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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.









Amsterdam, Holland, 1955
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First Talk in Amsterdam


One is apt rather to think that what is going to be said will be Oriental and something which you have to struggle after to find. You need not struggle; but I think it is important, if we wish to understand each other, that we should first of all clear our minds of obvious conclusions. I feel that what I am going to say is neither Oriental nor Occidental. It is not something which, because I happen to have a brown skin, is being brought from India for Western people to believe in. On the contrary, I think there is no East or West when we are concerned with human problems. As we are concerned with human problems, surely we must look at them from no particular point of view, but comprehensively. If we look at our human problems from a Western point of view, or with the attitude of an Indian, with certain traditions, ideas, and beliefs, it obviously prevents the comprehension of the total process of our living. So it seems to me that it is very important not to assume anything, not to draw upon any conclusion or base our life on any suppositions or postulates. That is one of our greatest difficulties—to free the mind from any assumption, from any belief, from all the accretions of our own accumulated knowledge and all that we have learned. Surely, if we would understand anything, we must have a free mind, unburdened of any previous conclusions, unburdened of all belief. When the mind is so free, unhampered by the various conditionings which have been imposed on it, is it not possible that such a mind is then capable of understanding the immediate challenge of life, whatever it may be?


We are concerned, are we not?—not only here in Europe, but also in Asia and India—with a challenge that demands quite a different approach from any method tried before. We have to respond to the challenge of the present crisis, surely, with a total mind, not with a fragmented mind—not as Christians or Buddhists or Hindus or communists or Catholics or Protestants or what you will. If we do so approach the challenge from our own particular standpoint, we shall fail because the challenge is far too big, too great, for us to respond to it partially or with a mind conditioned as a Christian or Buddhist or Hindu. So it seems to me that it is very important to free the mind, and not to start from any premise, from any conclusion. Because if we do start with any conclusion, with any premise, we have already responded to the challenge according to our own particular conditioning. So what is important, if we are at all serious and earnest, is to ask ourselves whether the mind can be unconditioned, and not merely seek to condition it into a better, nobler pattern—communist or socialist or Catholic or what you will. Most of us are concerned with how to condition the mind into a nobler pattern, but can we not rather ask ourselves whether the mind can really be unconditioned? It seems to me that if we are at all serious, that is the fundamental issue. At present we are approaching life, with its extraordinarily fundamental challenge, either as a Christian or as a communist or as a Hindu or as a Buddhist or what you will, and so our response is always conditioned, limited, narrow, and therefore our reaction to the challenge is very petty. Therefore there is always conflict; there is always sorrow, confusion. My response being inadequate, insufficient, incomplete, must create within me a sense of conflict, from which arises sorrow. Realizing that one suffers, one tries to find a better, a nobler pattern of action—politically or religiously or economically—but it is still, essentially, conditioned.


So surely, our problem is not the search for a better pattern offered by one or the other of the various political or religious groups. Nor can we return in our confusion to the past, as most people are apt to do when they are confused—go back to something which we know, or which we have heard or read of in books, which again is the constant pursuit, is it not, of a better, nobler pattern of thinking, of conditioning. What we are talking about here is an entirely different matter—which is, is it possible for the mind to be free, totally unconditioned? At present all our minds are conditioned from the moment we are born to the moment we die; our mind is shaped by circumstances, by society, by religion, by education, by all the various pressures and strains of life—moral, social, ethical, and all the rest of it. And, having been shaped, we try to respond to something new, but obviously such a response can never be complete. There is always a sense of failure, of guilt, of misery. So, our question is then, is it not, whether the mind can be really free from all conditioning. And it seems to me that it is really a very fundamental issue.


And if we are at all earnest, not only for the time being, temporarily, but if we would maintain an earnestness to find out if the mind can be free from all conditioning—that requires serious attention. I do not think any book, any philosophy, any leader, any teacher is going to help us, for surely each one of us must find out for himself whether the mind can be free. Some will say, “Obviously it cannot,” and others may assert that it can. But both the assertions will have very little meaning, will they not, because the moment I accept one or the other, that very acceptance is a form of conditioning. Whereas if I as an individual—if there is such a thing as an individual—if I as a human being try to find out for myself, to inquire earnestly whether it is at all possible to free the mind totally from conditioning, both the conscious as well as the unconscious, surely that is the beginning of self-knowledge. I do not know if I can uncondition the mind; I neither accept nor reject the possibility, but I want to find out. That is the only way to approach life, is it not? Because a mind that is already in bondage, either in the bondage of nationalism or in the bondage of any particular religion, or held in a particular belief, however ancient or modern—such a mind is obviously incapable of really searching out what is true. A mind that is tethered to any belief, whatever the belief be, a mind that is merely held by an experience, whatever that experience be—how can such a mind investigate, proceed to understand? It can only move within the circle of its own bondage. So, if one is at all serious—and the times surely demand seriousness—then each one of us must ask himself, “Is it possible for the mind to be free from all conditioning?”


Now, what does this conditioning mean, actually? What is the nature of this conditioning? Why is the mind so willing to fit itself into the pattern of a particular design—as of a nation or group or religion? So long as the ‘me’, the self, is important, is there not always some form of conditioning? Because, the self assumes various forms—it exists as the ‘me’ or the ‘you’ as the ‘I’, only when there is some form of conditioning. So long as I think of myself as a Hindu, that very thought is the outcome of the feeling of importance. So long as I identify myself with any particular racial group, that very identification gives importance to me. And so long as I am attached to any particular property, name, family, and so on, that very attachment encourages the ‘me’, which is the very center of all conditioning. So, if we are serious and earnest in our endeavor to find out if the mind is capable of freeing itself from all conditioning, surely, consciously there must be no identification with any religion, with any racial group; there must be freedom from all attachment. For where there is identification or attachment, there is no love.


The mere rejection of a belief, of a particular church or a particular religion or other conditioning is not freedom. But to understand the whole process of it, go into it deeply, consciously, that requires a certain alertness of mind, the nonacceptance of all authority. To have self-knowledge, knowledge of myself as a total human being—the conscious as well as the unconscious, not just one fragment of myself—I must investigate, proceed to understand the whole nature of myself, find out step by step—but not according to any pattern or any philosophy, not according to any particular leader. Investigation into myself is not possible if I assume anything. If I assume that I am merely the product of environment, investigation ceases. Or if I assume that I have within me a spiritual entity, the unfolding God, or what you will, that assumption has already precluded, stopped, further investigation.


Self-knowledge, then, is the beginning of the freedom of the mind. There cannot be understanding of oneself, fundamentally, deeply, if there is any form of assumption, any authority, either of the past or of the present. But the mind is frightened to let go of all authority and investigate because it is afraid of not arriving at a particular result. So the mind is concerned with achieving a result, but not with the investigation to find out, to understand. That is why we cling to authority—religious, psychological, or philosophical. Being afraid, we demand guides, authorities, scriptures, saviors, inspiration in various forms, and so the mind is made incapable of standing alone and trying to find out. But one must stand alone, completely, totally alone, to find out what is true. And that is why it is important not to belong to any group. Because truth is discovered only by the mind that is alone—not in the sense of being lonely, isolated; I do not mean that at all because isolation is merely a form of resistance, a form of defense.


Only the mind that has gone into this question of self-knowledge deeply, and in the process of investigation has put aside all authority, all churches, all saviors, all following—only such a mind is capable of discovering reality. But to come to that point is extremely arduous, and most of us are frightened. Because to reject all the things that have been put upon us, to put aside the various forms of religions, churches, beliefs, is the rejection of society, is to withstand society, is it not? He who is outside society, who is no longer held by society—only such a person is then capable of finding out what God is, what truth is. To merely repeat that one believes or does not believe in God or in truth has very little significance. You can be brought up as a child not to believe in God, as is being done, or as a child, be brought up to believe in God. They are both the same because both minds are conditioned. But to find out what is true—if there is such a thing as God—that requires freedom of the mind, complete freedom, which means unconditioning the mind from all the past.


This unconditioning is essential because the times demand a new creative understanding, not the mere response of a past conditioning. Any society that does not respond to the new challenge of a group or an individual obviously decays. And it seems to me that if we would create a new world, a new society, we must have a free mind. And that mind cannot come about without real self-knowledge. Do not say, “All this has been said by so-and-so in the past. We can never find out the totality of our whole self.” On the contrary, I think one can. To find out, the mind must surely be in a state in which there is no condemnation. Because what I am is the fact. Whatever I am—jealous, envious, haughty, ambitious, whatever it be—can we not just observe it without condemnation? Because the very process of condemnation is another form of conditioning what is. If one would understand the whole process of the self, there must be no identification, condemnation, or judgment, but an awareness in which there is no choice—just observation. If you attempt it, you will see how extraordinarily difficult it is. Because all our morality, our social and educational training, leads us to compare and to condemn, to judge. And the moment you judge, you have stopped the process of inquiry, insight. Thus, in the process of relationship, one begins to discover what the ways of the self are.


It is important not to merely listen to what is being said and accept or reject it but to observe the process of our own thinking in all our relationships. For in relationship, which is the mirror, we see ourselves as we actually are. And if we do not condemn or compare, then it is possible to penetrate deeper into the whole process of consciousness. And it is only then that there can be a fundamental revolution—not the revolution of the communist or what you will, but a real regeneration in the deepest sense of that word. The man who is freeing himself from all conditioning, who is fully aware—such a man is a religious man, not the man who merely believes. And it is only such a religious man who is capable of producing a revolution in the world. Surely, that is the fundamental issue for all of us—not to substitute one belief for another belief, to join this group or that, to go from one religion to another, one cage to another. As individuals we are confronted with enormous problems, which can only be answered in the process of understanding ourselves. It is only such religious human beings—who are free, unconditioned—who can create a new world.


Several questions have been sent in. And in considering them, it is important to bear in mind that life has no answer. If you are merely looking for an answer to the various problems, then you will never find it; you will only find a solution that is suitable to you, that you like or dislike, that you reject or accept; but that is not the answer—it is only your response to a particular like or dislike. But if one does not seek an answer but looks at the problem, really investigates it, then the answer is in the problem itself. But you see, we are so eager to find an answer. We suffer; our life is a confusion of conflict, and we want to put an end to that confusion; we want to find a solution, and so we are everlastingly seeking an answer. Probably there is no answer in the way we want it answered.


But if we do not seek an answer—which is extraordinarily difficult, and which means to investigate the whole problem patiently, without condemnation, without accepting or rejecting, just investigate and proceed patiently—then you will find the problem itself, in its unfolding, reveals extraordinary things. For that, the mind must be free; it must not take sides, choose.


