quality, what is the characteristic that is necessary completely to revolutionize all our thinking, not gradually, but immediately? Because through a gradual process, obviously, there is no mutation; the very word mutation implies immediacy. How am I, an individual living in this world, surrounded by so many problems, so many influences—how am I to see the totality of life? The enormous effort involved in conflict at any level does not bring about mutation. I think that is fairly clear. For it is obvious to any thinking man that a gradual process does not answer his immediate problems. And as we live in immediate problems, each problem dissociated from the other, how is it possible to see something totally? I think that is where the issue lies: to see that this quality of the mind is not brought about through any institution, through any education, through any religious practice or discipline, or through any effort. One has to see that totally because if one can see the thing totally, in that perceiving, in the very act of that perception, comes mutation. I would like to talk about that this evening a little bit.


We have relied on time as a means of bringing about a change. We have used time as a means of arriving somewhere in the changing process of our consciousness. We have used time as a steppingstone. And seeing not only the world situation but also that time in any form, at any level, does not bring about the new quality of the mind—if one sees that not only intellectually or verbally but also being in contact with it emotionally, sensitively, as one is when one sees a snake—then time has no validity except chronologically. Otherwise, there is no time; every other form of time is laziness, psychological laziness, psychological evasion, psychological postponement. If one realizes actually, not verbally, that time has no meaning any more, then in the realization of that, there is mutation.


Someone sees something very clearly; you see something very clearly, totally, and I do not. You see the whole implication of man’s dependence on institutions—the whole implication, in which is implied authority, guidance, dependence, formal ideation—and I do not. It takes me many years to see what you see. Why does this take place, that you see and I do not see? You see something entirely, totally, with all your being. You see the evil of authority—if I can use that word evil—and you shun it completely, right through; and I do not; I come to it later, and even the coming to it later is only partial. I see authority is not right in that direction, but I see authority is necessary in another direction. My perception, my arrival at the denial of authority is still partial; it is not total as yours is. Why is this? You see and I do not see—why? You do not go through experience, you do not add, you see it immediately with a freshness; and I see it out of my barren mind. Why? I may ask such a question, and there may be no answer to it. I think there is, but there may be no answer. One must ask that question, and I think that is a fundamental question. Why are you not an artist and I am an artist, why are you clever and I am not clever?—these are very superficial, and not fundamental, questions. But the other is a fundamental question.


You see and I do not see—why does this happen? I think it happens because one is involved in time; you do not see things in time, I see it in time. Your seeing is an action of your whole being, and your whole being is not caught in time; you do not think of gradual arrival; you see something immediately, and that very perception acts. I do not see; I want to find out why I do not see. What is the thing that will make me see something totally so that I have understood the whole thing immediately? You see the whole structure of life: the beauty, the ugliness, the sorrow, the joy, the extraordinary sensitivity, the beauty—you see the whole thing, and I cannot. I see a part of it, but I do not see the whole of it. If the question is clear, and if you have really put it to yourself—not because I am putting it to you—if you are actually putting that and not finding an excuse or explanation and not seeking an answer—obviously, because you do not know—then you and I are in communion with regard to that questioning. I do not know if I am making myself clear. The man who sees something totally, who sees life totally, must obviously be out of time. Sirs, do listen to this, because this has something actually to do with our daily existence; it is not something spiritual, philosophical, out of daily existence. If we understand this, then we will understand our daily routine, boredom, and sorrows, the nauseating anxieties and fears. So do not brush it away by saying, “What has it to do with our daily existence?” It has. One can see—at least for me, it is very clear—that you can cut, like a surgeon, the whole cord of misery immediately. That is why I want to go into it with you.


Time is an extraordinary thing, and time is really only true mechanically. There has been a yesterday, there is a today, and there is a tomorrow—and there is no other time. It will take time to build a house, to educate the children; it will take time to go from here to your house. But actually, there is no other time. It is only thought that invents time—thought which says, “I must become something great, noble; I must arrive.” And the process of thinking is conflict; and out of that conflict, out of that barrenness, time is born, psychologically, inwardly. If there were no time psychologically, if there were no tomorrow at all psychologically, the next mo ment you would be an entirely different being. If somebody were to tell you that you are going to die the next instant and not give you time to think, you would see the whole of life immediately because it is thought which interferes with perception. Thought is time; thought is the reaction of memory, of many thousands of years of man’s inheritance, of a thousand memories, experience. But one has to step out of it; otherwise, there is no possibility of ever being free from sorrow, of being free from conflict. Do what you will—take any tranquilizer; do every form of tricky meditation to pacify your mind, to dull your mind; play with all the sacred books in the world—unless you understand the seed of sorrow, which is time, there is no end to sorrow; and you do not see something of that, totally.


All this implies the denial of experience, the denial of knowledge. Not mechanical knowledge, not scientific knowledge, not knowledge of mathematics—all such knowledge is essential, necessary, to exist, to survive physically; and to survive physically at the highest level, all that is necessary. But you have to see the whole significance of experience and be out of it, because when you are experienced, there is no freedom from sorrow, there is still sorrow, there is still effort, there is still a battle going on. You may know how to avoid, how to resist; it all implies further conflict, further deepening of the barren thought. So, there can be mutation only when the mind has denied time in the sense of every single thing that is involved in time—progress, arriving, self-fulfilling, becoming, achieving; you have to wipe away all that.


What is the thing that is necessary to bring this about? No words or symbols. Symbols have no meaning; they are used only to communicate. By themselves, they are not important. The thing is not the word. So, what brings about that timeless quality into life? I think there are only two things: affection and integrity.


By “integrity” I do not mean being true to something—that is merely conformity, that is merely an adjustment, imitation. To have an ideal and to conform, to have a belief and to conform, to have an experience or an idea and adjust to that, to be true to that—that is not integrity. I mean by the word integrity a mind which pursues the self, the ‘me’, and learns all about it. In the learning of all about it, there is an integrity which is not born out of knowledge but born out of learning. Learning about myself—which is endless—is not the same as acquiring knowledge about myself; the two things are entirely different. The more I am learning about myself—the conscious, the unconscious, the whole of the inward movement of myself—out of that, there is integrity. And if I am merely acquiring knowledge about myself, gathering information about myself and being true to that which I have gathered, then in that there is a dualistic conflict—to the thing I have learned, to that which I know, I must be true; and so there is the furthering of conflict. All knowledge does increase conflict about oneself, whereas learning about oneself does not. So, there has to be this learning, not only about myself, but about everything. And to learn, the mind must always be alert, always watching, always attending, testing, feeling, highly sensitive; and that is not possible when there is knowledge, when you are merely gathering.


So, there is an integrity which is not born of conflict, which is not imitative, which is not conforming but which comes into being by itself, without seeking, when there is learning about oneself. That integrity is necessary, and also affection. You know, the explosion of affection is not calculated, is not thought out. You know what I mean by affection? It is obviously the feeling, the sensitivity for beauty—whether a man, or a woman, or a child, or a bird, or a tree. And that is much more necessary, much more vital, than even integrity. Out of affection there comes the beauty of integrity. This affection cannot be analyzed and begotten; and no book will give it to you; neither your wife nor your husband will give it to you; of course, society can never bring it to you. I think this affection comes when you have denied everything totally—father, mother, society, virtue—not knowing what is tomorrow. You can deny knowing what is tomorrow, but that is not denial. When you deny totally everything, including yourself—first of all yourself, all the traditions and the values, totally—then out of this extraordinary sense of not knowing the next moment comes affection—not bitterness, not the sordid stuff of thought. So, affection and integrity are the two catalysts. If you notice, affection and integrity are not of time. You cannot have more integrity—that is mere political jargon. You cannot be more affectionate—you are affectionate, or you are not.


So, the perceiving of something totally is to deny. Please try it, and you will find how extraordinarily impossible it is for most of us to deny. Because we are yes-sayers, we have never said to ourselves no to anything. We are always compromising, always dodging—we say no to something not pleasurable; to pain we say no. But, to say no to pleasure also, to completely deny and to remain in that denial—I think that is the quality of timelessness, and out of that timelessness there is affection.




Comment: You always talk of time but never of space.


KRISHNAMURTI: The gentleman says, “You always talk of time and never of space.”


Space is thought, from here to there, from here to the moon. To reach the moon, you need a mechanical means, a rocket; and for that you must have time to cover the space of two hundred and fifty thousand miles or whatever it is. Now, is there space between me—between this—and that which I want to be? We said there is space—“I want to be one day the saint, or the big business executive.” From being what one is to arrive at saintliness, there is space which demands time—a gradual process. Through time will you become a saint? All the saints say so. They practice, they deny, they sacrifice, they control; they go through all the machinery of thought to become something. But if you saw directly now, for yourself, that there is no space, no time, except the time and the space which thought creates, what would happen?


