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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.









Madras, India, 1964
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First Talk in Madras


After all, in a gathering of this kind, the act of imparting, the act of listening, and the act of understanding are of great importance. Because this movement of imparting, listening, and understanding is both a part of life—everyday life—and a movement, constant, continuous, and never ending. And, especially when we are going into problems that require a great deal of understanding, not merely verbally, there has also to be that communion which comes when one goes beyond the words—not sentimentally, not emotionally—and understands the whole significance of the words, their nature, and their meaning. Then, perhaps, a gathering of this kind will have some special meaning and significance.


What we are undertaking to do together is to share, share actively; that is, there is the act on the part of the speaker, not only to impart, but also to share what is being said—not as mere information, but rather as an experimental process in which both the speaker and the listener share actively in what is being said. Most of us, unfortunately, do not share actively. We listen, agreeing or disagreeing verbally, or merely rejecting ideas; and therefore, there is hardly any sharing. Sharing comes only when both the speaker and the listener are actively participating in that which is being said. Otherwise it will be another of those innumerable talks and discourses that one, unfortunately, goes to; and it will be a waste of time on your part and on the part of the speaker if there is not an active sharing in what is being said.


Sharing implies, does it not, that you listen and do not jump to any conclusion. First, there must be the act of listening. And that act of listening depends on the listener, on the ‘you’ who is listening, hearing. If you accept it because it coincides with what you believe, or reject it because it does not fit in with what you believe, then sharing ceases. And what is, it seems to me, important, not only during this hour, but throughout life, is that one must have this capacity, this art of listening and therefore sharing—sharing, listening, with everything, to everything.


Life is a constant movement in relationship. And if one is at all alert, awake to all the events that are going on in the world, this movement which is life must be understood, not at any particular level—scientific, biological, or traditional, or at the level of acquiring knowledge—but at the total level. Otherwise, one cannot share.


You know that word sharing has an extraordinary significance. We may share money, clothes. If we have a little food, we may give it, share it with another; but beyond that we hardly share anything with another. Sharing implies not only a verbal communication—which is the understanding of the significance of words and their nature—but also communion. And to commune is one of the most difficult things in life. Perhaps we are fairly good at communicating something which we have or which we want or which we hope to have, but to commune with one another is a most difficult thing.


Because to commune implies, does it not, that both the person who is speaking and the one who is listening must have an intensity, a fury, and that there must be at the same level, at the same time, a state of mind that is neither accepting nor rejecting but actively listening. Then only is there a possibility of communion, of being in communion with something. To be in communion with nature is comparatively easy. And you can be in communion with something when there is no barrier—verbal, intellectual—between you, the observer, and the thing that is observed. But there is a state, perhaps, of affection, a state of intensity, so that both meet at the same level, at the same time, with the same intensity. Otherwise communication is not possible—especially communion which is actually the sharing. And this act of communion is really quite remarkable because it is that communion, that state of intensity, that really transforms one’s whole state of mind.


After all, love—if I may use that word without giving to it any particular significance now—is only possible when there is the act of sharing. And that is only possible, again, when there is this peculiar quality of intensity, nonverbal communication, at the same level and at the same time. Otherwise it is not love. Otherwise it becomes mere emotionalism and sentimentalism, which is absolutely worthless.


Our everyday life—not the supreme moment of a second, but everyday life—is this act of imparting, listening, and understanding. And for most of us, listening is one of the most difficult things to do. It is a great art, far greater than any other art. We hardly ever listen because most of us are so occupied with our own problems, with our own ideas, opinions—the everlasting chattering of one’s own inadequacies, fancies, myths, and ambitions. One hardly ever pays attention, not only to what another says, but to the birds, to the sunset, to the reflection on the water. One hardly ever sees or listens. And if one knows how to listen—which demands an astonishing energy—then in that act of listening there is complete communion; the words, the significance of words, and the construction of words have very little meaning. So, you and the speaker have completely to share in the truth or in the falseness of what is being said. For most of us, it is a very difficult act to listen; but it is only in listening that one learns.


Learning is not accumulating knowledge. The accumulation of knowledge any electronic brain can do. So knowledge is not of very great importance; it has a certain use, but not the astonishing importance that human beings give to it. But the act of learning needs a very swift mind. The act of listening demands no interpretation. You listen to that bird and you say immediately, “It is a crow,” or “I wish it would be quiet, I cannot pay attention to what is being said!” So the act of listening has gone! Whereas you can listen to that bird and also listen to the speaker when there is no interpretation, when there is no translation of what is being said. Therefore, you are listening—not accepting, which is a terrible thing.