Question: It is fairly obvious that we are the product of our environment, and so we react according to how we are brought up. Is it ever possible to break down this background and live without self-contradiction?


KRISHNAMURTI: When we say it is fairly obvious that we are the product of our environment, I wonder if we are really aware of such a fact? Or is it merely a verbal statement without much meaning? When we say that we are the product of the environment, is that so? Do you actually feel that you are the product of the whole weight of Christian tradition, conscious as well as unconscious, the culture, the civilization, the wars, the hatreds, the imposition of various beliefs? Are you really aware of it? Or, do you merely reject certain portions of that conditioning and keep others—those which are pleasant, profitable, which give you sustenance, strength? Those you keep, do you not, and the rest, which are rather unpleasant, tiresome, you reject. But, if you are aware that you are the product of environment, then you must be aware of the total conditioning, not merely those parts which you have rejected, but also those which are pleasant and which you want to keep.


So, is one truly aware that one is the product of the environment? And if one is aware, then where does self-contradiction arise? You understand the issue? Within ourselves we are in contradiction, we are confused, we are pulled in different directions by our desires, ideals, beliefs, because our environment has given us certain values, certain standards. Surely the contradiction is part of the environment; it is not separate from it. We are part of the environment, which is, religion, education, social morality, business values, tradition, beliefs, various impositions of churches, governments, the whole process of the past—those are all superficial conditionings, and there are also the inward unconscious responses to those superficial conditionings. When one is aware of all that, is there a contradiction? Or does contradiction arise because I am only partially aware of the conditioning of the environment and assume that there are parts of me which are not conditioned, thereby creating a conflict within myself?


So long as I feel guilty because I do not conform to a particular pattern of thought, of morality, obviously there is contradiction; the very nature of guilt is contradiction. I have certain values, which have been imposed or self-cultivated, and so long as I accept those values, there must be contradiction. But cannot the mind understand that it is entirely the product of conditioning? The mind is the result of time, conditioning, experience, and therefore, invariably, there must be contradiction within itself. Surely, so long as the mind is trying to fit into any particular pattern of thought, of morality, of belief, then that pattern itself creates the contradiction. And when we say, “How am I to be free from self-contradiction?” there is only one answer—to be free from all thought which creates the pattern. Then only is it possible for the mind to be free from self-contradiction.


Please, if I may suggest, do not reject this—perhaps you have to think about it, go more deeply into it. It is something you have not heard before, and the obvious reaction is to say, “Well, it is nonsense,” and throw it out. But if you would understand, if you will listen to it deeply, you will see that so long as the mind, which is the center of all thought, is trying to think in a certain pattern, there will be contradiction. If it is thinking exclusively in that pattern, then there is no contradiction for the moment, but as soon as it diverges, moves away at all from the pattern, there must be contradiction.


So, the question “How is one to be free from self-contradiction?” is obviously a wrong question. The question is: “How can the mind be free from all environmental influences?” The mind itself is the product of environment. So as long as the mind is battling against the environment, trying to shake it, trying to break away from it, that very breaking away is a contradiction, and therefore there is a struggle. But if the mind is observant, is aware that it is itself the product of environment, then the mind becomes quiet, then the mind no longer struggles against itself. And being quiet, still, then it will be free from environment.


Perhaps you will kindly think about this—not accept or reject, but see the truth of what is being said; and you cannot understand the truth of something if you are battling against it or defending it. Can we not see that the very nature of the mind is to contradict, to be a slave to environment?—because it is the product of time, of centuries of tradition, of fear, of hope, of inspiration, of stress and strain. Such a mind is conditioned, totally. And, when such a mind rejects or accepts, that very acceptance or rejection is the further continuance of conditioning. Whereas, when the mind is aware that it is totally conditioned, consciously as well as unconsciously, then it is still, and in that stillness there is freedom from conditioning. Then there is no contradiction.


The division between contradiction and complete integration cannot be drawn intellectually, verbally. Integration comes into being only when there is the total understanding of oneself. And that understanding of oneself does not come through analysis because the problem then arises: Who is the analyzer? The analyzer himself is conditioned, obviously, and therefore that which he analyzes is also the result of conditioning.


So, what is important is not how to eradicate self-contradiction but to understand the whole process of the conditioning of the mind. That can only be understood in relationship, in our daily life—seeing how the mind reacts, observing, watching, being aware, without condemning. Then you will see how extraordinarily difficult it is to free the mind because the mind assumes so many things; it has deposited so many assertions, values, beliefs. When the mind is constantly aware, without judging, without condemning, without comparing, then such a mind can begin to understand the total process of itself and therefore become still. Only in that stillness of mind can that which is real come into being.


May 17, 1955


Second Talk in Amsterdam


It seems to me that one of the most difficult things to do is to listen to somebody with a quiet mind. I think most of us listen without giving our whole attention. I mean by attention a state in which there is no particular object upon which the mind is concentrated. Most of us already have many opinions, conclusions, and experiences, and we listen to another through this cross section of our own particular idiosyncrasies, through our own particular forms of habit of thought. So it is very difficult for most of us to understand what the other person is actually saying. Our opinions, our beliefs, our experiences all intervene, distract, and so warp and twist what the other one is saying. If we could put aside our particular opinions, our conclusions, and the various forms of our own idiosyncrasies, and listen attentively, then perhaps there would be an understanding between us.


After all, you are here, if I may point it out, to understand what is being said. And to understand, you must listen to what is actually being said, and not merely listen to opinions you may have about what is being said. You can form your opinions, if you must, afterwards. I do not think what is being said is really a matter of opinion. If it is a matter of opinion, then there will be contradiction, your opinion against another opinion. Opinion, I feel, has no significance when one is facing facts. You cannot have an opinion about a fact—either it is, or it is not.


So it seems to me that it is important to listen, not with opinions clouding the mind, but with a mind that is capable of patiently listening to the whole matter without forming a conclusion. Surely any form of conclusion is also an opinion and therefore restricts the mind. What we are going to talk about does not demand opinions. On the contrary, we must approach the subject of our inquiry tentatively, hesitatingly, without any hypothesis, without any conclusion. That is very difficult for most of us because we want to arrive, to get somewhere—either to bolster up, to strengthen, our own particular beliefs or to argumentatively enhance our own particular thought.


So, if I may suggest, these talks will be utterly futile, will have no meaning, if we enter into controversy, setting one opinion against another. Can we not together, you and I, endeavor to find out what is true? To find out, the mind must be somewhat energetic, somewhat purposive, and not merely clogged by opinion.


What we are going to discuss this evening is how the mind can be creative. That is, can we not find out if it is possible for the mind to be completely purified of all its inhibitions, conditionings, its various forms of fear, and social impositions so that the mind is not held, put into a frame, merely functioning mechanically? Can we discover for ourselves what it is to be creative? It seems to me that is one of the most fundamental questions of the present time, perhaps of all time. Because obviously, we are not creative; we are merely repeating patterns of thought, even though we may be making mechanical progress.


I do not mean by creativeness merely self-expression—writing a poem or painting a picture. I mean by that word something entirely different. Creativeness, reality, God, or what you will, must be a state of mind in which there is no repetition, in which there is no continuity through memory as we know it. God, or truth, must be totally new, unexperienced before—something which is not the product of memory, of knowledge, of experience. Because if it is the product of knowledge, it is merely a projection, a desire, a wish, and obviously that cannot be what is true or what is real. Reality must surely be something unimagined, unexpressed, totally new; and the mind which would discover such a reality must be unconditioned so that it is truly individual.


Obviously we are not truly individuals. We may each have a different name, different tendencies, a particular house, a particular bank account; we may each belong to a particular family, have certain mannerisms, belong to a certain religion—but that does not make for individuality. Our whole mind is the result of the environmental influences of a particular society, of a particular culture, of a particular religion; and so long as it belongs to any of these particularities, obviously the mind is not simple, is not innocent in its directness. Surely a clear, simple mind is essential if we are to find out what is real.


So, is it possible for you and me to find out together if one can liberate the mind from all this weight of influence, of tradition, of belief? Because it seems to me, that is the only purpose of living—to find what is reality. If we would make that discovery, we must first find out what it is that makes us conform. We are conforming all the time, are we not? Our whole life, our whole tendency—our education, our morality, all the sanctions of religion—is to make us conform. Our religion is essentially based on conformity. And surely a mind that conforms is not a free mind, a mind capable of inquiry. So can you and I inquire into the whole process of conformity, what it is that makes the mind yield to a particular pattern of society, of culture? We conform, do we not, because essentially we are afraid. Through fear we create authority—the authority of religion, the authority of a leader—because we want to be safe, secure, not so much physiologically perhaps, but essentially inwardly, psychologically, we want to be secure; and so we create a society which assures us outwardly of security.


This is a fact, a psychological fact, and not a thing to be debated or quarreled over. That is, I want to be secure; psychologically, inwardly, I want to be certain—certain of success, certain of achievement, certain of “getting there,” wherever “there” may be. So to achieve, to arrive, to be something, I must have authority.


Please, it would be advisable, if these talks are to be at all worthwhile, that in listening you are really examining your own mind. The talk, the words are merely a description of the state of your own mind, and merely to listen to the words will have no meaning. But in the process of listening, if one is capable of looking within oneself and seeing the operation of one’s own mind, then such descriptive listening will have significance. And I hope, if I may suggest it, that you are doing this, and not merely listening to my words.


Each one of us desires to be secure—in our relationships, in our love, in the things that we believe in, in our experiences; we want to be secure, certain, without any doubt. And since that is our inmost desire, psychologically, then obviously we must rely on authority. Surely that is the anatomy of authority, is it not, the structure of it; that is why the mind creates authority. You may reject the authority of a particular society, of a particular leader, or of a particular religion, but then you yourself create another authority. Then your own experiences, your own knowledge, become the guide. Because, the mind seeks always to be certain; it cannot live in a state of uncertainty. So it is always seeking certainty and thereby creating authority.


And that is what our society is based on, is it not, with its culture, with its knowledge, with its religions. It is essentially based on authority—the authority of tradition, of the priest, of the church, or the authority of the expert. So we become slaves to the experts because our intention is to be secure. But surely, if we would find something real, not merely repeat the words God, truth, which have no meaning when repeated—if we would make a discovery, the mind must be completely insecure, must it not, in a state of nondependency on any authority. That is very difficult for most of us because from childhood we are brought up to believe, to hold to some form of dependency; and if the leader, the guide, the teacher, the priest, fails, we create our own image of what we think is true—which is merely the reaction of our own particular form of conditioning.