Look, sirs, there is deterioration—no one will deny that—in this country; there is terrible decline—intellectual, moral, physical. In every way, there is deterioration. Perhaps I should not use the word deterioration, because when I use that word, it implies that one has reached the height and then declined. Probably it has never reached the height; it is going along the same path, then declining, getting worse—not reaching a point of declining. That is a fact. You see that in education; you see that in political morality; you see that in everything. It is going down, down, down. Don’t you? There are more industries, more dams, more railways; but they are all mechanical. You know it. You see corruption—will time mend it, will a new government mend it? Will a new party—communist or socialist—change it? They may or may not. I question whether they can change it.


The individual has to change—not the individual on the periphery, on the outside, but the individual right in it. He has to explode. And will this explosion take time and space, time being from here to there? You follow? You know the fact that there is deterioration—the fact, not my assertion of the fact. It is there under your nose, you know it in detail and in bigness; everything is going down. And what do you do? Will you take time to change it? By the time you have taken to change, it has gone down further. So, you have to stop it. The action has to be immediate; it cannot be tomorrow because between now and tomorrow you are down further. It has got to be started immediately, and therefore there is no time; you cannot think in terms of past, future, or present. Deterioration has got to be completely stopped. And you can only stop it if you see the totality of the decline, not little bits of goodness, improvement, betterness here and there, this and that.


If you see this total disintegration, inwardly, totally, you do not have to do anything about it. The very perception will bring about a tremendous upheaval and explosion. That is why you must see this thing, not when you are eighty and down in the grave, but now. What will make you see it, what will induce you, influence you, what will be the offering, what will be the punishment that will make you see it totally? Obviously, no God, no institutions, no books, no promise, no reward, nothing. You have to see it yourself—completely.


Question: But how, sir?


KRISHNAMURTI: The lady asks, “How?” “How” implies time, “how” implies space between here and there, and how to arrive there. This demands a new mind, a new dimension, a new quality in the mind; and I say you can have it now, immediately, if you see this thing totally. Do not ask how to see. When you are asking for a method, a system, you are off in a wrong direction. Systems have been invented by man to postpone the moment of explosion.




Question: Is there a difference between struggle and conflict?


KRISHNAMURTI: They are the same.




Question: You have used the word affection. Do you differentiate it from love?


KRISHNAMURTI: Yes; as long as you understand, do not quibble over words. Let us talk more seriously.




Question: Perception is either voluntary or else we must wait for faith to bring it; what else is it?


KRISHNAMURTI: The gentleman says: “Either it must be voluntary, uninfluenced, or you must wait.” That is what you are doing. The waiting is deterioration.


Question: How to perceive it?


KRISHNAMURTI: Leave it for the moment. I shall come back to this. When I say, “What shall I do in the meantime until the explosion takes place?” the interval between that moment and now, waiting for that explosion, is a deterioration. I do not know if you catch all this.


If there is no way, you do it immediately and voluntarily, completely; then you do not look to time, do you? You have to do it, and the urgency itself is its action.




Comment: This very thing is not perceived with that intensity which you wish.


KRISHNAMURTI: What are you going to do? Will you wait? If you deny time, if you deny the whole process of all the saints, of all the gods and all the books, of all tradition, you wipe it away as you have to.


Your problem arises only when you have not wiped it away. What will make you wipe it all away, to die to everything of the past? What will make you do it? Nothing. Only you have to see it, and you do not see it. Why? Why don’t you see this thing?


Comment: It seems to be a paradox. Unless you see it, you are not able to perceive it totally; you see it verbally.


KRISHNAMURTI: Seeing verbally, seeing emotionally, seeing partially, you do not see it. Then what? Do pursue it, go to the very end of it.


Comment: It comes to the end, there is nothing there. I do not know what to do.


KRISHNAMURTI: Then, do not do anything. You laugh! I am saying something very seriously: Do not do anything except the mechanical things. But you are doing, all the time, something else. Do not do anything psychologically, inwardly; do nothing except what you have to do ordinarily in daily existence. Have you ever done it, and not gone off into a mental hospital? I do not mean that way, but actually do nothing, inwardly.


Comment: I beg to differ from your thesis. I may be excused. I beg to differ from you. It may appear that we are declining. If you take the things as they are, the moment we appear going down, actually the desires are gradually coming up and will get cleansed in due course.


KRISHNAMURTI: The gentleman says that because you have had freedom politically now, all the hidden suppressed desires and anxieties are coming up, and that they will disappear; and also that this process of giving up all the things that have been held back for centuries is not deterioration but is just cleansing. Is it so? Is bringing all this up cleansing? How long are you going to continue with this inward spitting out? If you say it will take time, then the very fact that you will take time is an indication that you are deteriorating.


If I may explain, I am not talking of a thesis, I am not making a talk just to get a PhD or to get your approval. We are dealing with facts, not with ideas. A man in sorrow does not talk about a thesis; he wants to know how to end sorrow. There are several ways to end it—drugging yourself, going to church, taking tranquilizers, chemicals, forgetting, escaping—but that does not solve the question; it is still there when you go back. One has to be aware of all this process and watch the escapes—drugs, drinking, women, and all the things that one does to avoid the real thing.


Comment: If I may interrupt you, there is a way, and that is to surrender to God It is not theoretical but practical.


KRISHNAMURTI: The gentleman says there is one way: to surrender oneself to God.


How do you surrender yourself to God? What does it mean?


Comment: We should not be affected by the results of our action. We should have that attitude.


KRISHNAMURTI: What is my duty? Is it what society tells me?


Comment: It differs from person to person.


KRISHNAMURTI: It is what my guru tells me, what my family tells me. What is my duty? I refuse to have a duty.


Comment: That depends upon the person.


KRISHNAMURTI: You and I are talking at cross purposes. We have questioned the very existence of God to find out if there is God. We have questioned radically the whole idea of duty, responsibility, and who the entity is who is to surrender.




Comment: If we see a building, then naturally, the question arises: there is a person who has built it. When we see beauty, we appreciate the intelligence of the person who has built it. Our body can be compared to it. If there was no being that built it….


KRISHNAMURTI: The gentleman says: “If there is no being, God, who built our physical body, then how do you explain this whole process?” The communists do not believe in God, they spit on that word; they have been brought up to live in that way. Like you who have been brought up logically, sanely, rationally, to believe in God, they have also been brought up logically, sanely, rationally, not to believe in God. What is the difference between them and you? You are conditioned one way and they the other way. You are conditioned by centuries of propaganda, and they by forty years of propaganda; what is the difference? The existence of life does not depend upon the idea of God; it depends on ourselves. You first postulate an idea that there is God and work it all out—which means you have stopped inquiry, you have stopped questioning. Don’t you see that education, everything, has failed in this world? There have been two disastrous wars; there are monstrous things going on. It is no good saying everything is all right. We shall all be involved when the atom bomb comes, and we have to do something.


That is why you have to question everything, leave not a stone or leaf unturned in your questioning, even your logic which becomes so illogical when you are conditioned. When you remain a Hindu and reason from that background, your reasoning, your logic, your sanity is in question. You do not seem to see this. There must be a new world—not the Hindu world, not the Brahminical world, not somebody’s pattern world. Something new must take place in each one of us, and the new cannot take place unless there is death, unless there is destruction, something which is a denial of all this and which is not a thesis.




Comment: I am not talking in terms of a Hindu or of a Buddhist when I say that there is a supernatural power which controls everything.


KRISHNAMURTI: When you say there is a supernatural power which controls everything, what does it mean? Controlling these tyrannies, controlling these disastrous wars, controlling our sorrow, controlling that poor villager who trudges along every day for two annas when you and I live comfortably and talk about God?




Question: Is denial different from condemnation?


KRISHNAMURTI: The gentleman says: “This denial of which we were talking earlier—is it different from condemnation?”


Obviously, condemnation is personal, like good taste; and to deny is like beauty which is not contaminated by personal taste. Do you realize what is happening in the world? People are denying all leadership; they are questioning all your superhuman gods, everything. It is not a matter of your belief; you are questioning your belief also. If you say—as the Catholics say—“Do not question my belief, that is a mystery, do not ask,” then this is not a place for that. For me there is a reality, not the thing which we have been taught; there is something much more significant than all these things—that we have to find out. And you cannot find that out if you do not deny everything totally. Sir, you must die to everything to be born anew, you must die to find a new thing.


Your question is: What is the difference between denial and condemnation? Your condemnation is based on your conditioning. If you do not condemn, if you see the truth of it, you are out of conditioning. We have been raised from childhood to condemn, to justify, to accept, to believe—right through the world, the communist world and this world. It is easy to condemn, and we think by condemning we understand, as we think by comparing we understand—which is absurd. When you see the falseness of condemning and thereby deny condemning—not knowing how to evaluate, you say that this is false, not knowing what is true. When you see that condemnation is a conditioned response, and therefore deny it, you are no longer condemning, you are merely seeing facts.