And you cannot listen if what you hear is translated in terms of your own knowledge. You know certain things by your own experience. You have gathered your own knowledge from books, from tradition, from the various impacts of life; and that remains part of your consciousness, part of your being. And when you hear something, or when you listen, then you translate what is being said through what you already know. Therefore you are not listening, and therefore there is no act of learning.


So, a mind that interprets, translates, has a tradition, or has that which it has accumulated as knowledge—such a mind is incapable of learning; it functions in a groove. A mind that functions in a groove is not a mind that is acting, that is capable of learning, that has energy, vitality. And as we are going to talk about many things during these seven talks here, what is of primary importance is this act of learning. Because, it is only the mind that is learning that is fresh, and a fresh mind can see things anew, clearly, reject that which is false, and pursue that which is true.


The truth and the false do not depend on your opinion, or on what you already know, or on your experience. Because your experience is merely the continuation of the past conditioning, modified by the present through various forms of training. Therefore, your experience is not the factor that says this is true or this is false. Nor your knowledge, because the true and the false are constantly changing, moving, active, dynamic, never static. And if you come to it with your opinions, your judgments, your experience, your tradition, then you will not be able to find out for yourself what is true, especially if you come to it with a mind that is ridden with authority, with a mind that obeys. Then such a mind is not only a juvenile mind, but it is incapable of exploring, of discovering. And truth has to be discovered every minute, and that is the beauty of it. The beauty of it is the energy of it. Therefore, one must have an extraordinarily energetic mind—not the mind that is argumentative, that believes, that has opinions, that functions in a narrow, limited groove. Such a mind has no energy. It is only the fresh mind that can inquire, that can explore, ask, demand, search out.


And we are going to search out, explore together, this question of how to bring about, in the human mind, a complete revolution. Because such a revolution is necessary for various obvious reasons. First, man has lived for two million years. He is still caught in sorrow, in fear, in despair. He is still fearful, anxious, burdened with great agony. He is still carrying on, modified, but as he was two millions years ago. The great part of the brain is still animalistic, which expresses itself in greed, ambition, envy, jealousy, violence, and all the rest of it. One has lived as a human being in this mess, in this contradiction, and the human mind has not been able to transform itself, to bring about a complete mutation within itself. And we know it can change through pressure, through circumstances, through a great many challenges, through impacts, through culture, through various tensions; it can change, modify itself—which is going on all the time, whether we like it or not. The food, the clothes, the climate, the newspapers, the magazines, the family—everything is urging, compelling, forcing us to conform to a certain pattern. And whether we like it or not, we conform, because it is much safer to conform. And in that conformity, there is a certain change. That change is merely what has been modified.


We are not talking about change. We are talking about something entirely different. We are talking about a complete mutation, a total revolution, because that is absolutely necessary if one is at all serious.


I mean by a “serious person” not one who is committed to a particular pattern of belief and functions according to that belief—he is generally thought to be marvelous and serious; I do not call him serious at all! Nor a person who is committed to a particular course of action and who does not deviate from it—one calls him a very serious person, but I do not call him serious. Nor a man who lives according to a particular principle, which is an idea, a belief, and follows it rigidly—you consider him to be a serious man, but I do not.


So, we mean something entirely different by that word serious. Again, unless we have the same meaning for the same word, communication becomes very difficult. I mean by “serious mind” a mind that perceives what is true—not according to any particular pattern or belief or authority—and pursues that truth endlessly. The conditions of the world—this glorification of tribalism which is called nationalism; the various forms of divisions in religion: Catholicism, Hinduism, Buddhism, and all the rest of it; the political parties: communists, socialists, capitalists, and so on; and the economic, scientific, technological divisions and the various fragmentations of life—all these demand that we approach these problems entirely differently. And to approach these problems entirely differently, one needs to have a mind that has undergone complete mutation; otherwise, we will perpetuate our problems. I think this must be seen clearly—not verbally, not theoretically, not tolerantly, but understood with fire, with enthusiasm, with vitality, with energy, with fury. Because, intellectually—that is, verbally—we can say, “We need such a change, we need such a mutation,” which is fairly obvious, and remain at that level. One can intellectually accept that a mutation is necessary and let it go, and remain as static as one is. Or, one waits for circumstances, time, to bring about this mutation. And that is what most people do. By some miracle, by some chance, by some incident, accident, some kind of tremendous revolution takes place in one’s being. Again, such waiting does not bring about a revolution.