So it seems to me that so long as the mind is shaped and controlled by society—not merely the environmental, educational, and cultural society, but the whole concept of authority, belief, and conformity—it obviously cannot find that which is true, and therefore it cannot be creative; it can only be imitative, repetitive. The problem therefore is not how to be creative but whether we can understand the whole process of fear—the fear of what the neighbor says, the fear of going wrong, the fear of losing money, the fear of loneliness, the fear of not coming up to the mark, of not being a success, in this world or in some other world. So long as there is any form of fear, it creates authority upon which the mind depends, and obviously such a mind is not capable of pursuing, investigating, putting aside everything to find out what it is to be truly creative.


So, is it not important to ask ourselves, each one of us, whether we are really individuals, and not merely assert that we are? Actually, we are not. You may have a separate body, a different face, a different name and family, but the inward structure of your mind is essentially conditioned by society; therefore, you are not an individual. Surely, only the mind that is not bound by the impositions of society, with all the implications involved, can be free to find out that which is true and that which is God. Otherwise, all we do is merely to repeat catastrophe; otherwise, there is no possibility of that revolution which will bring about a totally different kind of world. It seems to me that is the only important thing—not to what society, to what group, to what religion you should or should not belong, which has all become so infantile, immature, but for you to find out for yourself if the mind can be totally free from all the impositions of custom, tradition, and belief, and thereby be free to find out what is true. Then only can we be creative human beings.


There are several questions to be answered. And before I answer them, let us find out what we mean by a problem. A problem exists only when the mind desires to get somewhere, to achieve, to become something. It is “this,” and it wants to transform itself into “that.” Or, I am “here,” and I must get “there.” I am ugly, and I want to be beautiful, physiologically as well as psychologically. When the mind is concerned with the movement of “getting there,” becoming something, then the problem arises, because then you have the question “How?” So we are always creating problems because our whole thinking process is based on the movement towards something—towards the ultimate, towards the final, towards being happy, towards the ideal.


But I think there is a different way of looking at it, which is not to proceed from what is towards something else but to proceed from what is not in any preconceived direction. Is it not possible to realize what is—that one is greedy, envious, or any of the various forms of passion and lust—and to start from that without the desire to change into something else? The moment there is the desire to change that into something else, you have the problem. Whereas to proceed from what is does not create a problem.


I hope I am making myself clear. We see what we are, if we are at all aware, and then we proceed to change it; we want to transform what is into something else and thereby create conflict, problems, and so on. But, if we proceed with what is without wanting to transform it, if we observe it, remain with it, understand it, then there is no problem.


So in answering these questions we are concerned, not with how to proceed in order to bring about a change, but rather to understand what actually is. If I understand what actually is, then there is no problem. A fact does not create a problem. Only an opinion about a fact creates a problem.


Question: Can there be religion without a church?


KRISHNAMURTI: What is religion? What is fact—not the ideal? When we say we are religious, that we belong to a certain religion, what do we mean by it? We mean that we hold to certain dogmas, beliefs, conclusions, certain conditionings of the mind. To us, religion is nothing more than that. Either I go to church, or I do not go to church; either I am a Christian, or I give up Christianity and join some other form of religion, assume some other set of beliefs, perform some other series of rituals, obeying certain dogmas, tenets, and so on. That is the actual fact. And, is that religion? Can a mind whose beliefs are the result of impositions, of conditioning by a particular society—can such a mind find what is God? Or can the mind which has been trained not to believe ever find God either?


Surely, a mind that belongs to any religion—that is, which belongs to any particular form of belief, is stimulated by any form of ritual, has dogmas, believes in various saviors—surely such a mind is incapable of being religious. It may repeat certain words, may attend church, may be very moral, very respectable; but surely such a mind is not a religious mind. A mind that belongs to a church of any kind—Hindu, Buddhist, Christian, or what you will—is merely conforming, being conditioned by its own environment, by tradition, by authority, by fear, by the desire to be saved. Such a mind is not a religious mind. But to understand the whole process of why the mind accepts belief, why the mind conforms to certain patterns of thought, dogmas, which is obviously through fear—to be aware of all that, inwardly, psychologically, and to be free of it—such a mind is then a religious mind.


Virtue, surely, is necessary only to keep the mind orderly, but virtue does not necessarily lead to reality. Order is necessary, and virtue supplies order. But the mind must go beyond virtue and morality. To be merely a slave to morality, to conformity, to accept the authority of the church, or of any kind—surely such a mind is incapable of finding what is true, what is God.


Please do not accept what I am saying. It would be absurd if you accepted, because that would be another form of authority. But if you will look into it, look into your own mind, how it conforms, how it is afraid, what innumerable beliefs it has upon which it relies for its own security, therefore engendering fear—if one is aware of all that, then obviously, without any struggle, without any effort, all those things are put aside. Then truly, such a mind is in revolt against society, such a mind is capable of creating a religious revolution—not a political or economic revolution, which is not a revolution at all. A real revolution is in the mind—the mind that frees itself from society. Such freedom is not merely to put on a different kind of coat. Real revolution comes only when the mind rejects all impositions, through understanding. Only such a mind is capable of creating a different world, because only such a mind is then capable of receiving that which is true.


Question: How can I resist distraction?


KRISHNAMURTI: The questioner asks, “How can I not yield, give in, to any form of distraction?” That is, he wants to concentrate on something, and his mind is distracted, taken away; and he wants to know how he can resist it.


Now, is there such a thing as distraction? Surely the so-called distraction is obviously the thing in which the mind is interested; otherwise, you would not go after it. So, why condemn a thing by calling it a distraction? Whereas, if the mind is capable of not calling it distraction, but is pursuing each thought, being alert and aware of every thought that arises—not as a practice, but being aware of every thought that it is thinking—then there is no distraction, then there is no resistance.


It is much more important to understand resistance than to ward off distraction. We spend so much energy in resisting; our whole life is taken up in resisting, in defending, in wanting—“That is a distraction, and this is not,” “This is right, and that is wrong.” Therefore we resist, defend, build a wall in ourselves against something. Our whole life is spent that way, and so we are a mass of resistances, contradictions, distractions, and concentrations. Whereas, if we are able to look, be aware of all that we are thinking and not call it a distraction, not give it a name, saying, “This is good and this is bad,” but just observe every thought as it arises, then we will find that the mind becomes not a battlefield of contradictions, of one desire against another, of one thought opposing another, but only a state of thinking.


After all, thought, however noble, however wide and deep, is always conditioned. Thinking is a reaction to memory. So why divide thought into distraction and interest? Because the whole process of thinking is a process of limitation, there is no free thinking. If you observe, you will see all thinking is essentially based on conditioning. Thinking is the result of memory, reaction; it is very automatic, mechanical. I ask you something, and your memory responds. You have read a book, and you repeat it.


So, if you go into this question of thinking, you will see there can never be freedom in thinking, freedom in thought. There is freedom only when there is no thinking—which does not mean going into a state of blankness. On the contrary, it requires the greatest form of intelligence to realize that all thinking is the reaction, the response to memory, and therefore mechanical. And it is only when the mind is very still, completely still, without any movement of thought, that there is a possibility of discovering something totally new. Thought can never discover anything new because thought is the projection of the past, thought is the result of time, of many, many days, and centuries of yesterdays.


Knowing all that, being aware of all that, the mind becomes still. Then there is a possibility of something new taking place, something totally unexperienced, unimaginable, not something which is a mere projection of the mind itself.


Question: What kind of education should my child have in order to face this chaotic world?


KRISHNAMURTI: This is really a vast question, isn’t it, not to be answered in a couple of minutes. But perhaps we can put it briefly, and it may be gone into further afterwards.


The problem is not what kind of education the child should have but rather that the educator needs education, the parent needs education. (Murmur of laughter) No, please, this is not a clever remark for you to laugh at, be amused at. Do we not need a totally different kind of education?—not the mere cultivation of memory, which gives the child a technique, which will help him to get a job, a livelihood, but an education that will make him truly intelligent. Intelligence is the comprehension of the whole process, the total process of life, not knowledge of one fragment of life.


So the problem is really: Can we, the grown-up people, help the child to grow in freedom, in complete freedom? This does not mean allowing him to do what he likes, but can we help the child to understand what it is to be free because we understand ourselves what it is to be free?


Our education now is merely a process of conformity, helping the child to conform to a particular pattern of society in which he will get a job, become outwardly respectable, go to church, conform, and struggle until he dies. We do not help him to be free inwardly so that as he grows older, he is able to face all the complexities of life—which means helping him to have the capacity to think, not teaching him what to think. For this, the educator himself must be capable of freeing his own mind from all authority, from all fear, from all nationality, from the various forms of belief and tradition, so that the child understands—with your help, with your intelligence—what it is to be free, what it is to question, to inquire, and to discover.


But you see, we do not want such a society; we do not want a different world. We want the repetition of the old world, only modified, made a little better, a little more polished. We want the child to conform totally, not to think at all, not to be aware, not to be inwardly clear—because if he is so inwardly clear, there is danger to all our established values. So, what is really involved in this question is how to bring education to the educator. How can you and I—because we, the parents, the society, are the educators—how can you and I help to bring about clarity in ourselves so that the child may also be able to think freely, in the sense of having a still mind, a quiet mind, through which new things can be perceived and come into being?


This is really a very fundamental question. Why is it that we are being educated at all? Just for a job? Just to accept Catholicism or Protestantism, or communism or Hinduism? Just to conform to a certain tradition, to fit into a certain job? Or is education something entirely different?—not the cultivation of memory, but the process of understanding. Understanding does not come through analysis; understanding comes only when the mind is very quiet, unburdened, no longer seeking success and therefore being thwarted, afraid of failure. Only when the mind is still, only then is there a possibility of understanding, and having intelligence. Such education is the right kind of education, from which obviously other things follow.


But very few of us are interested in all that. If you have a child, you want him to have a job; that is all you are concerned with—what is going to happen to his future. Should the child inherit all the things that you have—the property, the values, the beliefs, the traditions—or must he grow in freedom, so as to discover for himself what is true? That can only happen if you yourself are not inheriting, if you yourself are free to inquire, to find out what is true.
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I think it would be wise if we could listen to what we are going to consider with comparative freedom from prejudice, and not with the feeling that what is being said is merely the opinion of a Hindu coming from Asia with certain ideas. After all, there is no division in thought; thought has no nationality, and our problems, whether Asiatic, Indian, or European, are the same. We can, unfortunately, conveniently divide our problems as though they were Asiatic and European, but in fact we have only problems. And if we would tackle them, not from any one point of view, but understand them totally, go into them profoundly, patiently, and diligently, it is first necessary to comprehend the many issues that confront each one of us. So, if. I may suggest, it would be wise if we could dissociate ourselves for the time being from any nationality, from any particular form of religious belief, even from our own particular experiences, and consider fairly dispassionately what is being said.