I am not condemning that gentleman’s “all-pervading spirit.” The fact is that it is one of our favorite beliefs, imposed through centuries of man’s endeavor. There is a cave in France in which about seventeen thousand years ago, the people who existed then painted pictures of extraordinary colors and vitality and breadth, of bulls fighting men. The bulls were the evil fighting the good. We are doing the same. I say I do not want to fight. That is a most irrational way, to fight, to struggle, to control, to be in conflict. You have to see something ugly as you see something beautiful. When you see the fact, that very fact will explode, will bring something new into being.


I say these are the facts: there is the threat of war; people are divided through religious, political division; a separation is going on, linguistically, nationally; and there is an inward decline also, psychologically. These are facts. There is a decline.




Question: How can you call it a decline?


KRISHNAMURTI: I take away that word decline. Decline implies reaching a height and then declining. I am merely stating facts. There is no peace in the world—peace implying brotherliness, etc.




Question: So, you have an ideal?


KRISHNAMURTI: I have no ideal. If I may say so, probably you are here for the first time, and that is why you ask that question. First of all, the difficulty is semantic—that is, the meaning of words—how I use certain words and how you use them. We have to be in communion with each other, not only at the verbal level, but also in the meaning level. You have to listen a little more.




Question: We are disintegrated, are we not?


KRISHNAMURTI: Yes, everything implies a standard, a judgment, a condemnation. For me, the way I look at it is not from an ideational point of view at all, not an emotional standpoint. I see the mere fact that I am in sorrow—which is a fact. I do not say, “I have been happy; how shall I get back to it?” The fact is that I am unhappy; if my wife has left me, that creates sorrow; if my son is dead, that creates sorrow. I speak of the fact of being in sorrow, and how to resolve that fact. That is why all communication is difficult. Especially, in these matters, words and symbols play such an important part, and one has to go beyond the word and the symbol—which is not something mystical, extraordinary.


If I want to communicate something to you, I have to communicate it not only verbally, but also I have to express it so that you and I meet somewhere which is not at the verbal level. For most of us, the verbal level is the communication and the meeting point; and the verbal implies what was, what is, and what will be.


Comment: Comparison by itself is not evil.


KRISHNAMURTI: When I say that waiting is deterioration, I am not comparing. I see the fact that when a man waits, obviously, something is happening to him—call it deterioration or what you like. When a man is not actively pursuing the fact that something must be done, when he waits—to that man who waits, something must be happening. And that state is deterioration. It is not because of comparison.


Comment: There is a certain affection associated with evil itself.


KRISHNAMURTI: All affection implies suffering?




Question: Where there is affection, a man suffers out of that also. Don’t you suffer?


KRISHNAMURTI: I do not think so.


Question: To see somebody suffering?


KRISHNAMURTI: I know it sounds terribly brutal. I see my son suffering. What shall I do, what can I do, factually? I give him a few rupees. That is all I can do.


Comment: You cannot help suffering.


KRISHNAMURTI: Why? His wife has left him, or his son has died, or he cannot get a job—and he suffers.


Comment: Take something which is deeper.


KRISHNAMURTI: What is deeper?


Comment: Something, say a son’s death.


KRISHNAMURTI: “The fact of love brings pain,” we say, and we accept it. I question it. Is it self-pity? Is it identification with my son? Is it I am helpless, and I cannot do anything; therefore, I feel frustrated; therefore, in a roundabout way I feel sorry? Do I feel sorry because my son is dead and I am lonely? Without understanding all that, how can I say love and suffering go together?


Comment: I feel they do go together.


KRISHNAMURTI: All right.


Question: Are you denying suffering?


KRISHNAMURTI: I am not denying suffering.


Comment: Love we know, and also suffering.


KRISHNAMURTI: That gentleman says that suffering and love go together. I do say that they go together as long as you have not investigated what you call suffering, as long as love and suffering have not been understood totally. But do not insist on saying that they go together, as another person says love and jealousy go together.


Comment: I am not talking of my son; I am talking about suffering.


KRISHNAMURTI: Somebody says that he also suffers for the country which does something terribly wrong. Is that suffering?


Comment: Attachment is the cause of suffering, and not love.


KRISHNAMURTI: As things are, we suffer; we say we love. I am not questioning, please. Please question yourself whether love, what you call suffering, is not part of self-pity. It may be loneliness; it may be the feeling of frustration, a feeling of not being able to do anything. If you could do something, then you would not suffer. There may be ten explanations, one of which might explain your suffering. After explaining away everything, where are you at the end of it?


That gentleman says that attachment breeds sorrow. Yes, we all know that. We are all attached. Then why don’t you break it, why don’t you extricate yourself completely out of attachment?


January 7, 1962


Fifth Talk at Rajghat


We were talking the other day about conflict and how conflict invariably dulls the mind. I would like to approach the same problem from a different angle because, it seems to me, most of us have ideas which have much more importance and much more significance than the actuality.


We live in a world of ideas, totally divorced from the fact, and we always try to link the fact with the idea. And one of the causes of conflict is this attempt to approximate the fact to the idea. Why is it that ideas, concepts, formulas have become so extremely important? If you observe yourself, you will discover that ideas, the ‘what should be’, the intellectual concepts, the intellectual formulas are much more rigorous, much more important than the actual living, than the actual fact of what is taking place, if you observe yourself, you are bound to find out in what manner they have usurped the whole field of thought. We are not dealing with ideas because these talks are not at all concerned with ideas; we are concerned with the understanding of the fact which is life—with all its sorrow, misery, confusion, ambitions, fears; with its depths; and which has its discipline, corruption. We are trying to understand life, not in terms of ideas, but actually—to understand life and see if we cannot be free of those travails that give us such anxiety, make us feel so guilty, and if we cannot wipe away fear. That is what I would like to discuss this evening, if I may.


Why do ideas take root in our minds? Why do not facts become all-important—not ideas? Why do theories, ideas, become so significant rather than the fact? Is it that we cannot understand the fact, or have not the capacity, or are afraid of facing the fact? Therefore, ideas, speculations, theories are a means of escaping away from the fact. Do please apply this to yourself, not just listen to what is being said. What is being said has no value at all; but it has value—at least, it seems to me—when one can apply it to oneself and experience the things that are being said, by directly observing oneself. Otherwise, these talks will be utterly empty, without much meaning. So, do please give a little attention to that.


Is it that we are incapable of facing facts, and therefore ideas at all levels of existence offer an escape? The facts cannot alter; do what you will, the facts are there. You may run away, you may do all kinds of things; the facts are there—the fact that one is angry, the fact that one is ambitious, the fact that one is sexual, a dozen things. You may sup press them, you may transmute them, which is another form of suppression; you may control them, but they are all suppressed, controlled, disciplined with ideas. Is it possible not to live with ideas at all but with facts only? Do not ideas waste our energy? Do not ideas dull the mind? You may be clever in speculation, in quotations; but it is obviously a dull mind which quotes, that has read a lot and quotes.


Is it possible to live all the time, every minute, with facts? I do not know if you have ever tried to do that—to live with the fact of what actually is, and therefore to have no contradiction. You remove the conflict of the opposite at one stroke if you live with the fact and therefore liberate the energy to face the fact. For most of us, contradiction is an extraordinary field in which the mind is caught. I want to do this, and I do something entirely different; but if I face the fact of wanting to do this, there is no contradiction; and therefore, at one stroke I abolish altogether all sense of the opposite, and my mind then is completely concerned with what is, and with the understanding of what is.


Most of us have fear of some form or another. We are not concerned with what one is afraid of; we are not talking of that, but of fear itself—not fear of death, fear of your wife or husband, fear of losing a job, fear of so many things. We are talking of fear. Is it possible to live with the fact of fear without escaping from it, without creating the opposite and thereby making the mind dull in conflict? Has one the capacity to live with fear, and does capacity come through time? Is capacity to face the fact a matter of development, of time? I have to face the fact of fear. And when I face fear, I push aside all conflict of the opposite. Will the actual facing of fear develop its own capacity, rather than my developing the capacity to face it? I shall go into it a little bit.


Fear is an extraordinary thing. Most of us are afraid of something or other. Fear creates illusion; fear makes us suspicious, arrogant; fear makes us seek all kinds of refuge, all kinds of stupid virtues, moralities. And I want to face it, and not escape from it. Now, what is this “being aware of the fact”? The fact is fear; there is the awareness—what does awareness mean? All choice—I should not be afraid; this should not be; that should be; or any other choice—is denied the moment I face a fact. Awareness is a state of feeing a fact, in which there is no choice. Awareness is that state of mind which observes something without any condemnation or acceptance, which merely faces the thing as it is. When you look at a flower nonbotanically, then you see the totality of the flower; but if your mind is completely taken up with the botanical knowledge of what the flower is, you are not totally looking at the flower. Though you may have knowledge of the flower, if that knowledge takes the whole ground of your mind, the whole field of your mind, then you are not looking totally at the flower.