The word revolution is used by different people in different ways. The communists use that word in one way—economic, social, dictatorial—a revolution according to an idea, according to a plan. Or, rather, one is afraid of that word revolution! If you are well-established, if you have a bank account, if you have a good job, a house, a position, you want things to go on as they are; you are afraid of that word. Or, you abhor that word because you believe in evolution, which is gradualness. But we are using that word entirely differently. We are using that word, not in the sense of revolution meaning time, according to a pattern, according to some concept, but in the sense that observing the state of the world and of oneself in the world as part of the world, and seeing totally—not at different, fragmentary levels, but totally—how imperative it is that a human mind undergo a tremendous revolution so that out of that revolution, there is clarity—not confusion, not chaos: chaos being ordered, put together, according to our conditioning.


So, we are going to ask ourselves during these seven meetings whether it is at all possible for the human mind, which is so bound, which is the result of two million years of time and space and distance, which is the result of so many pressures—whether it is possible for such a mind to bring about a mutation out of time and therefore on the instant. And to inquire into this question, one must demand freedom because you cannot inquire if you are tethered. You must have a free mind, a mind that is not afraid, a mind that has no belief, a mind that does not project its own conditioning, its own hopes, its own longings.


So, it is only through inquiry that one is going to find out, and to inquire one must have freedom. Most of us have lost—probably we never had—this energy to inquire. We would rather accept, we would rather go along the old path; but we do not know how to inquire. The scientist, in his laboratory, inquires. He is searching, looking, asking, questioning, doubting; but, outside the laboratory, he is just like anybody else—he has stopped inquiring! And to inquire into oneself requires not only freedom but an astonishing sense of perception, of seeing.


You know, it is comparatively easy to go to the moon and beyond—as they have proved. But it is astonishingly difficult to go within. And to go within endlessly, the first thing is freedom—freedom not from something, but the act of freedom which is independent of motive and revolt. When freedom becomes a revolt, it is merely a reaction to the condition it exists in; it is revolting from something and therefore it is not free. I can revolt against the present society. The present society may be stupid, corrupt, inept, ineffective. I can revolt, but that revolt is merely a reaction—as communism is a reaction against capitalism. So this revolt merely puts me in a position modified along the same pattern. So we are not talking of revolt which is a reaction, but we are talking of freedom which is not from something.


I do not know if you have ever felt this nature of freedom—not calculated, not induced—when you suddenly feel that you have no burden, no problem, and your mind is tremendously alive and your whole body—your heart and your nerves, everything—is intense, vibrating, strong. Such freedom is necessary. It is only the free mind which can really inquire, obviously, not a mind which says, “I believe and I will inquire”—it has no meaning—not a mind that is frightened of what will happen to it through inquiry, and therefore stops inquiring.


Inquiry means a mind that is sane, healthy, that is not persuaded by opinions of its own or of another, so that it is able to see very clearly every minute everything as it moves, as it flows. Life is a movement in relationship, which is action. And unless there is freedom, mere revolt has no meaning at all. A really religious man is never in revolt. He is a free man—free, not from nationalism, greed, envy, and all the rest of it; he is just free.


And to inquire, there must be the understanding of the nature and the meaning of fear, because a mind that is afraid at any level of its being cannot obviously be capable of the swift movement of inquiry. You know, because of tradition, because of the weight of authority, especially in this country, people are everlastingly boasting of seven thousand years of culture and are very proud of it! And these people who talk everlastingly about this culture probably have nothing to say, and that is why they are talking about it. Such a mind that is caught in the weight of tradition and authority is not a free mind. One must go beyond civilization and culture. And it is only such a mind that is capable of inquiry and the discovery of what is truth—and no other mind; it can talk about what is truth and have theories about it endlessly. To find out requires a mind that is free from all authority and therefore from all fear.


The understanding of fear is an enormous problem, most intricate. I do not know if you have ever given your mind to it—not only your mind, but your heart. Probably you have given your mind, but, surely, never your heart. To understand something you must give your mind and your heart. When you give your mind to something, especially to fear, you resist it, you build a wall against it, you enclose yourself and isolate yourself, or you run away from it. That is what most of us do, that is what most religions are for. But when you give your heart to understanding something, then quite a different process takes place. When you give your heart to understanding your child, when you care, then you look to every incident, to every detail; then there is nothing too small or too great; there is no boredom. But we never give our heart to anything—even to our wife or our husband or our children, and, least of all, to life. And when one does give one’s heart, then there is instant communion.