It seems to me that there must be a total revolution—not mere reform, because reforms always breed further reforms, and there is no end to that process. But I feel it is important when we are confronted with an enormous crisis—as we are—that there should be a total revolution in our minds, in our hearts, in our whole attitude towards life. That revolution cannot be brought about by any outside pressure, by any circumstances, by any mere economic revolution, nor by leaving one form of religion to join another. Such adjustment is not revolution; it is merely a modified continuity of what has been. It seems to me that it is very necessary at the present time, and perhaps at all times, if we would understand the enormous challenge we are confronted with, that we approach it totally, with all our being—not as a Dutchman with a European culture, or a Hindu with certain beliefs and superstitions, but as a human being stripped of all our prejudices, our nationalities, our particular forms of religious conviction. I feel it is important that we should not indulge in mere reformation, because all such reform is merely an outward adjustment to a particular circumstance, to a particular pressure and strain; and that adjustment obviously does not bring about a different world, a different state of being, in which human beings can live at peace with each other. So it seems to me that it is very important to put aside all consideration of reformation—political, economic, social, or what you will—and bring about a total inward revolution.


Such a revolution can only take place religiously. That is, when one is really a religious person—only then is it possible to have such a revolution. Economic revolution is merely a fragmentary revolution. Any social reform is still fragmentary, separative; it is not a total reformation. So, can we consider this matter, not as a group, or as a Dutchman, but as individuals?—because this revolution obviously must begin with the individual. True religion can never be collective. It must be the outcome of individual endeavor, individual search, individual liberation and freedom. God is not to be found collectively. Any form of collectivism in search can only be a conditioning reaction. The search for reality can only be on the part of the individual. I think it is very important to understand this because we are always considering what is going to be the response of the mass. Do we not always say, “This is too difficult for the mass, for the general public,” and do we not seek every form of excuse that we can find in order not to alter, not to bring about a fundamental revolution within ourselves? We find, do we not, innumerable excuses for indefinite postponement of direct individual revolution.


If you and I can separate ourselves from collective thinking, from thinking as Dutchmen or Christians or Buddhists or Hindus, then we can tackle the problem of bringing about a total revolution within ourselves. For it is only that total revolution within oneself which can reveal that which is of the highest. It is enormously difficult to separate ourselves from the collective because we are afraid to stand alone, we are afraid to be thought different from others, we are afraid of the public, what another says. We have innumerable forms of self-defense.


To bring about a revolution, a fundamentally radical change, is it not important that we should consider the process of the mind? Because, after all, that is the only instrument we have—the mind that has been educated for centuries, the mind that is the result of time, the mind that is the storehouse of innumerable experiences, memories. With that mind, which is essentially conditioned, we try to find an answer to the innumerable problems of our existence. That is, with a mind that has been shaped, molded by circumstances, a mind that is never free, with a process of thinking which is the outcome of innumerable reactions, conscious or unconscious, we hope to solve our problems. So it seems to me that it is very important to understand oneself, because self-knowledge is the beginning of this radical revolution of which I am talking.


After all, if I do not know what I think and the source of my thought, the ways I function—not only outwardly, but deep down, the various unconscious wounds, hopes, fears, frustrations—if I am not totally aware of all that, then whatever I think, whatever I do, has very little significance. But to be aware of that totality of my being requires attention, patience, and the constant pursuit of awareness. That is why I think it is essential for those of us who are really serious about these things, who are endeavoring to find out the answer to our innumerable problems, that we should understand our own ways of thinking and break away totally from any form of inward constriction, imposition, and dogma, so as to be able to think freely and search out what is true.


This requires, does it not, a freedom from all authority—not to follow, not to imitate, not to conform inwardly. At present, our whole thinking, our whole being, is essentially the result of conformity, of training, of molding. We comply, we adjust, we accept, because we are deeply afraid to be different, to stand alone, to inquire. Inwardly we want assurance, we want to succeed, we want to be on the right side. So we build various forms of authority, patterns of thought, and thereby become imitative human beings, outwardly conforming because inwardly we are essentially frightened to be alone.


This aloneness, this detachment, is surely not contrary to relationship with the collective. If we are able to stand alone, then possibly we shall be able to help the collective. But if we are only part of the collective, then obviously we can only reform, bring about certain changes in the pattern of the collective. To be truly individual is to be totally outside of the collective because we understand what the whole implication of the collective is. Such an individual is capable of bringing about a transformation in the collective. I think it is important to bear this in mind since most of us are concerned with the so-called mass, the collective, the whole group. Obviously the group cannot change itself—it has never done so historically, or now. Only the individual who is capable of detaching himself totally from the group, from the collective, can bring about a radical change, and he can only detach himself totally when he is seeking that which is real. That means he must be really a religious person—but not the religion of belief, of churches, of dogmas, of creeds. Only one who is free from the collective can find out what is true. And that is extraordinarily difficult, for the mind is always projecting what it thinks to be religion, God, truth.


So it is very important to understand the whole process of oneself, to have knowledge of the ‘me’, the self, the thinker; because, if one is so capable of regarding one’s whole process of living, one can free the mind from the collective, from the group, and so become an individual. Such an individual is not in opposition to the collective—opposition is merely a reaction. But as the mind understands both the conscious and the unconscious process of itself, then we will see that there is quite a different state—a state which is neither of the collective nor of the separate entity, the individual; he has gone beyond both and therefore is capable of understanding that which is true. The individual who is not in opposition to the collective in his search for truth is really a revolutionary.


And it seems to me that to be a true revolutionary is the essential thing. Such individuals are creative, able to bring about a different world. Because after all, our problems, whether in India, America, Russia, or here, are the same—we are human beings, we want to be happy. We want to have a mind that is capable of deep penetration and that is not merely satisfied with the superficiality of life. We want to go into this most profoundly, individually, to find out that which is the eternal, the everlasting, the unknown. But that thing cannot be found if we are merely pursuing the pattern of conformity. That is why it is important, it seems to me, that there should be some of us who are really earnest, not merely listening with curiosity or just as a passing fancy, but who are really essentially concerned with bringing about transformation in the world so that there can be peace and happiness for each one of us. For this, it seems to me, it is very important that we should cease to think collectively and should as human beings—not as mere repetitive machines of certain dogmas and beliefs—find out, inquire, search out for ourselves, what is true, what is God.


In that discovery is the solution to all our problems. Without that discovery, our problems multiply; there will be more wars, more misery, more sorrow. We may have peace temporarily, through terror. But if we are individuals, in the right sense of that word, seeking that which is real—which can only be found when we understand the whole process, conscious as well as unconscious, of our own thinking—then there is a possibility of such a revolution, which is the only revolution that can bring about a happier state for man.


Question: In Holland there are many people of goodwill What can we really do in order to work for peace in the world?


KRISHNAMURTI: Why do you restrict the people of goodwill to Holland? (Laughter) Don’t you think there are people of goodwill all over the world?


But you see, peace doesn’t come about by goodwill; peace is something entirely different. It is not the cessation of war. Peace is a state of the mind; peace is a cessation of the effort to be something, peace is the denial of ambition, the ending of the desire to achieve, to become, to succeed. We think peace is merely the gap, the interval, between two wars. And probably, through the terror of the hydrogen bomb, we shall have peace of some kind or other. But surely, that is not peace. There is peace only when you have no separative nationalities and sovereignties, when you do not consider somebody else as inferior in race, or somebody else as superior, when there are no divisions in religions—you a Christian, and another a Hindu or Buddhist or Muslim.


Peace can only come about when you as an individual work for peace. This does not mean gathering yourselves into groups and working for peace; then what you create will be merely a conformity to a pattern called peace. But to bring about lasting peace is surely something entirely different. After all, how can a man who is ambitious, struggling, competitive, brutal—how can such a man bring about peace in the world? You may say, “What will happen to me if I am not ambitious? Will I not decay? Must I not struggle?” It is because we are ambitious, because we have struggled and pushed each other aside in our desire for achievement, success, that we have created a world in which there are wars.


I think if we could really understand what it is to live without ambition, without this everlasting desire to succeed—either in business, in schools, in the family—if we could really understand the psychological content of ambition, with all the implications that are involved, then we would abandon this meaningless activity. The ambitious man is not a happy man; he is always afraid of frustration, burdened by the misery of effort and struggle. Such a man cannot create a peaceful world. Also, those who believe in a particular form of church—the communist, the Catholic, the Protestant, the Hindu—they are not peaceful people; they can never bring about peace in the world because they are in themselves divided, broken, torn. It is only the integrated human being, he who understands this division and all its corruption—it is only such a human being who can bring about peace.


But we do not want to give up our cherished hopes, our fancies, our beliefs. We want to carry all that into the world of peace. We want to create a world of peace with all the elements that are destructive. Therefore you never have peace. It is only the mind which has understood itself, which is quiet, which does not demand, which is not seeking success, which is not trying to become or to be somebody—it is only such a mind that can create a world in which there is peace.


Question: Is there life after death?


KRISHNAMURTI: I see you are much more interested in that than in the previous question! It is extraordinary how we are interested in death. We are not interested in living, but we are interested in how we are going to die and if there is something after.


Let us go into the problem, if you will, seriously, because it is an enormous problem. To understand the whole implication of the question, one must approach it very carefully, wisely. You cannot approach it wisely if you have any belief about it, if you say—because you have read about it or you have a hope or intuition or a longing for it—that there is life after death. Surely, if you would understand the problem, you must approach it afresh, anew, in a state of mind which is inquiring and not believing, a state of mind which says, “I do not know, but I want to find out,”—not a mind which says there is, or there is not, a continuity after death. Surely, that is fairly obvious. I think that is the first step towards finding out the truth about death and afterwards; that is the only way to approach any problem, especially a human problem—to say, “I do not know, but I want to find out.” To say this is very difficult because most of us have read so much, we have so many desires, so many hopes, so many longings, we are so afraid and therefore already have many conclusions, many beliefs—all telling us that there is some kind of continuity, some kind of life after death. So we have already preconceived what it is; your own fears dictate what it should be.