So, to look at a fact is to be aware. In that awareness, there is no choice, no condemnation, no like or dislike. But most of us are incapable of doing this because traditionally, occupationally, in every way, we have been brought up to condemn, to approve, to justify; so, that is our background. To look at something without a background is to face the fact. But as we are not capable of facing the fact without the background, we have to be aware of the background. We have to be aware of our conditioning, and that conditioning shows itself when we observe a fact; and as you are concerned with the observation of the fact and not with the background, the background is pushed aside. When the main interest is to understand the fact only, and when you see that the background prevents you from understanding the fact, then the vital interest in the fact wipes away the background. If I am interested completely in fear, then I neither condemn it nor justify it; there is fear, and I want to go into it; no background, no ideation will interfere with it because my interest is in the understanding of fear.


Now, what is fear? We are not dealing with ideas, with words. We are dealing with life, with the things which are happening inside and outside, which needs a very clear, sharp mind, a precise mind; you cannot be sentimental, emotional, about all these things. To understand fear, you need clarity—clarity not of something that you will get, but the clarity that comes when you understand that the fact is infinitely more important than any idea. So, what is fear?—not fear of something. Is there such a thing as fear, per se, in itself, or is fear related always to something? And is there fear?


I will take death for the moment. You can supply your own example. Is there fear if there is no thought—that is, if there is no time? Most people are afraid of death. However much they might have rationalized it, whatever their beliefs may be, there is the fear of death. That fear is caused by time—not by death, but by time—time being the interval between now and what is going to happen, which is the process of thinking, which brings about the fear of the unknown. Is it the fear of the unknown or the fear of leaving the things that we know? We are afraid of death. We are not talking of death, what happens after death; we are talking of fear in relation to death. I say: Is that fear caused by the thing which I do not know? Obviously I do not know about death. I can know about it, but that is not the point now. I can investigate, discover the whole beauty or the ugliness or the terror, the extraordinary state death must be. If we have time, we can go into it later.


Is the fear in relation to death caused by death—which means facing the unknown? Or is it caused by the things which, I know, are going to be taken away from me? The fear is of the things being taken away from me, the ‘me’ disappearing into oblivion. And so I begin to protect myself with all the things that I know and live in them more strongly, cling to them much more than becoming aware of the unknown. What is it I am afraid of? Not facing the unknown, but facing something which may happen to me when I am taken away from all the things that are held dear, which are close to me—that is what I am afraid of, not of death. What is it that I have—factually, not theoretically? I do not know if you have ever asked yourself a fundamental question to find out what you are. Do not translate it into the terms of the Gita or of some guru—that is all nonsense.


Actually, what are you? Have you ever asked it, and have you found an answer? Is there an answer? If there is an answer, it is not in terms of what you already know. But what you know is the past, and the past is time, and the time is not ‘you’. The ‘you’ is changing. I do not know if you are following all this. To find out what you are, if you say, “What am I?” possibly you are asking to find out the ‘I’ that is static. Therefore, you say, “I know I am this.” You can only know of something which is static; you cannot know of something which is living. I do not know if you have ever thought about this. You can speculate about the living; you can have ideas about the living and approximate the living with the idea and, therefore, introduce conflict. But if you say, “I want to know what I am,” is that question put in order to find out for yourself the static ‘me’, or is there a ‘me’ at all which is not static? This is not a philosophical lecture. When I put that question to find out what I am, that “what I am” is always in the past. The ‘me’ is always the past. I can only put the question and inquire into something static. And through the thing that is dead, that is static, the past, I have to find out what I am—and so fear never goes away. But fear goes away the moment I put that question and watch myself all the time, not direct my attention to the past, but actually to what is taking place, which is the ‘me’ that is alive. Therefore, the thing that is alive never engenders fear. It is the thing that is past, or the thing that should be, that breeds fear.


Let us look at fear in a different direction. There is the word, and there is the thing. The word tree is not the tree. We will keep it very simple. We will use only one symbol: the word tree is not the actual tree. But for us, the word is the tree. So, we must be able to see clearly that the word is not the thing. This is important to go into the question of fear.


Now, the word fear is not the actual state which is called fear. That is a different emotion, a sentiment, but the word is not it. The thing called fear is not the word, and yet we are caught in words. Why has the word become important and not the thing? Because the symbol, not the fact, is an idea which becomes much more important than the fact, because you can play with ideas, you cannot play with the fact. So, we are slaves to words like the supreme being, like God. If I want to find out if there is God, obviously, the word must go—and with it the authority of all the saints and such people. I must completely destroy the word; otherwise, I cannot find out. A man who says there is God or no God, a man who is caught in words, will never find. So, in understanding fear, there must be an awareness of the word and all the content of the word—which means, the mind has to be free of words. To be free of the word is an extraordinary state. Being aware of the symbol—the word, the name—then there is awareness of the fact at a different dimension, if I can use that word.


Now I am aware of the fact, of fear through the word, and I know why the word comes into being. It is an escape, it is tradition, it is the background in which I have been brought up, to deny fear and to develop courage—the opposite—and all the rest of it. And when I understand the whole implication of the word, then there is an awareness of the fact, which is entirely different. In that awareness, is there fear?


To unravel, which is really self-knowing, is the process of freeing the mind from everything except the fact; and that is a part of meditation. If you do not understand all the implications of fear or of ambition and try merely to meditate, only repeating some silly words which have no meaning, it is only an illusion; it is not rational, it is not sanity. So, facing the fact all the time without the idea is like the river. Into the river the city throws everything—all the chemicals, all the dirt of the sewer. Everything goes into the river as it passes by. And three miles away from there, the river has purified itself; the very movement of the river has cleansed it. In the same way, the mind cleanses itself all the time if it is facing the fact, if it lives with the fact and nothing else; and therefore, there is no contradiction and therefore no conflict of opposites. If I live with violence and completely understand it, what need is there for the opposite? As the river is always purifying itself, so am I when I face the fact all the time. And to face the fact, you need tremendous energy; and that energy is begotten when there is no conflict of the opposites, when there is no effort made to become something.


So, a mind that is facing a fact has no discipline because the very fact disciplines the mind; it does not impose it upon the mind. I do not know if you see all this, see the beauty of such living with facts, because otherwise you cannot go far; and one has to go very very far—farther than up to the moon—to go within oneself. You cannot go very far, straight as an arrow flies, if there is no right foundation. And the right foundation is the fact—not an idea. Then the mind can fly always high—not in illusion.




Question: When I look at a fact, my conditioning interferes. The conditioning is also a fact. What am I to do?


KRISHNAMURTI: The question is when you are looking at the fact, your background—your conditioning, your Hinduism, your Christianity, your scientific training, your education—interferes; and so, for you, the fact is the background and not the fact that you are trying to understand. You want to understand ambition. You are ambitious, and that is a fact. You want to look at it, but your whole background—your training, your society, your culture—says, “What would happen if you were not ambitious?” So, there is the fact that you are ambitious, and there is the other fact of your tradition, of your conditioning. Now the conflict is between these two facts. Fact A is an actuality, and fact B, which is your conditioning, is also an actuality. But if you want to understand A you must understand B, surely; so your whole attention is not on A but on B.


How is one to understand the background? This is really a very complex question because it involves not only the modern educated conscious mind—the mind that has become that of a clerk, a governor, a bureaucrat, a moneymaker, and all the rest of it—but also the mind which is the unconscious mind, the hidden mind deep down. So the whole of that is the conditioned mind, which is the past. Our concern is with B, not with A; and to understand B, we must go into the whole question of consciousness. Consciousness is not something you discover in the books because what is in the books is merely an idea. Somebody says it is so, somebody asserts. Somebody’s idea may be his actual experience; when he writes it down, it is an idea, and your following that idea or obeying that idea prevents you from discovering your own state of consciousness. So, you have to find out what you are, what your consciousness is, not according to somebody else, but actually. I am going to do it—not that you are going to listen to my ideas, but we are going to go into it—I am going into it verbally, but you are going into it actually. I am going to use words, but the word is not the thing. And the thing is for you to face the feet—the fact of your own consciousness, not of Shankara, Buddha, myself, or XYZ; that has no value at all. If that is clear, let us go into it.




Question: What I am is always in the past; why is it not in the present?


KRISHNAMURTI: I am answering your question exactly, if you kindly follow what I am saying. We are occupied with our own problems. Do follow this, your question will be answered.


We are dealing with life. There is consciousness, what is it? Please follow your own mind in operation—not my mind. We see obviously that there are certain levels of our consciousness which are of the modern educated mind, the mind that is caught in knowledge, in specialization, in technique, in understanding how to live in this world, to go to the office, to do business, with all the trickery, the corruption, the knavery—that is one level. And you have to do all that because otherwise you cannot live. Then, there is another level below that. First of all, there is no division between the conscious and the unconscious; we divide it only for convenience. In actuality, there is no such division; there is an interplay all the time going on between the conscious and the unconscious.