When one gives one’s heart, it is a total action. And when you give your mind, it is a fragmentary action. And most of us give our minds to so many things. That is why we live a fragmentary life—thinking one thing and doing another; and we are torn, contradictory. To understand something, one must give not only one’s mind but one’s heart to it.


And to understand this very complex problem of fear—which we shall discuss next time, I hope, that we meet here—requires not a mere intellectual effort but an approach which is total. You know, when you love something—I am using that word in its total sense, not the love of God and the love of man, or profane love and love divine; those divisions are not love at all—you give your mind and your heart to it. This is not to commit yourself to something—which is entirely different. I can give my mind and heart and commit myself to some course of action—sociological or philosophical or communist or religious. That is not giving oneself; that is only an intellectual conviction, a sense of following something which you have to do to improve yourself or the society, and all the rest of it. But we are talking of something entirely different.


When you give your heart to something, then you are aware of everything in the sphere of that understanding. Do try sometime—or I hope you are doing it now as it is being said. The man who says, “I will try”—he is lost, because there is no time; there is only the moment now. And if you are doing it now, you will see that if you give your heart, it is a total action—not a fragmentary, compulsive action, not the action according to some pattern or formula. When you give your heart, you will see that you understand that something immediately, instantly—which has nothing to do with sentiment or emotionalism or devotion; that is all too puerile. To give your heart to something you need tremendous understanding, you need great energy and clarity, so that in the light of clarity you see everything clearly. And you cannot see clearly if you are not free from your tradition, from your authority, from your culture, from your civilization, from all the patterns of society; it is not by escaping from society, going out into a mountain, or becoming a hermit that you understand life. On the contrary, to understand this extraordinary movement of life—which is relationship, which is action—and to follow it right through endlessly, you must have freedom which comes alone when you give your mind, your heart, your whole being. Therefore in that state you understand. And when there is understanding, there is no effort; it is an instant act.


And it is only such a mind which is free, clear—it is only such a mind that can see what is true and discard what is false.


December 16, 1964


Second Talk in Madras


In the modern world where there are so many problems, one is apt to lose great feeling. I mean by that word feeling, not sentiment, not emotionalism, not mere excitement, but that quality of perception, the quality of hearing, listening, the quality of feeling a bird singing on a tree, the movement of a leaf in the sun. To feel things greatly, deeply, penetratingly, is very difficult for most of us because we have so many problems. Whatever we seem to touch turns into a problem. And, apparently, there is no end to man’s problems, and he seems utterly incapable of resolving them because the more the problems exist, the less the feelings become.


I mean by “feeling” the appreciation of the curve of a branch, the squalor, the dirt on the road, to be sensitive to the sorrow of another, to be in a state of ecstasy when we see a sunset. These are not sentiments, these are not mere emotions. Emotion and sentiment or sentimentality turn to cruelty, they can be used by society; and when there is sentiment, sensation, then one becomes a slave to society. But one must have great feelings. The feeling for beauty, the feeling for a word, the silence between two words, and the hearing of a sound clearly—all that generates feeling. And one must have strong feelings because it is only the feelings that make the mind highly sensitive.


Sensitivity in its highest form is intelligence. Without sensitivity to everything—to one’s own sorrows; to the sorrow of a group of people, of a race; to the sorrow of everything that is—unless one feels and has the feeling highly sensitized, one cannot possibly solve any problem. And we have many problems, not only at the physical level, the economic level, the social level, but also at the deeper levels of one’s own being—problems that apparently we are not capable of solving. I am not talking of the mathematical problems, or the problems of mechanical inventions, but of human problems: of our sorrows, of despair, of the narrow spirit of the mind, of the shallowness of one’s thinking, of the constant, repetitive boredom of life, the routine of going to the office every day for forty or thirty years. And the many problems that exist, both consciously and unconsciously, make the mind dull, and therefore the mind loses this extraordinary sensitivity. And when we lose sensitivity, we lose intelligence.