So, to find out the truth of the matter, is it not important that first there must be freedom from all knowledge concerning death? After all, death is the unknown, and to find out, one must enter into death while living. Please listen. One must have the capacity to enter that which we call death while we are capable of breathing, thinking, acting. Otherwise, if you die—through disease, through accident—then you become unconscious, and there is no understanding of what lies after. But actively to be able while living, with full consciousness, to understand the whole problem of what death is requires astonishing energy, capacity, inquiry.


First, what is it that we are afraid of in death? Surely we are afraid, are we not, of ceasing to be, not having continuity. That is, I either cease to be or I hope to continue. When this thing called the body, the organism, the mechanism, dies, through various forms of disease, accident, or what you will, there is fear of ‘me’ not continuing. The ‘me’ is the various qualities, the virtues, the idiosyncrasies, the experiences, the passions, the values which I have cultivated, the memories which I have cherished, and those memories which I have put aside—all that is the ‘me’, surely. The ‘me’ that is identified with property, with a house, with a family, with a friend, with a wife, with a husband, with experiences, which has cultivated certain virtues, which wants to do something, which wants to fulfill, which has innumerable memories, pleasant or unpleasant—that ‘me’ says, “I am afraid, I want an assurance that there is a form of continuity.”


Now, that which continues without breaking cannot ever be creative, can it? Creativeness comes into being only when there is the cessation of continuity. If I am merely the result of past yesterdays, and continue to be still the same pattern in the future, it is merely the repetitive form of a certain pattern of thought, a continuity of memory. And such a continuity in time obviously cannot find that which is beyond time. The mind thinks in terms of time—time being yesterday, today, and tomorrow—and such a mind cannot possibly conceive of a state when there is no tomorrow. So it says, “I must have continuity.” It can only think in terms of time, and therefore it is everlastingly frightened of death because there may be the cessation of what has been.


The question “Is there life after death?” is really very immature, is it not? Because if one understands the whole process of oneself, the ‘me’, it is not very important whether you live or do not live afterwards. After all, what is the ‘me’ except a bundle of memories? Please follow this. The ‘me’ is merely a bundle of memories, values, experiences. And that ‘me’ wants to continue. You may say that the ‘me’ is not the only thing that is—that there is a spiritual entity in that ‘me’. If there is a spiritual entity in that ‘me’, that spirit has no death; it is timeless and beyond time; it cannot be conceived of, it cannot be thought of, it does not know fear. That may be or it may not be. But we are frightened, and what frightens us is the cessation of the ‘me’ that is the product of time. So as long as I think in terms of time and death and fear, there can never be the discovery of that which is beyond time.


Unfortunately, we want a categorical answer, yes or no, to the question whether there is life after death. If I may point out, such a categorical answer is really quite an immature demand because life has no categorical answer, yes or no. It requires enormous penetration, insight, inquiry, to find out what is that state of mind which is beyond death. That is far more important than merely to inquire if there is life after death. Even if there is, what of it? You will be just as miserable, just as unhappy, in conflict and misery, struggling to fulfill, and all the rest of it. But if you will understand the whole process of the self, the ‘me’, and let the mind free itself from its own considerations, from its own bondages, and therefore be still, then you will find the question of death has very little significance. Then death is part of living. While we are concerned with living, there is no death. Life is not an ending and a beginning. Life cannot be understood if there is fear of death, or anxiety to find out what lies beyond.


All this requires enormous maturity and totality of thinking. But we are too impatient, we are too anxious, we want to have an immediate answer, we do not want to sit down and inquire—not through books, not through some authority, but to inquire within ourselves. To penetrate the many layers of our own consciousness and find out what is the truth requires patience, serious endeavor, and a constancy of intention.


Question: We are used to prayer. I have heard it said that meditation, as practiced in the East, is a form of prayer. Is this right?


KRISHNAMURTI: Do not let us bother about what the East practices or does not practice. Let us consider meditation and prayer and see if there is a difference.


What do we mean by prayer? Essentially, is it not supplication, a petition, a demand to something which we consider higher? I have a problem, I am miserable, I suffer; and I pray for an answer, for a meaning, a significance. I am in trouble and worn out with anxiety, and I pray. That is, I ask, I demand, I beg, I petition. And obviously, there is an answer, and we attribute it to something extraordinarily high; we say it is from God. But is it? Or, is it the response of the deep unconscious?


Please, do not brush this aside, thinking that I am merely repeating psychoanalytical things. We are trying to inquire. Surely, God must be something totally beyond the demands of my particular worries, of my particular wounds and frustrations and hopes. God, or truth, must be something totally outside of time, unimaginable, unknowable by the mind that is conditioned, that is suffering. But if I can understand what is sorrow and how sorrow comes into being, then there is no petition, then the understanding of sorrow is the beginning of meditation.


Prayer is entirely different from meditation. Prayer is the repetition of certain words that bring quietness to the mind. If you repeat certain words, phrases, obviously it quietens the mind. And in that quietude there may be certain responses, a certain alleviation of suffering. But suffering returns again because sorrow has not been fully fathomed and understood. So, suffering is the problem, not whether you should pray or not. The man who suffers is anxious to find an answer, an alleviation, a cessation of his sorrow, so he looks to somebody—maybe a medical doctor, or to a priest, or to “something beyond.” But he has not solved the fundamental problem of sorrow, so any answer that he may receive surely cannot be from the most supreme; it must be from the unconscious depths of the collective, or from himself.


The understanding of sorrow is the beginning of meditation because without understanding the whole process of sorrow, of desire, of struggle, of the innumerable efforts that we make to achieve, to succeed—without understanding the whole process of the self, the ‘me’—sorrow is inevitable. You may pray as much as you will, go to church, repeat on your knees, but so long as the self, that seed of sorrow, is not understood, the mere repetition of words is nothing more than self-hypnosis. Whereas, if one begins to understand the process of sorrow by watching—without condemning, without judging—observing in the mirror of relationship all our words and our gestures, our attitudes, our values, then the mind can go deeper and deeper into the whole problem. Such a process is meditation.


But there is no system of meditation. If you meditate according to a system, you are merely following another pattern of thinking, which will only lead to the result which that pattern offers. But if you are able to be aware of every thought, every feeling, and so uncover the various layers of consciousness, both the outward and the inward, then you will see that such meditation brings about a quietness of the mind, a state in which there is no movement of any kind, a complete stillness—which is not of death. It is only then that one is capable of receiving that which is eternal.
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I think if each one of us could seriously inquire into what it is that we are each seeking, then perhaps our endeavor to find something lasting may have some significance. For surely, most of us are seeking something. Either the search is the outcome of some deep frustration or it is the outcome of an escape from the reality of our daily life, or the search is a means of avoiding the various problems of life. I think our seriousness depends on what it is we are seeking. Most of us, unfortunately, are very superficial, and we do not perhaps know how to go deeply, to dig profoundly, so as to reach something more than the mere reactions of the mind.


So I think it is important to find out what it is that we are seeking, each one of us, and why we are seeking—what the motive is, the intention, the purpose, that lies behind this search. I think in discovering what it is that we are seeking, and why we are seeking, we may be able to discover, each one of us, how to go very deeply into ourselves. Most of us, I feel, are very superficial; we just remain struggling on the surface, not being able to go beyond the mere superficial responses of pleasure and pain. If we are able to go beyond the surface, then we may be able to find out for ourselves that our very search may be a hindrance.


What is it that we are seeking? Most of us are unhappy, or we are frustrated, or some desire is urging us to move forwards. For most of us, I think, the search is based on some kind of frustration, some kind of misery. We want to fulfill, in some form or another, at different levels of our existence. And when we find we cannot fulfill, then there is frustration—in relationship, in action, and in every form of our emotional existence. Being frustrated, we seek ways and means to escape from that frustration; and so we move from one hindrance to another, from one blockage to another, always trying to find a way to fulfill, to be happy.


So our search—though we may say we are seeking truth or God or what you will—is really a form of self-fulfillment. Therefore it invariably remains very superficial. I think it is important to understand this profoundly. Because I do not think we will find anything of great significance unless we are capable of going very deeply into ourselves. We cannot go very deeply into ourselves if our search is merely the outcome of some frustration, the desire for an answer which will bring about a superficial response of happiness. So I think it is worthwhile to find out what it is that each one of us wants, seeks, gropes after. Because on that depends what we find. And if there is no frustration, no misery, only a sense of finding a haven where the mind can rest, where the mind can find a refuge from all disturbance, then also such a search will inevitably lead to something superficial, passing, and trivial.


Now is it possible for us, for each one of us, to find out what it is that we are seeking and why we seek? In the process of our search we acquire knowledge, gather experience, do we not, and according to that gathering, that accumulation, our experiences are shaped. Those experiences then in turn become our guide. But all such experience is essentially based on our desire to be secure in some form or another, in this world or in an imaginary world or in the world of heaven, because our mind demands, seeks, searches out, a place where it will not be disturbed. In the process of this seeking there is frustration, and with frustration there is sorrow.


Now, is there ever any security for the mind? We may seek it, we may grope after it; we may build a culture, a society, which assures physical security at least, and we may thereby find some kind of security in things, in property, in ideas, in relationship; but, is there such a thing as security for the mind—a state of mind in which there will be no disturbance of any kind? And, is that not what most of us are seeking, in devious ways, giving it different terms, different words? Surely, a mind that is seeking security must always invite frustration. We have never inquired, most of us, whether there can be security for the mind—a state in which there is no disturbance of any kind. And yet, if we look deeply into ourselves, that is what most of us want, and we seek to create that security for ourselves in various forms—in beliefs, in ideals, in our attachments and our relationship with people, with property, with family, and so on.


Now, is there any security, any permanency, in the things of the mind? The mind, after all, is the result of time, of centuries of education, of molding, of change. The mind is the result of time and therefore a plaything of time—and can such a mind ever find a state of permanency? Or, must the mind always be in a state of impermanency?


I think it is important to go into this and to understand that most of us are seeking, not knowing what we want. The motive of the search is far more important than that which we are seeking, for if that motive is for security, a sense of permanency, then the mind creates its own hindrances, from which arise frustration and therefore sorrow and suffering. Then we seek further escapes, further means of avoiding pain, and so invite more sorrow. That is our state; that is the complex existence of our everyday life. Whereas, if we could remain with ourselves, if we could look to find out what the motive is of our search, of our struggle, then perhaps we would find the right answer. It is like accumulating knowledge—knowledge may give a certain security, but a man who is filled with knowledge obviously cannot find that which is beyond the mind.