The unconscious mind and the conscious mind are receiving innumerable experiences all the time. But one segment of the mind says, “I must be educated,” and has educated itself in order to live in the present world at the present time. There are other parts of the mind, other parts of the consciousness, which are the result of our race—the race being your traditions, the things that must be done and the things that must not be done, the ideas, the things that you have been taught—all that is the past, hidden in the unconscious. You are listening to my words, but actually you are seeing it in yourself. The unconscious is the mechanism of habit; the unconscious is the mechanism of motive; it is where all our experiences are stored away—the experiences of the race, of man; the experiences as a Hindu, as a Buddhist, as a Catholic, or what you will; the experiences that have been accumulated as knowledge, hidden deeply inside; the fears, into the details of which I will not go now, as it will take too long.


There is this consciousness. And the moment there is a past, it has boundaries, it has a framework, it is caught up in the past, and there is all that which we have now described. That whole background prevents you from looking at the fact. So, we have to look into that background and dissipate that background. Is it possible? Some psychologists, who think they are atheists, say that you cannot dissipate it at all; and those who think there is God, equally feel it cannot be dissolved—all that can be done is only to decorate the background, give it more education to modify it, to control it, to shape it. How is one to be rid of the past?—which is, the experiences of yesterday influencing today, obviously, and so conditioning tomorrow. I have had an experience yesterday of being insulted or praised, and that conditions my thinking now; and when I meet you tomorrow, that shapes my thinking with regard to you. So, the past uses the present and becomes the future.


Now, to understand the fact, I must look at it without the background, obviously. Is this possible? And the fact will not remain as a fact—it is moving, living. To understand it I must move with it; my mind must be as rapid, as swift, as sensitive as the fact. And my mind is not so if it has a background, if it is conditioned. Please follow. The background must be surgically operated on immediately, to follow the fact. So, there is no time to investigate the background.


Comment: There is only one more difficulty in between—that is, between the background and the fact. There is a tendency.


KRISHNAMURTI: Obviously.


Comment: At that time it is in a new dimension which has taken something of the color of the fact because it is in contact with the background.


KRISHNAMURTI: Let us get the ideas. You say that the background in relationship with the fact brings about a tendency—let us keep to that.




Comment: The background is very rich, very varied by the contact of the fact with the background.


KRISHNAMURTI: I do not quite understand. You are saying this, are you?—that the background has enormous history; the background is the story of all mankind, not only the mankind of India, but of all mankind of which India is a part; the Indian background is modified but has the background of humanity. You are saying that if that enormous history or story is wiped away, there is nothing left as one fact. There is this enormous history or story which gives color to the fact; otherwise, the fact is barren. Is that it? Let us take that.


As far as I understand, a part of the question is this. The background is our history; the background is all the mythology, the experiences of mankind; that is very rich, and being very rich, it is also crooked, just as every rich man is a crooked man; and that richness, however slightly perverse it is, distorts the fact.


I do not say that the background is not rich. Obviously, the background is very rich; and being rich, it must distort. There are ten thousand years of the Gita or more—the date does not matter—and that has conditioned your mind, your thinking, your belief in discipline. Someone has told you, or some guru has told you that you must discipline yourself; and millions of people have disciplined themselves, and it has left a tremendous history behind. Somebody like me comes along and says, “Look, discipline is not necessary. Live with the fact, and the fact will bring about discipline; you will not have to discipline yourself.” Looking at the fact eliminates contradiction and therefore conflict, and therefore duality. Therefore, he says, “Look at the fact,” but you say that is impossible. Shankara, Buddha, your guru, the Gita—everybody says discipline, discipline, discipline.


So you are not looking, nor are you listening to what another is saying. Whereas you have to see your background and see whether it is true or false. If it is false, cut it with a surgeon’s knife; do not have a thing to do with it; wipe it away and see if this is so. But you cannot see if this is so if you still have a background, a discipline. That is very clear.


Your mind is the result of ten thousand years and more—a million years; I am not talking about reincarnation. As the mind is the result of man living on earth, the mind has a tremendous history of experience, and you cannot wipe that mind away; but when that mind interferes in the discovery of what is true, then that mind has no relationship with what you may discover. There is scientific knowledge. It would be absurd and silly to wipe away all that knowledge, but a scientist who wants to discover something new cannot be burdened with it. He knows that knowledge is there, but he is free to inquire. This is so simple. I do not know if you follow it.


In the same way, if I want to inquire into the whole process of fear, I have to cut away everything to find out the whole process, to inquire into it; because, what you have acquired apparently has not solved your problem of fear—you are still afraid.




Question: Is the fact different from the mind which interferes?


KRISHNAMURTI: The lady asks: “Is the fact different from the interference?” Now, do think it out. I am not a Delphic oracle.


Is the fact different from interference? Are they not all in the same field, on the same ground? Is not the fact a part of the mind? I am jealous—it is part of the mind. And also it is part of the mind that says, “Do not be jealous, be virtuous, whatever it is. Jealousy is hate, so you must love; therefore, wipe out jealousy.” Do you follow? I am jealous, and a part of the interference is that I must not be jealous. They are both within the same field. No? The fact is not outside the field of the mind. It is still within the field of the mind, as interference is still within the field of the mind. But with us, the interferences have become tremendously strong and important, and they interfere with the fact. We have emphasized the interferences and not the fact.


Now, is it possible not to allow the interferences at all to come into play? I say it is possible, but only when you have understood the whole question of interference. The question is this: There is the fact, there is the interference, and there is the attempt to understand the interference. Now the fact, the interference, and the urge to understand the interference in order to face the fact—all these arise only when I want to face the fact. If I allow interferences to play all the time, as I do, then there is no fact, and I live with the interferences.


I have said: Face the fact; do not let interferences interfere, but be aware of the interferences. So, there are three problems—the fact, the interference, and being aware of the interference. All the three are in the same field. They are not in separate watertight compartments; they are all in the same field and on the same ground. Watch it. Please follow it carefully. Experiment with this—which is, be totally aware of all this, aware of the fact, aware of the interference, and aware that there is no understanding of the fact if there is interference. Be totally aware of all that, aware of the significance; then you are getting the meaning of all the three because in that total awareness there is no division. As I explained the other day, when there is attention, there is no distraction. It is only when there is concentration there is distraction, because concentration is exclusion; to be totally aware of these three is to be attentive without the borders.


So what happens psychologically, what takes place, when you are aware of the three as a whole, when there is an awareness of the total thing—the fact, the interference, and the understanding of the interference?




Question: Is fear something natural or acquired?


KRISHNAMURTI: When you meet a snake, you jump. That is a natural, self-protective fear; without that you would be run over by a car, by a bus, or be killed by a snake. But all the others are unnatural, psychological desires to be secure, and all the rest of it. When you are totally aware of the fact and the interferences and have understood them, and also the desire to understand those interferences—which will not interfere with the fact—when you are totally aware of all this, totally attentive to all this, what happens? Then is there the fact, does the fact remain—the fact that you are afraid? It would be absurd if you accepted my word.


We have come thus far by questioning. If I have questioned, and you are merely expecting, the result is absolutely worthless. It is like a hungry man being fed on words; he still remains hungry. But if you have really followed inwardly, you are bound to come to this position that there is a fact, an interference, and the urge to understand the interference in order to complete the fact. When you are totally aware of all these three and of their significance, and do not merely concentrate on the fact or on the interference or on understanding the interference, then is there the fact? Is there jealousy, envy? I say there is not; obviously, you have wiped away every form of envy and jealousy.


Now, sir, this is real meditation. Without the fact ceasing to be—the fact of jealousy, of envy completely ceasing to be—how can you go very far? How can you find something which is beyond time? It is for you to find out, not for Shankara or Buddha or XYZ—that has no meaning, to rely on somebody. If you want to find out if there is or if there is not, you must go through this. You must be totally free of fear, and to be totally, completely free of fear, you must face the fact—the fact that you are afraid, the fact also that you are conditioned, which interferes with the fact, and the urge to get rid of the background in order to understand the fact. To be totally aware of all this is the beginning of meditation—not sitting on the banks of the Ganga, repeating empty words, and all the rest of the nonsense going on in the name of meditation. You must lay the right foundation. Otherwise, your building will totter, it has no meaning, it cannot remain straight.


What we have done this evening is the inquiry into oneself in which there is no assumption of any kind, not saying this is permanent or impermanent—you should wipe away all that completely, and so you begin to understand yourself.


So self-knowing is the beginning of meditation. And you can go infinitely into this marvelous thing called meditation if you have the right foundation; otherwise, you get lost, you are caught in sensations, visions, and all kinds of absurdities which have no validity for a man who is seeking. Then you will find, if you have gone so far, that you are moving with the fact, and therefore there is the ending of the fact, all the time; and thereby your mind becomes astonishingly supple, extremely sensitive. That is an absolute basis for meditation.