So, is it not important to find out what it is that we are seeking, and why we seek, and also to inquire whether there can be an end to all seeking? Because, search implies effort, does it not?—the constant inquiry, the constant struggle to find. Can one find anything through effort? By “anything” I mean something more than the mere reactions of the mind, the mere responses of the mind, something other than the things that the mind itself has created and projected. Is it not important for each one of us to inquire if there is ever an end to the search? Because, the more we search, the greater the strain, the effort, the dilemma of not finding, and the frustration.


Please let us consider this carefully. Do not let us say, “What will happen to us if there is no seeking?” Surely, if we seek with a motive, then the result of that search will be dictated by the motive, and so it will be limited; and from that limitation there is always frustration and sorrow, and in that we are all caught. So, is there existence without seeking? Is there a state of being without this constant becoming? The becoming is the struggle, the conflict; and that is our life. Is it not important for each one of us to find out whether there is a state in which this process of constant strife, constant conflict within ourselves, the contradictions, the opposing desires, the frustrations, the misery, can come to an end?—but not through some form of an invention or an image of the mind.


That is why it is so important to have self-knowledge—not the knowledge that one learns from books, from the hearsay of another, or from listening to a few talks, but to be constantly aware, just to observe, without choice, what is actually going on within the mind—observing all the reactions, to be alert in our relationships so that all the ways of our search, of our motives, of our fears, of our frustrations, are revealed. Because, if we do not know the origin of our thinking, the motive of our action, what the unconscious drive is, then all our thinking must inevitably be superficial and without very great significance. You may have superficial values; you may mouth that you believe in God, that you are seeking truth, and all the rest of it; but without knowing the inward nature of your own mind, the motive, the pursuit, the unconscious drive—which is all revealed as one observes oneself in the mirror of relationship—there is only sorrow and pain.


And I think that process of observation is seriousness. It is not giving oneself up to any particular idea, to any belief, to any dogma, or being caught in some idiosyncrasy; that is not seriousness. To be serious implies the awareness of the content of one’s own mind—just to observe it without trying to distort it—as when one sees one’s face in the mirror; it is what it is. So, likewise, if we can observe our thoughts, our feelings, our whole being, in the mirror of relationship, of everyday activity, then we will find that there is no frustration of any kind. So long as we are seeking fulfillment in any form, there must be frustration. Because fulfillment implies the pursuit and the exaggeration of the self, the ‘me’; and the ‘me’, the self, is the very cause of sorrow. To understand the whole content of that ‘me’, the self—all the layers of its consciousness with its accumulations of knowledge, of likes and dislikes—to be aware of all that, without judgment, without condemnation, is to be really serious.


That seriousness is the instrument with which the mind can go beyond the limitations of itself. After all, we want to find, do we not, a sense of something greater than the mere inventions of the mind, something which is beyond the mind, something which is not a mere projection. If we can understand the mind—the mind which is in me and in you, with all its subleties, its deceptions, its various forms of urges—in that very understanding there is an ending of its binding activities.


It is only when the mind no longer has any motive that it is possible for it to be still. In that stillness, a reality which is not the creation of the mind comes into being.


Question: A man fully occupied is kept busy day and night in his own subconsciousness with practical problems which have to be solved Your vision can only be realized in the stillness of self-awareness. There is hardly any time for stillness; the immediate is too urgent. Can you give any practical suggestion?


KRISHNAMURTI: Sir, what do we mean by “practical suggestion”? Something that you should do immediately? Some system that you should practice in order to produce a stillness of the mind? After all, if you practice a system, that system will produce a result; but it will only be the result of the system, and not your own discovery, not that which you find in being aware of yourself in your contacts in daily life. A system obviously produces its own result. However much you may practice it, for whatever length of time, the result will always be dictated by the system, the method. It will not be a discovery; it will be a thing imposed on the mind through its desire to find a way out of this chaotic, sorrowful world.


So what is one to do when one is so busy, occupied night and day, as most people are, with earning a livelihood? First of all, is one occupied the whole of the time with business, with a livelihood? Or does one have periods during the day when you are not so occupied? I think those periods when you are not so occupied are far more important than the periods with which you are occupied. It is very important, is it not, to find out what the mind is occupied with. If it is occupied, consciously occupied, with business affairs all the time—which is really impossible—then there is obviously no space, no quietness, in which to find anything new. Fortunately, most of us are not occupied entirely with our business, and there are moments when we can probe into ourselves, be aware. I think those periods are far more significant than our periods of occupation, and if we allow it, those moments will begin to shape, to control, our business activities, our daily life.


After all, the conscious mind, the mind that is so occupied, obviously has no time for any deeper thought. But the conscious mind is not the whole entirety of the mind; there is also the unconscious part. And, can the conscious mind delve into the unconscious? That is, can the conscious mind, the mind that wants to inquire, to analyze—can that probe into the unconscious? Or, must the conscious mind be still in order for the unconscious to give its hints, its intimations? Is the unconscious so very different from the conscious? Or, is the totality of the mind the conscious as well as the unconscious? The totality of the mind as we know it, conscious and unconscious, is educated, is conditioned, with all the various impositions of culture, tradition, and memory. And perhaps the answer to all our problems is not within the field of the mind at all; it may be outside it. To find that which is the true answer to all the complex problems of our existence, of our daily struggle, surely the mind, the conscious as well as the unconscious, must be totally still, must it not?


And the questioner wants to know, when he is so busy, what shall he do? Surely he is not so busy—surely he does amuse himself occasionally? If he begins to give some time during the day, five minutes, ten minutes, half-an-hour, in order to reflect upon these matters, then that very reflection brings longer periods in which he will have time to think, to delve. So I do not think mere superficial occupation of the mind has much significance. There is something far more important—which is, to find out the operation of the mind, the ways of our own thinking: the motives, the urges, the memories, the traditions, in which the mind is caught. And we can do that while we are earning our livelihood so that we become fully conscious of ourselves and our peculiarities. Then I think it is possible for the mind to be really quiet, and so to find that which is beyond its own projections.


Question: All my life I have been dependent for happiness on some other person or persons. How can I develop the capacity to live with myself and stand alone?


KRISHNAMURTI: Why do we depend on another for our happiness? Is it because in ourselves we are empty and we look to another to fill that emptiness? And, is that emptiness, that loneliness, that sense of extraordinary limitation, to be overcome by any capacity? If it is to be overcome—that emptiness—through any system or capacity or idea, then you will depend on that idea or on that system. Now, I depend perhaps on a person. I feel empty, lonely—a complete sense of isolation—and I depend on somebody. And if I develop or have a method which will help me to overcome that dependence, then I depend on that method. I have only substituted a method for a person.


So, what is important in this is to find out what it means to be empty. After all, we depend on someone for our happiness because in ourselves we are not happy. I do not know what it is to love; therefore, I depend on another to love me. Now, can I fathom this emptiness in myself, this sense of complete isolation, loneliness? Do we ever come face to face with it at all? Or, are we always frightened of it, always running away from it? The very process of running away from that loneliness is dependence. So can my mind realize the truth that any form of running away from what is creates dependence, from which arises misfortune and sorrow? Can I just understand that—that I depend on another for my happiness because in myself I am empty? That is the fact—I am empty, and therefore I depend. That dependence causes misery. Running away in any form from that emptiness is not a solution at all—whether we run away through a person, an idea, a belief, or God, or meditation, or what you will. To run away from the fact of what is is of no avail. In oneself there is insufficiency, poverty of being. Just to realize that fact and to remain with that fact—knowing that any movement of the mind to alter the fact is another form of dependence—in that, there is freedom.


After all, however much you may have of experience, knowledge, belief, and ideas, in itself, if you observe, the mind is empty. You may stuff it with ideas, with incessant activity, with distractions, with every form of addiction, but the moment one ceases any form of that activity, one is aware that the mind is totally empty. Now, can one remain with that emptiness? Can the mind face that emptiness, that fact, and remain with that fact? It is very difficult and arduous because the mind is so used to distraction, so trained to go away from what is, to turn on the radio, to pick up a book, to talk, to go to church, to go to a meeting—anything to enable it to wander away from the central fact that the mind in itself is empty. However much it may struggle to cover up that fact, it is empty in itself. When once it realizes that fact, can the mind remain in that state, without any movement whatsoever?


I think most of us are aware—perhaps only rarely since most of us are so terribly occupied and active—but I think we are aware sometimes that the mind is empty. And, being aware, we are afraid of that emptiness. We have never inquired into that state of emptiness, we have never gone into it deeply, profoundly; we are afraid, and so we wander away from it. We have given it a name—we say it is “empty,” it is “terrible,” it is “painful”; and that very giving it a name has already created a reaction in the mind, a fear, an avoidance, a running away. Now, can the mind stop running away, and not give it a name, not give it the significance of a word such as empty about which we have memories of pleasure and pain? Can we look at it, can the mind be aware of that emptiness without naming it, without running away from it, without judging it, but just be with it? Because, then that is the mind. Then there is not an observer looking at it; there is no censor who condemns it; there is only that state of emptiness—with which we are all really quite familiar, but which we are all avoiding, trying to fill it with activity, with worship, with prayer, with knowledge, with every form of illusion and excitement. But when all the excitement, illusion, fear, running away stops, and you are no longer giving it a name and thereby condemning it, is the observer different then from the thing which is observed? Surely by giving it a name, by condemning it, the mind has created a censor, an observer, outside of itself. But when the mind does not give it a term, a name, condemn it, judge it, then there is no observer, only a state of that thing we have called “emptiness.”


Perhaps this may sound abstract. But if you will kindly follow what has been said, I am sure you will find that there is a state which may be called emptiness but which does not evoke fear, escape, or the attempt to cover it up. All that stops when you really want to find out. Then, if the mind is no longer giving it a name, condemning it, is there emptiness? Are we then conscious of being poor and therefore dependent, of being unhappy and therefore demanding, attached? If you are no longer giving it a label, a name, and thereby condemning it—the state which is perceived, is it any longer emptiness, or is it something totally different?


If you can go into this very earnestly, you will find that there is no dependence at all on anything—on any person, on any belief, on any experience, any tradition. Then, that which is beyond emptiness is creativeness—the creativity of reality, not the creativity of a talent or capacity, but the creativity of that which is beyond fear, beyond all demand, beyond all the tricks of the mind.


Question: Will evolution help us to find God?


KRISHNAMURTI: I do not know what you mean by evolution, and what you mean by God. I think this is a fairly important question to go into because most of us think in terms of time—time being the distance, the interval, between what I am and what I should be, the ideal. What I am is unpleasant, something to be changed, to be molded into something which it is not. And to shape it, to give it respectability, to give it beauty, I need time. That is, I am cruel, greedy, or what you will, and I need time to transform that into the ideal—the ideal may be called what you will, that is not of great importance. So, we are always thinking in terms of time.


And the questioner wants to know if through time that which is beyond time can be realized. We do not know what is beyond time. We are slaves to time; our whole mind thinks in terms of yesterday, today, or tomorrow. And being caught in that, the questioner wants to know if the ideal can be reached through the process of time. There is obviously some form of evolution, growth—from the simple car to the jet plane, from the oil lamp to electricity, the acquiring of more knowledge, more technique, developing and exploiting the earth, and so on. Obviously, technologically there is progress, evolution, growth. But, is there a growth or evolution beyond that? Is there something in the mind which is beyond time—the spirit, the soul, or whatever you like to call it? That which is capable of growth, of evolving, becoming, obviously is not part of the eternal, of something which is beyond time; it is still in time. If the soul, the spiritual entity, is capable of growth, then it is still the invention of the mind. If it is not the invention of the mind, it is of no time; therefore, we need not bother about it. What we do have to be concerned with is whether through time the inward nature, the inward being, changes at all.


The mind is obviously the result of time; your mind and my mind are the result of a series of educations, experiences, cultures, a variety of thoughts, impressions, strains, stresses, all of which has made us what we are now. And with that mind we are trying to find out something which is beyond time. But surely God, or truth, or whatever it is must be totally new, must be something inconceivable, unknowable by the mind, which is the result of time. So, can that mind, which is the result of time, of tradition, of memory, of culture, can that mind come to an end?—voluntarily, not by being drilled, not by being put into a straitjacket. Can the mind, which is the result of time, bring about its own end?


After all, what is the mind? Thought—the capacity to think. And thinking is the reaction of memory, of association, of the various values, beliefs, traditions, experiences—conscious or unconscious; that is the background from which all thought springs. Can one be really aware of all that and thereby enable thought to come to an end? Because thought is the result of time, and thinking obviously cannot bring about or reveal that which is beyond itself. Surely, only when the mind, as thought, as memory, comes to an end, only when it is completely, utterly still, without any movement—then alone is it possible for that which is beyond the responses of the mind to come into being.


May 23, 1955


Fifth Talk in Amsterdam


Perhaps you would kindly listen to rather a difficult problem with which I am sure most of us are concerned. It is a problem we are all confronted with—the problem of change—and I feel one must go into it rather fully to understand it comprehensively. We see that there must be change. And we see that change implies various forms of exertion of will, effort. In it is also involved the question of what it is we are changing from and what it is we want to change to. It seems to me that one must go into it rather deeply and not merely be contented with a superficial answer. Because the thing that is involved in it is quite significant and requires a certain form of attention, which I hope you will give.


For most of us it is very important to change; we feel it is necessary for us to change. We are dissatisfied as we are—at least, most of the people are who are at all serious and thoughtful—and we want to change; we see the necessity of change. But I do not think we see the whole significance of it, and I would like to discuss that matter with you. If I may suggest it, please listen, not with any definite conclusion, not expecting a definite answer, but so that by going into the matter together, we may understand the problem comprehensively.


Every form of effort that we make in order to bring about a change implies, does it not, the following of a certain pattern, a certain ideal, the exertion of will, a desire to be achieved. We change, either through circumstances, forced by environment, through necessity, or we discipline ourselves to change according to an ideal. Those are the forms of change that we are aware of—either through circumstances which compel us to modify, to adjust, to conform to a certain pattern, social, religious, or family, or we discipline ourselves according to an ideal. In that discipline there is a conformity, the effort to conform to a certain pattern of thought, to achieve a certain ideal.


The change that is brought about through the exertion of will—with this process we are, most of us, familiar. We all know of this change through compulsion, change through fear, change made necessary by suffering. It is a modification, a constant struggle in order to conform to a certain pattern which we have established for ourselves, or which society has given us. That is what we call “change,” and in that we are caught. But, is it change? I think it is important to understand this, to somewhat analyze it, to go into the anatomy of change, to understand what makes us want to change. Because all this implies, does it not, either conscious or unconscious conformity, conscious or unconscious yielding to a certain pattern, through necessity, through expediency. And we are content to continue in modified change, which is merely an outward adjustment—putting on, as it were, a new coat of a different color, but inwardly remaining static. So I would like to talk it over, to find out if that effort really brings about a real change in us.


Our problem is how to bring about an inward revolution which does not necessitate mere conformity to a pattern, or an adjustment through fear, or making great effort, through the exertion of the will, to be something. That is our problem, isn’t it? We all want to change; we see the necessity of it unless we are totally blind and completely conservative, refusing to break the pattern of our existence. Surely most of us who are at all serious are concerned with this—how to bring about in ourselves and thereby in the world a radical change, a radical transformation. After all, we are not any different from the rest of the world. Our problem is the world problem. What we are, of that we make the world. So, if as individuals we can understand this question of effort and change, then perhaps we shall be able to understand if it is possible to bring about a radical change in which there is no exertion of will.


I hope the problem is clear. That is, we know that change is necessary. But into what must we change? And how is that change to be brought about? We know that the change which we generally think is necessary is always brought about through the exertion of will. I am “this,” and I must change into something else. The “something else” is already thought out, it is projected—it is an end to be desired, an ideal which must be fulfilled. Surely that is our way of thinking about change—as a constant adjustment, either voluntarily, or through suffering, or through the exertion of will. That implies, does it not, a constant effort, the reaction of a certain desire, of a certain conditioning. And so the change is merely a modified continuity of what has been.


Let us go into it. I am something, and I want to change. So I choose an ideal, and according to that ideal I try to transform myself, I exert my will, I discipline, I force myself; and there is a constant battle going on between what I am and what I should be. With that we are all familiar. And the ideal, what I think I should be—is it not merely the opposite of what I am? Is it not merely the reaction of what I am? I am angry, and I project the ideal of peace, of love, and I try to conform myself to the ideal of love, to the ideal of peace; and so there is a constant struggle. But the ideal is not real; it is my projection of what I would like to be—it is the outcome of my pain, my suffering, my background. So the ideal has no significance at all; it is merely the result of my desire to be something which I am not. I am merely struggling to achieve something which I would like to be, so it is still within the pattern of self-enclosing action. That is so, is it not? I am “this,” and I would like to be “that,” but the struggle to be something different is still within the pattern of my desire.


So, is not all our talk about the necessity of change very superficial unless we first uncover the deep process of our thinking? So long as I have a motive for change, is there a real change? My motive is to change myself from anger into a state of peace. Because, I find that a state of peace is much more suitable, much more convenient, more happy; therefore, I struggle to achieve that. But it is still within the pattern of my own desire, and so there is no change at all—I have only gathered a different word, peace instead of anger, but essentially I am still the same. So, the problem is, is it not, how to bring about a change at the center, and not to continue this constant adjustment to a pattern, to an idea, through fear, through compulsion, through environmental influence. Is it not possible to bring about a radical change at the very center itself? If there is a change there, then naturally any form of adjustment becomes unnecessary. Compulsion, effort, a disciplining process according to an ideal, is then seen as totally unnecessary and false because all those imply a constant struggle, a constant battle between myself and what I should be.


Now, is it possible to bring about a change at the center?—the center being the self, the ‘me’ that is always acquiring, always trying to conform, trying to adjust, but remaining essentially the same. I hope I am making the problem clear. Any conscious deliberate effort to change is merely the continuity, in a modified form, of what has been, is it not? I am greedy, and if I deliberately, consciously, set about to change that quality into nongreed, is not that very effort to be nongreedy still the product of the self, the ‘me’, and therefore there is no radical change at all? When I consciously make an effort to be nongreedy, then that conscious effort is the result of another form of greed, surely. Yet on that principle all our disciplines, all our attempts to change, are based. We are either consciously changing or submitting to the pattern of society, or being pushed by society to conform—all of which are various forms of deliberate effort on our part to be something or other. So, where there is conscious effort to change, obviously the change is merely the conformity to another pattern; it is still within the enclosing process of the self, and therefore it is not a change at all.


So can I see the truth of that; can I realize, understand, the full significance of the fact that any conscious effort on my part to be something other than what I am only produces still further suffering, sorrow, and pain? Then follows the question: Is it possible to bring about a change at the center without the conscious effort to change? Is it possible for me, without effort, without the exertion of will, to stop being greedy, acquisitive, envious, angry, what you will? If I change consciously, if my mind is occupied with greed and I try to change it into nongreed, obviously that is still a form of greed because my mind is concerned, occupied, with being something. So, is it possible for me to change, at the center, this whole process of acquisitiveness, without any conscious action on the part of my mind to be nonacquisitive?


So, our problem is: Being what I am—acquisitive—how is that to be transformed? I feel I understand very well that any exertion on my part to change is part of a self-conscious endeavor to be nongreedy, nonacquisitive—which is still acquisitiveness. So what is to be done? How is the change at the center to be brought about? If I understand the truth that all conscious effort is another form of acquisitiveness, if I really understand that, if I fully grasp the significance of it, then I will cease to make any conscious effort, will I not? Consciously, I will stop exercising my will to change my acquisitiveness. That is the first thing. Because, I see that any conscious effort, any action of will, is another form of acquisitiveness; therefore, understanding that completely, there is the cessation of any deliberate practice to achieve the nonacquisitive state.


If I have understood that, what happens? If my mind is no longer struggling to change acquisitiveness—either through compulsion, through fear, through moral sanctions, through religious threats, through social laws, and all the rest of it—then what happens to my mind? How do I then look at greed? I hope you are following this because it is very interesting to see how the mind works. When we think we are changing, trying to adjust, trying to conform, disciplining ourselves to an ideal, actually there is no change at all. That is a tremendous discovery; that is a great revelation. A mind occupied with nonacquisitiveness is an acquisitive mind. Before, it was occupied with being acquisitive; now it is occupied with nonacquisitiveness. It is still occupied, so the very occupation is acquisitiveness.