Then you will find out, if you have gone into it, that your mind or brain becomes astonishingly sensitive, therefore very quiet. A brain that is sensitive is very quiet; it is like a most delicate instrument—quiet, sensitive. You must have a brain that is completely quiet, uncontrolled, because the moment you control it, sensitivity is lost. It is only when the brain is completely quiet, uninfluenced, unrubbed, not disciplined, not controlled—one cannot achieve a still brain; to think of achieving it is immature, utterly vain, and has no meaning—that you will find out whether there is, or whether there is not, a movement beyond that. There is a movement beyond that, and that movement is creation, is God, or whatever you like to call it—it is irrelevant what name you give it. It is that movement which is necessary in this world at the present moment, because we have become machines—scientific or technological or specialized machines. Do you think a mechanical brain is going to find out anything?




Comment: I find it difficult to separate the word from the thing and treat them as different.


KRISHNAMURTI: The gentleman says he finds it extremely difficult not to allow the word to be the thing.


Why is it difficult? Is the door which you see there the same as the word door; is that word not different from the thing? The gentleman says he has never forgotten the word; the word is never absent, it is always there. For most people it is so. The word is there, not the thing. Psychologically, the word becomes so important because the word is a means of escape from the fact.


Let us take the word envy. The word is not the thing, and the word envy becomes important to us. Psychologically, inwardly, we do not know what to do with envy. It is respectable. All our social structure is based on envy; our education from childhood up to whatever we have reached is still based on envy, and envy is the symbol of position, authority. Psychologically, we want all that, and the symbol has become respectable, popular; it means success, position, power, and all the rest of it; and so we avoid envy, and we worship the symbol, the word.




Comment: One does not know one is envious. One knows it only at a later stage.


KRISHNAMURTI: The gentleman says that there are two stages with regard to envy. One is completely oblivious of envy; one does not know one is envious, and if one lives in that state, obviously, it leads to insanity, ill health. If one is aware of it, is there envy then? If one is not aware that one functions in envy, that envy is the motive power; then that leads to mental illness. But when one becomes conscious of it, then the whole mechanism of thought is set going, and the mechanism of thought is verbal. Thought is the structure of words. So to one who wants to look at the thing without the word, all those are explanations. But explanations do not satisfy the hungry man. The hungry man says, “Give me food.”


When a man is not conscious of his envy, it breeds illness. When he is conscious of his envy, he begins to verbalize and builds a structure of words, which becomes the thought and opposes the fact. Only when there is total awareness of all this, without any thought arising in the mind, will envy cease to be.




Question: Will you please say what is the purpose of your saying that there is no God?


KRISHNAMURTI: I did not say there is no God. I said very definitely: To find if there is God or no God, you must abolish, wipe away from your mind, all concept of God. To find if there is God or if there is no God, you must wipe away all the information that you have received about God. The people who have given you information might be mistaken; you will have to find out for yourself. And to find out for yourself, you must get rid of all authority, understand the whole structure, the anatomy of authority—whether it is the authority of the policeman, the authority of the government, the authority of the guru, or the authority of your own desires; they all play a part.


Without understanding all this, merely to seek what you call God has no meaning at all. God is something amazing, not to be imagined by some kind of belief. You have to find out. I do not say if there is or there is not. To find out, you must be free first. There is London; it is a fact, a physical fact. It is the same thing with a physical fact which can be examined by a microscope. You believe in God because you have been brought up in that belief. The communist does not believe in God; he says there are only physical phenomena which are explicable.


January 10, 1962


Sixth Talk at Rajghat


As there are only two more talks, today and Sunday evening, and as there are so many things to talk about, perhaps we should inquire into the problem of leisure. Leisure does breed with most of us discontent, and so we occupy ourselves with so many things to keep our minds busy. We try various activities, and if they are successful, profitable, gratifying, then we settle in those. The rest of our lives is spent in furthering that particular cause or that particular thing to which we are committed, and so our days and our thoughts and our feelings are taken up with that. So there is very little leisure. I think leisure is very important—that period when you have nothing to do, that time when there is no thought, no occupation, when your mind is not asleep but very alert.


Most of us have very little time for leisure because our days are taken up with gaining and losing, going to the office, attending meetings or going to the club, or some form of amusement; or you read a great deal, and if you are so-called religiously inclined, you turn to sacred books—I do not know why those books should be more sacred than any other books, why they are called sacred books. So we spend our days and our whole life being thus occupied; no part of our mind is at leisure, is quiet; no part of our being comprehensively understands the work, the activity, the things that one has to do. And yet there is within the totality of it a certain repose, a certain quietness, a quality which is untouched, a quality which is constantly keeping itself clean like the river because its very activity, its very movement keeps it clean, untouched, uncorrupted.


Please, if I may point out, this is not an intellectual, verbal, ideational talk. We are here, as I take it, really to investigate into ourselves and thus to open the door and look through into ourselves and discover what is true and what is false. And perhaps in merely listening to the words, you might be able for yourself to see clearly without distortion the actual process of the mind, the ways of one’s own thinking and the habits of one’s own feelings.


Most of us are discontented. For most of us, discontent is a torturous thing. We try this and that, and we always want to commit ourselves to a course of action. And the action, invariably, if one is at all intellectually sensitive, is turned in the direction either of social work—to improve society—or of so-called religion, apart from life. One finds something in this process of wandering in action, some activity that is completely satisfactory, and there one remains solidified in that activity. But life will not leave us alone. There is always somebody saying something that is not quite right. So, you again begin to be discontented and keep going until you find; you are always avoiding leisure, the time when there is no occupation at all. When the mind is really very quiet, not harassed, not all the time occupied with problems, then perhaps out of that quietness some other quality can come into being.


I would like, if I may, this evening to inquire into that quality of mind which has leisure and has not committed itself to anything, which can see, act, and yet be uncontaminated. I would like, if I may, to go into that—but not how to acquire it. Let us be very clear from the beginning that such a mind is not come to by any method, by any system, by any work, by any sacrifice, through any virtue. That is the beauty of such a mind. But to understand such a mind really, for such a mind to come into being, we must inquire into the process of thought, what is thinking; not that it begets sorrow, not that it is complex, not that it creates problems—which it does.


I think it is necessary to understand the whole mechanism of thought. Unless we understand it, there is inevitably unreasoning, unbalanced thinking, which is not healthy thinking at all. And one needs to have clear reason, logic, precision in thought. One needs to have a great deal of understanding of the whole process of the mechanism of thought. Because, a mind, a brain, which is not capable of really dispassionately, objectively looking, observing, feeling, sensing, with great balance, with sanity—such a brain obviously cannot go very far. So, we must find out what is thinking and also, in the process of that inquiry, find out the contradiction that exists between the thinker and the thought. As long as there is that contradiction, there must be effort, and therefore conflict.


So, we have to understand the whole process of thinking. You know we have an extraordinary history, a story which is the past, an immense richness collected not only by the individual mind but also by the collective. I question if there is an individual mind. Probably there is no individual mind; until the mind is freed, it is only a collective mind. But the mind is the result of time; the brain with all its extraordinary capacities is the result of time, of many thousand yesterdays. Biologically, I believe the rear part of the brain is the result of all the animal instincts which are still retained, and the forepart of the brain is still to be developed. But, for us, the past is the background from which we think, the past is the experience, the knowledge, the innumerable incidents and influences which have been stored up. The culture, the civilization in which we have been brought up, all that is the past. And from that past, we think; that is the background, and that gives us the tone, the quality of thought. Every question, every challenge is answered and responded to from the past.


Thought is really, if one goes into it, if one observes it, the response of memory; and without memory there is no thought, no thinking. Whatever we are asked, whatever the challenge, whatever the response to that challenge—all that is still the recording, the response of the past, of the memory, of all the experiences that one has gathered. And that past has always a center from which we think; and that center is more emphasized in our life, has more importance; that center becomes profitable, that center assures security. From that center we think, we act. That center is more or less static; though its challenge takes a different form, a different shape, though things are added to it and taken away from it, it is still there. That center has become important for each one of us. That center might be the family; that center gives me comfort, gives me pleasure; that is the thing round which I have gathered so many things in order to protect myself. So, there is this center which is created by thought, thought being the mechanism of the past. Until we understand thought and the thinker, there must be duality, there must be conflict; and all conflict wastes energy, deteriorates the quality of the mind.


So, a man who would really understand this whole process of gathering energy must obviously comprehend totally this division between the thinker and the thought, and the conflict that exists between these two. We have a center, and that center is created by thought; that center is the background. That background is very extensive and historical and has also plenty of mythology and moral values of society. However extensive that background is, there is always a center in it, the ‘me’, which is more important than history. That ‘me’, that self, is created by thought, because if there is no thinking, there will be no ‘me’. The ‘me’ is not created by some supernatural entity; the ‘me’ is created by everyday incident, by every accident, by every experience, by the innumerable assertions and denials and pursuits.


If I may suggest, listen to what is being said, do not take notes; taking notes is not important at all. It is like looking at the sunset and at the same time talking—you are paying attention neither to the sunset nor to what you are saying. If I may request you, do apply your mind to what is being said, and discover for yourself, directly experience what is being said, rather than vicariously, verbally, accept or deny.