Now, is it possible for the mind to be non-occupied? I hope you are following this because, you see, all our minds are occupied—occupied with something, occupied with God, with virtue, with what people say or don’t say, whether someone loves you or doesn’t love you. Always the mind is occupied. It was occupied before with acquisitiveness, and now it is occupied with nonacquisitiveness—but it’s still occupied. So, the problem is really: Can the mind be unoccupied? Because if it is not occupied, then it can tackle the problem of acquisitiveness and not merely try to change it into nonacquisitiveness. Can the mind which has been occupied with acquisitiveness, can it, without turning to nonacquisitiveness—which is another occupation of the mind—put an end to all occupation? Surely it can, but only when it sees the truth that acquisitiveness and nonacquisitiveness are the same state of occupation. So long as the mind is occupied with something, obviously there cannot be a change. Whether it is occupied with God, with virtue, with dress, with love, with cruelty to animals, with the radio—they’re all the same. There is no higher occupation or lower occupation; all occupation is essentially the same. The mind, being occupied, escapes from itself; it escapes through greed, it escapes through nongreed. So can the mind, seeing all this complex process, put an end to its own occupation?


I think that is the whole problem. Because, when the mind is not occupied, then it is fresh, it is clear, it is capable of meeting any problem anew. When it is not occupied, then, being fresh, it can tackle acquisitiveness with a totally different action. So our question, our inquiry, our exploration, then is—can the mind be unoccupied? Please do not jump to conclusions. Do not say it must then be vague, blank, lost. We are inquiring; therefore, there can be no conclusion, no definite statement, no supposition, no theory, no speculation. Can the mind be unoccupied? If you say, “How am I to achieve a state of mind in which there is no occupation?” then that “how to achieve” becomes another occupation. Please see the simplicity of it and, therefore, the truth of the whole matter.


It is very important for you to find out how you are listening to this, how you are listening to these statements. They are merely statements, which you should neither accept nor reject; they are simply facts. How are you listening to the fact? Do you condemn it? Do you say, “It is impossible”? Do you say, “I don’t understand what you are talking about; it’s too difficult, too abstract”? Or, are you listening to find out the truth of the matter? To see the truth without any distortion, without translating the fact into your own particular terminology or your own fancy—just to see clearly, just to be fully conscious of what is being said, is sufficient. Then you will find that your mind is no longer occupied; therefore, it is fresh and so, capable of meeting the problem of change entirely, totally differently.


Whether change is brought about consciously or unconsciously, it is still the same. Conscious change implies effort, and unconscious endeavor to bring about a change also implies an effort, a struggle. So long as there is a struggle, conflict, the change is merely enforced, and there is no understanding; and therefore it is no longer a change at all. So, is the mind capable of meeting the problem of change—of acquisitiveness, for example—without making an effort, just seeing the whole implication of acquisitiveness? Because, you cannot see the whole content of acquisitiveness totally so long as there is any endeavor to change it. Real change can only take place when the mind comes to the problem afresh, not with all the jaded memories of a thousand yesterdays. Obviously, you cannot have a fresh, eager mind if the mind is occupied. And the mind ceases to be occupied only when it sees the truth about its own occupation. You cannot see the truth if you are not giving your whole attention, if you are translating what is being said into something which will suit you, or translating it into your own terms. You must come to something new with a fresh mind, and a mind is not fresh when it is occupied, consciously or unconsciously.


This transformation really takes place when the mind understands the whole process of itself; therefore, self-knowledge is essential—not self-knowledge according to some psychologist or some book, but the self-knowledge that you discover from moment to moment. That self-knowledge is not to be gathered up and put into the mind as memory because if you have gathered it, stored it up, any new experience will be translated according to that old memory. So self-knowledge is a state in which everything is observed, experienced, understood, and put away—not put away in memory, but cast aside so that the mind is all the time fresh, eager.


Question: The world in which we live is confused, and I too am confused How am I to be free of this confusion?


KRISHNAMURTI: It is one of the most difficult things to know for oneself, not merely superficially but actually, that one is confused. One will never admit that. We are always hoping there may be some clarity, some loophole through which there will come understanding, so we never admit to ourselves that we are actually confused. We never admit that we are acquisitive, that we are angry, that we are this or that; there are always excuses, always explanations. But to know, really, “I am confused”—that is one of the most important things to acknowledge to oneself. Are we not all confused? If you were very clear, if you knew what is true, you wouldn’t be here, you wouldn’t be chasing teachers, reading books, attending psychological classes, going to churches, pursuing the priest, the confession, and all the rest of it. To know for oneself that one is confused is really an extraordinarily difficult thing.


That is the first thing—to know that one is confused. Now, what happens when one is confused? Any endeavor—please follow this—any endeavor to become nonconfused is still confusion. (Murmur of amusement) Please, listen quietly, and you will see. When a confused mind makes an effort to be nonconfused, that very effort is the outcome of confusion, is it not? Therefore, whatever it does, whatever pursuit, whatever activity, whatever religion, whatever book it picks up, it is still in a state of confusion; therefore, it cannot possibly understand. Its leaders, its priests, its religions, its relationships must all be confused. That is what is happening in the world, is it not? You have chosen your political leaders, your religious leaders, out of your confusion.


If we understand that any action arising out of confusion is still confused, then, first we must stop all action—which most of us are unwilling to do. The confused mind in action only creates more confusion. You may laugh, you may smile, but you really do not feel that you are confused and that therefore you must stop acting. Surely, that is the first thing. If I have lost myself in a wood, I don’t go round chasing all over the place; I just stop still. If I am confused, I don’t pursue a guide, keep asking someone how to get out of confusion. Because any answer he gives and I receive will be translated according to my confusion; therefore, it will be no answer at all. I think it is most difficult to realize that whenever one is confused, one must stop all activity, psychologically. I am not talking of outward activity—going to business and all the rest of it—but inwardly, psychologically, one must see the necessity of putting an end to all search, to all pursuits, to all desire to change. It is only when the confused mind abstains from any movement that out of that stopping comes clarity.


But it is very difficult for the mind, when it is confused, not to seek, not to ask, not to pray, not to escape—just to remain in confusion and inquire what it is, why one is confused. Only then will one find out how confusion arises. Confusion arises when I do not understand myself, when my thoughts are guided by the priests, by the politicians, by the newspapers, by every psychological book that one reads. Contradiction—in myself and in the people I am trying to follow—arises when there is imitation, when there is fear. So it is important, if we would clear up confusion, to understand the process of confusion within oneself. For that, there must be the stopping of all pursuits, psychologically. It is only then that the mind, through its own understanding of itself, brings about clarity so that it is aware of the whole process of its own thoughts and motives. Such a mind becomes very clear, simple, direct.


Question: Will you please explain what you mean by awareness.


KRISHNAMURTI: Just simple awareness! Awareness of your judgments, your prejudices, your likes and dislikes. When you see something, that seeing is the outcome of your comparison, condemnation, judgment, evaluation, is it not? When you read something, you are judging, you are criticizing, you are condemning or approving. To be aware is to see, in the very moment, this whole process of judging, evaluating, the conclusions, the conformity, the acceptances, the denials.


Now, can one be aware without all that? At present all we know is a process of evaluating, and that evaluation is the outcome of our conditioning, of our background, of our religious, moral, and educational influences. Such so-called awareness is the result of our memory—memory as the ‘me’, the Dutchman, the Hindu, the Buddhist, the Catholic, or whatever it may be. It is the ‘me’—my memories, my family, my property, my qualities—which is looking, judging, evaluating. With that we are quite familiar, if we are at all alert. Now, can there be awareness without all that, without the self? Is it possible just to look without condemnation, just to observe the movement of the mind, one’s own mind, without judging, without evaluating, without saying, “It is good,” or “It is bad”?


The awareness which springs from the self, which is the awareness of evaluation and judgment, always creates duality, the conflict of the opposites—that which is and that ‘which should be’. In that awareness there is judgment, there is fear, there is evaluation, condemnation, identification. That is but the awareness of the ‘me’, of the self, of the ‘I’, with all its traditions, memories, and all the rest of it. Such awareness always creates conflict between the observer and the observed, between what I am and what I should be. Now, is it possible to be aware without this process of condemnation, judgment, evaluation? Is it possible to look at myself, whatever my thoughts are, and not condemn, not judge, not evaluate? I do not know if you have ever tried it. It is quite arduous because all our training from childhood leads us to condemn or to approve. And in the process of condemnation and approval, there is frustration, there is fear, there is a gnawing pain, anxiety, which is the very process of the ‘me’, the self.


So, knowing all that, can the mind, without effort, without trying not to condemn—because the moment it says, “I mustn’t condemn,” it is already caught in the process of condemnation—can the mind be aware without judgment? Can it just watch, with dispassion, and so observe the very thoughts and feelings themselves in the mirror of relationship—relationship with things, with people, and with ideas? Such silent observation does not breed aloofness, an icy intellectualism—on the contrary. If I would understand something, obviously there must be no condemnation, there must be no comparison—surely, that is simple. But we think understanding comes through comparison so we multiply comparisons. Our education is comparative, and our whole moral, religious structure is to compare and condemn.


So, the awareness of which I am speaking is the awareness of the whole process of condemnation, and the ending of it. In that there is observation without any judgment—which is extremely difficult; it implies the cessation, the ending, of all terming, naming. When I am aware that I am greedy, acquisitive, angry, passionate, or what you will, is it not possible just to observe it, to be aware of it, without condemning?—which means putting an end to the very naming of the feeling. For when I give a name, such as greed, that very naming is the process of condemning. To us, neurologically, the very word greed is already a condemnation. To free the mind from all condemnation means putting an end to all naming. After all, the naming is the process of the thinker. It is the thinker separating himself from thought—which is a totally artificial process—it is unreal. There is only thinking; there is no thinker; there is only a state of experiencing, not the entity who experiences.


So, this whole process of awareness, observation, is the process of meditation. It is, if I can put it differently, the willingness to invite thought. For most of us, thoughts come in without invitation—one thought after another; there is no end to thinking; the mind is a slave to every kind of vagrant thought. If you realize that, then you will see that there can be an invitation to thought—an inviting of thought and then a pursuing of every thought that arises. For most of us, thought comes uninvited; it comes any old way. To understand that process, and then to invite thought and pursue that thought through to the end, is the whole process which I have described as awareness; and in that there is no naming. Then you will see that the mind becomes extraordinarily quiet—not through fatigue, not through discipline, not through any form of self-torture and control. Through awareness of its own activities, the mind becomes astonishingly quiet, still, creative—without the action of any discipline or any enforcement.


Then, in that stillness of mind comes that which is true, without invitation. You cannot invite truth; it is the unknown. And in that silence there is no experiencer. Therefore, that which is experienced is not stored, is not remembered as “my experience of truth.” Then something which is timeless comes into being—that which cannot be measured by the one who has experienced, or who merely remembers a past experience. Truth is something which comes from moment to moment. It is not to be cultivated, not to be gathered, stored up, and held in memory. It comes only when there is an awareness in which there is no experiencer.
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