Is it possible to remove this conflict between the censor and the thing that is censored? That is really a very important question if you ask yourself, because that removes all conflict, all contradiction. A mind in contradiction, in conflict, is a wasting mind, is a deteriorating mind; every problem which is given time deteriorates the mind unless the problem is solved immediately, instantly. And the problem which we are talking about is very important because that is the center from which all problems arise.


Is it possible to have no center at all? Do not translate this into your own language, into what you have read in the Gita or some other book; forget all that, and look at the issue. Do not interpret it in your own peculiar language—then you lose the vitality of perception.


Is it possible to think, to feel, to act, to do everything that we do, without the center? The things that we do, and the misery, the chaos, the confusion, the sorrow, the extraordinary despair that we have—will they exist if there is no center, if there is no entity that is committing itself and acting from a thing that has become merely a bundle of memory and which has assumed such importance? Surely, there is only thinking, and not a center which thinks. But thought has created the center for several reasons. One reason is that thought is insecure, thought is uncertain, thought can be changed, thought has no security, thought has no resting place, thought can be changed from day to day; but man is always seeking a place of security where he will not be disturbed under any circumstances, and so gradually the center becomes psychologically very important, and in that center there is security.


Is there such a thing as security in anything—in one’s family, in one’s job, in what one thinks, in what one feels? Is there security, is there any kind of permanency? And yet thought seeks permanency in everything, and the search for permanency is the breeding ground of the center. Just listen to it; you cannot do anything. Do not say, “How am I to get rid of the center?” It is too immature a question, there is no meaning; but if you observe, just see it, see the effects, then perhaps a new way opens out.


So thought is the response of memory, experience, the past; that is our mind, that is our consciousness; and in that consciousness, there is pain, joy, suffering, the things that one wants to do, to improve, to change—all starting from there. And not being satisfied with anything, unless one is utterly immature, one finds some stupid satisfaction, gratification, and there settles down for the rest of one’s life; or being discontented, being dissatisfied, one wants to commit oneself to a particular course of action. As one begins to act in that field, one sees that it is not good; so, he goes to one thing after another, always pursuing.


For us, idea becomes extremely important, not action, and action is merely an approximation to the idea. Is it possible to act without idea and therefore no approximation at all at any time? This means really that one has to go into the question of why idea has taken the place of action. People talk about action: What is the right thing to do? The right thing to do is not an idea divorced from action, because then action becomes an approximation to the idea, and still the idea is important but not action. So, how are you to act so completely, so totally, that there is no approximation, that you are living all the time completely? Such a person has no need of an idea, of concepts, of formulas, of methods. Then there is no time but only action; time arises only when there is approximation between action and idea.


This may sound extravagant and absurd. But, if you have gone into the question of thought, into the question of idea, and as you cannot live without action, you ask, “Is it possible to live without idea, without word, but only with action?” It is only when the mechanism of thought is understood that there is action which is not an approximation. Surely, if you think about this yourself, you will see what an extraordinary thing it is.


We have separated action, knowledge, love, and kept them all apart; each has its own drive, its own intensity, its own pull, and each is in contradiction with the other; that is our daily existence, our lives. To see the significance of these separated activities, which are really ideational and not factual, and to discover for oneself—not to be told; not that one reads it in a book, but actually discovers for oneself—the state of action without idea, to do something totally—that can only happen when you have love, affection. Thought creates all the divisions that exist in life—godly love, human love, and all the rest of it. Is not the quality of the mind that has complete leisure—that has come into being through understanding, through observing—quietness, a sense of silence? For me, this whole process of investigation into oneself is meditation. Meditation is not the repetition of words and formulas, mesmerizing oneself into all kinds of fanciful states. If you take opium, a tranquilizer, it will give you marvelous visions, but that is not meditation.


Meditation is actually this process of investigation into oneself. If you go into it deeply yourself, you are bound to come across all this, where it is possible to think without the center, to see without the center, to act so completely without idea and approximation, to love without the center and therefore without thought and feeling. And, when you have gone through all that, you find out for yourself a mind that is completely free and has no borders, no frontiers—a mind that is free, which has no fear and which does not come about through discipline. And if one has gone that far, one begins to see—or rather, the mind itself begins to observe the thing itself which unfolds thought—that the quality of time, the quality that is yesterday, today, and tomorrow, has completely changed, and therefore action is not in terms of yesterday, today, and tomorrow. Such action has no motive—all motive has its root in the past, and any action born out of that motive is still an approximation.


So, meditation is the total awareness of every movement of thought and never denying thought—which means letting every thought flower in freedom; and it is only in freedom that every thought can flower and come to an end. So out of this labor—if it can be called labor, which is really out of this observation—the mind has understood all this. Such a mind is a quiet mind; such a mind knows what it is really to be quiet, to be really still. And in that stillness, there are various other forms of movement which can only be verbal to people who have not even thought about this.




Question: After a day’s hard work, one’s mind gets tired. What is one to do?


KRISHNAMURTI: The question is: “After a day’s work with so many occupations, one finds the little time that one has is occupied; the mind is weary; what is one to do?”


You know, our whole social structure is all wrong; our education is absurd; our so-called education is merely repetition, memorizing, mugging up. How can a mind which has been struggling all day as a scientist, as a specialist, as this or that, which is so occupied for thirteen hours in something or other—how can it have a leisure which is fruitful? It cannot. How can you, after spending forty or fifty years as a scientist or a bureaucrat or a doctor or what you are—not that they are not necessary—have ten years when your mind is not conditioned, not incapable? So, the question is really: Is it possible to go to the office, to be an engineer, to be an expert in fertilizers, to be a good educator, and yet, all day, every minute, keep the mind astonishingly sharp, sensitive, alive? That is really the issue, not how to have quietness at the end of the day. You are committed to engineering, to some specialization; you cannot help it; society demands it, and you have to go to work. Is it possible, as you are working, never to get caught in the wheels of the monstrous thing called society? I cannot answer for you. I say it is possible, not theoretically but actually. It is possible only when there is no center; that is why I was talking about it. Think of a doctor who is a nose and throat specialist, who has practiced for fifty years. What is his heaven? His heaven is nose and throat, obviously. But is it possible to be a good first-class doctor and yet live, function, watch, be aware of the whole thing, of the whole process of thought? Surely, it is possible, but that requires extraordinary energy. And that energy is wasted in conflict, in effort; that energy is wasted when you are vain, ambitious, envious.


We think of energy in terms of doing something, in terms of the so-called religious idea that you must have tremendous energy to reach God, and therefore you must be a bachelor, you must do this and do that—you know all the tricks that the religious people play upon themselves and so end up half starved, empty, dull. God does not want dull people—the people who are insensitive. You can only go to God with complete aliveness, every part of you alive, vibrant; but you see, the difficulty is to live without falling into a groove, falling into habits of thought, of ideas, of action. If you apply your mind, you will find you can live in this ugly world—I am using the word ugly in the dictionary sense, without any emotional content behind that word—work and act, and at the same time keep the brain alert, like the river that purifies itself all the time.




Question: What is the kind of conflict you are referring to, that degenerates the mind?


KRISHNAMURTI: The gentleman wants to know what kind of conflict degenerates the mind.


Does not every conflict dull the mind?—not one series of conflicts, not one specific conflict. Does not every conflict, of any kind, at any depth, weaken the mind, deteriorate the mind, make the mind insensitive? If I and my wife quarrel all day, will that not dull, weaken, the mind?




Question: Does not conflict give us energy?


KRISHNAMURTI: The gentleman says that it is through conflict that we derive energy.


Any machine which functions in friction soon loses its speed, it wears itself out—does it not? Mechanically, it may not be possible to find a machine without friction. Anything that is being constantly used, in friction, must wear itself out; and you say that from that usage it derives energy; is that so? Do you derive energy through friction? You know how to resist. And resistance does give some sort of energy, but it is a very limited, narrow, petty energy. Is it a very difficult thing to see, or to understand, that every conflict—the wear and tear—between nations, between people, between two ideas, does make the mind dull? There is the theory of thesis and antithesis; there is a thesis, and the opposite of it, the antithesis, breeds friction; and out of that friction you have synthesis. First the idea, then the resistance to that idea, which will produce new ideas; and so this process of something and the opposite of it. We all know this. I am angry, and the opposite is “not to be angry”; and the synthesis of these two will be a state which will be neither anger nor non-anger, but something quite different. Do you create anything, do you do anything, out of friction? We do, that is our daily existence. Everything we do is out of resistance or out of friction. I am saying: Every form of friction, every form of conflict, dulls the mind. For you that is a new idea, and you say that you do not see in that way. Your first response is to resist it because you are used to the old system, or to the new system—thesis, antithesis, and synthesis—and so you resist. What happens out of that resistance?


Comment: Movement.


KRISHNAMURTI: When you resist, is there a movement? You are moving behind your own wall, and I am moving behind my wall, if I have one. We are trying to understand, to find out how to live in this world without conflict. When the politician talks about peace, what does he mean? And what do we mean when we talk about peace? It is the cessation of conflict, obviously.




Question: Is the quietness of the mind the same as inertia?


KRISHNAMURTI: The word inertia implies as far as I understand it—I am not talking in terms of the scientist—the idea of inertia, which is laziness, a sense of nonmovability, a thing that is completely inert.




Comment: The scientist says that the law of inertia is that a thing at rest continues to be at rest and a thing in motion continues to move in a straight line unless acted upon by an external force.


KRISHNAMURTI: That is precisely it. A thing which moves straight, if there is no impediment, if there is no conflict, which purifies itself, which keeps on moving always in a straight direction, and which therefore understands every impact, understands every influence, every experience which distorts this movement—that is the quality of the mind which I am talking about.




Question: Is it possible to move the center of our action?


KRISHNAMURTI: The gentleman asks: “Is it possible, by intensifying the center and expanding the center, to be free of conflict?” The center implies, does it not, just a periphery. That periphery may be very wide or very small; but a center implies always a border, always a limitation, however extensive the periphery is. When I am ambitious, when you are ambitious, when one is envious, it is the center trying to expand, is it not? And that expansion creates conflict. Is it possible to live without envy?




Comment: When I am aware of a thought, that thought ceases. Yet, there is the consciousness of the center.


KRISHNAMURTI: The gentleman says: “When one is aware of one’s own thought, at that moment of awareness, thought stops; but yet there is a consciousness of the center.” A certain thought arises—of fear, of ambition, or of envy. When you are aware, when you become conscious of that thought, for the moment it stops; and later on again it comes back because of the very simple reason that that particular thought born out of ambition has not been completely investigated, gone into thoroughly, understood. And you cannot go into it thoroughly because you condemn it or you justify it, because you say, “I cannot live in this world without ambition; therefore, I must be ambitious”. You can only understand a thought completely when there is no condemnation or justification—which means that the thought must flower in freedom completely, and then end. But if the thought does not end, it is because you have condemned it or you have justified it—which is from the center, from the background. The gentleman says that thought can be encouraged, justified, or condemned only when it is moving, living, when it is acting; but when you observe it, it stops, and therefore it cannot be examined. You can examine thought only when it is alive, moving; but by condemning, encouraging, justifying, we stop thought, and so that thought recurs. So, we have to find out why we condemn; we have to investigate thought—the whole process of resistance and so on.


The gentleman says that when you observe, there is the observer and the observed, the seer and the thing seen; and in that there is duality and therefore conflict and all the rest of it. Is it possible to see something without this? Is it possible to see something without the word, the word being thought? Is it possible to look at anything—the flower, my neighbor, my wife, my child, my boss—without thought, without the word? Have you tried it? Try it sometime, and you will find out for yourself that you can look without the word—which does not mean that you have forgotten there is the past, which does not mean that you have obliterated all memory. It is like looking at a flower botanically and nonbotanically.




Question: Does not the conflict help to clarify our minds?


KRISHNAMURTI: The gentleman asks: “Are we not clarifying our minds in this sort of conflict?”


Is there conflict in investigation? There is conflict only when you resist or accept or approximate. I am not a propagandist. I say: Just watch your mind; do not try to change, to add or subtract, but just watch it. If you were to accept what I am saying, or if you were to resist when you have your own ideas, that would be a conflict. I say: Do not accept what I say, do not reject what I say, but listen to what I have to say. You are a Hindu, a Brahmin, a Christian, whatever you are—specialized in something, and you have your background. I say that your background—not my background, not what I say, but your background—is preventing you from seeing things as they are.


Take a very complex thing. There is starvation in this world about which you all know. There are the scientific means to prevent that. Science is capable of preventing starvation, feeding people, clothing them, housing them, and making the world an extraordinary place to live in. It is possible, but it is not made possible by the politicians, by the divisions, by the nationalities, by sovereign governments, by this and by that. Those are the reasons. But nobody will remove their frontiers. You want to remain a Hindu, and I want to remain a Muslim, and therefore we prevent feeding the people. Now you hear that. And you, being a Hindu, say, “How can I give up my religion? I will tolerate the Muslim, but I cannot give up my religion.” And the Muslim says, “I will tolerate you, but I cannot give up my religion.” But can’t you and I give up our nationalities in order to feed the people? I say: Look at your own background; do not open your mind to me. Look at yourself, look at the way your mind is working; look at your own envies, your own ambition. And I am just pointing out how to look at it.


The gentleman says, “When I listen to you, I am receiving; and in that reception, there is a conflict going on. At that time, I observe my own mind in relation to what you are saying and thereby increase the conflict which will alter, which will bring about a heightened sensitivity.” That is what I am trying to answer. You are obviously listening and therefore receiving, but is that reception something foreign to you, or is it that in what the speaker is saying, you really look at yourself, at your own mind, and discover what is happening to that mind? Do not accept in that reception what he is saying, but look at your own mind; in that, is there a conflict? There is conflict only when the reception insists that you look this way. But the speaker does not say this; he says to you to look at your own mind, to watch your mind; in this, where is the conflict?


The gentleman says it is only a verbal deadlock, but I am not at all sure it is. I do not think we have understood each other. You say, “My philosophy is conditioned, and your philosophy is conditioned; and when the two meet together, there must be a friction; and through that friction I put aside my conditioning, and that helps you to liberate your conditioning; and that liberation is a process of conflict.” First of all, mine is not a philosophy, it is not a system, not a method; and you can wipe that out completely. I really mean it. I do not object to your calling it anything, but only as long as it is not a system to get somewhere. The gentleman says, “I hear you, you have something to say; and if you have something to say, I receive it, and in that very process of receiving, I am changing; in the process of listening to you, whatever things I held previously are loosening up; and this process of loosening up is conflict, and it comes about through the conflict between the two.”


Why is there a friction, whatever you may mean by that word? Why should there be a conflict when you see something different? Why should my seeing, if I see something new, bring about a resistance or a friction between what is being seen and what is seeing? Why should there be a conflict? I will tell you why conflict arises. Because, I am conditioned one way, and when something new is put to me, I reject it, I resist it; or I try to see how it can approximate to my conditioning, how my conditioning prevents me from seeing totally what he is trying to say; or, when I listen to him, I do not listen with all my being but with my conditioned being to assimilate what is being said. How can I assimilate what is being said if I am incapable of digesting? I cannot digest it; I can digest it when I have no conditioning, when I can absorb it completely. I say that in the process of absorption the digestion becomes indigestion when there is a conditioning. I am a communist, a Catholic, or what you will. You say something new to me. I listen to you; I either resist you, or I say that there is something new and that I must assimilate it. I take it in completely because I have understood it completely. Or I cannot take it in completely because of my background, my habits, my fears, which prevent me from assimilating. The conflict arises when I try to assimilate the new and yet not break down my conditioning. The speaker says: Do not bother to accept the new—there is nothing new—but break down your conditioning, and in the breaking down of your conditioning, you will find yourself anew.


All conflict, whether it is between ideas and ideals, between husband and wife, between society and the individual—all conflict at all levels dulls, stupefies, makes the mind insensitive. And I say: Do not accept what I say; do not create a conflict between what I say and yourself; and if you do, then you will lose, you will become more dull, you will create problems. Watch yourself, be aware of yourself, and to be aware of yourself, do not let the word become important, and all the rest of it. The speaker is not introducing something new; he is not saying, “This is the way to look”; on the contrary, he negates everything and says that in the process of negation there is no resistance, and therefore you can look. But if you say, “No, I cannot break down my background, the knowledge which I have, the things which I have experienced,” then there arises friction. You are conditioned and I am conditioned—let us assume we are. I try to impose on you and you resist; that inevitably creates a conflict. I try to push into you, and I say, “You must break down and accept my ideas, look at the way I look,” and that creates conflict. Or I say to you, “I have nothing to say at all, I have no ideas, I do not deal with ideas because for me an idea is nonexistent, it is a contradiction. So look, watch yourself, watch your own mind, watch the way you think, why you think as a Hindu, why you think as a Muslim, why you feel this way and that way”—which is all a negative form of asking you to look, not a positive way of saying to you to look this way.


So, through negation you uncondition yourself, not through resistance and therefore not through conflict. The gentleman says positively, “If I love you, there can be no conflict.” But he has added the word if, which is conditional thinking, and conditional thinking is an idea. You say that if you love, there is no conflict. Then, sir, love. But is that your state? Is that actually your state, not an ideational state? An ideational state is a conditional state—which means you do not love. When you say that when you really love there is no conflict, are you saying this from the fact, or are you saying it from an idea? Is it not a proposition? The man who is hungry says, “Give me food”; he does not want ideas about food, he has no concept of food, he wants the actual material which will satisfy his hunger. That man is entirely different from the man who thinks he is hungry and who says, “If I am hungry, I will do this and this and this.”
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