As we said the last time when we met here, we are going to discuss, talk over together, the question of fear. To go into that problem really comprehensively, one must understand that all problems are related. There is no separate problem by itself; every problem is interrelated with another problem. So, a mind that seeks to solve a particular problem will never solve it because that particular problem is related to half-a-dozen other problems, conscious as well as unconscious. It is only a religious action that can solve all problems altogether.


I hope you will excuse the use of the word religion because for many people religion smells, and it has very little meaning in modern society! Going to the church, to the temple, hearing a psalm or a chant sung—it has very little significance; it is convenient, but no more. And we are not using the word religion in that sense at all. Organized religion, organized belief has no validity; it does not lead anywhere, it does not bring understanding or clarity, nor does it lead man to truth. Such organized beliefs and religions are really, essentially, man’s incapacity to solve his daily problems, and therefore his attempt to escape from them to some form of mysticism, ritualism, and so on. We are using the word religion in a totally different sense. I mean by that word the capacity to see and understand the whole of the issue immediately, and act on that immediacy.


And I think it is rather important to understand this: to see something very clearly, intellectually or verbally, one must understand the meaning of the word and the significance of the sound of the word—the sound which evokes the symbol, the image, the significance, the remembrance, the immediate response. Unless we understand the word and see how deeply we are a slave to words, we shall not be able to penetrate into this question of what is the true significance of religion. Because the word becomes significant when the word is not a hindrance, when it opens the door—not according to one’s own particular idiosyncrasy or character or inclination, or according to something that one is committed to. A word, after all, is a sound; and if that sound is merely received as an intellectual concept or as an idea or as a formula, the word loses the sensitivity of that sound. And the word becomes important when the word takes the place of, or becomes more important than, the fact.


We are sharing together this question. You are not merely listening to the speaker; you are not listening to a set of words or ideas or concepts, agreeing or disagreeing. But rather you and I are sharing together this enormous question of fear. And to share together, there must be communion—not only communication but also communion, which is much more important.


I mean by that word communion a state of mind that is sensitive, alert, watchful, neither accepting nor rejecting, tremendously alive and, therefore, capable of rejecting and pursuing. After all, that is what we mean by sharing. To share together a problem means, does it not, that you and I go into it together. And “together” means not that you stand aside, not that you listen to the explanation or to words that have very little meaning, but that you follow—through the words and therefore through the significance, the sound—the meaning, the sensitivity of what that word evokes. And through the communication of that word, we can establish a communion; then we can share.


And we have to share that problem together because it is a very complex problem. All problems are complex; there is no one solution to one problem. So, to share together anything, we must both meet together, we must both travel together rapidly; you not only see the significance of the word and become sensitive to the word, but also you are intellectually aware of the meaning of that word and also the feeling and the total significance that word conveys—all that is implied, is it not, when we are sharing anything together.


When you are listening to a story, you are pursuing it because it is interesting, amusing, dramatic, or tragic; you are with it, you are flowing with it. So, when we are discussing, talking about, sharing together this question of fear, we must also understand that every problem—physical pain, psychological disturbance, an economic problem, social contradiction—is interrelated with other problems, and that problems cannot be solved by themselves. A man who says, “I will solve the problems of society, or my own problems, by going within and therefore going deeper and deeper and deeper,” such a man is not in relation with society, with the events that are happening. Likewise is the man who turns so, outwardly. So, to understand the problem it requires extraordinary balance, watchfulness, alertness.


And to understand this question of fear, which is not only at the conscious level but also at the deeper levels, one must understand the whole question of friction, of effort, of contradiction. Because all of our life is based on struggle, friction, effort. That is all we know: struggle, effort, friction which engender certain forms of energy, and that energy keeps us going. Ambition, greed, envy, is friction; and that keeps us on. That greed, that envy, that ambition, makes us make effort to achieve what we want; and that gives us a certain quality of energy, and that is all we know. And when that energy creates misery, confusion, sorrow, we try to escape into various forms of religious absurdities, or drink, or women, or amusement; in ten different ways we want to escape, and we do; but the problem still remains—the problem of effort, of conflict, of contradiction.


Education, society, religion, and the so-called sacred books all maintain that you must make effort, effort, effort. Man is told that he is inherently lazy, sluggish, indolent, and that unless he makes effort, he will vegetate, he will become lazy, lethargic, and incapable. That is what you are brought up on from the days of the school until you die: that you must make endless effort, not only in the family, but in the office; you must make an effort to be virtuous, to be good, and so on. We never question if there is another way of living altogether, which is without effort, without friction.


A life without friction is the religious life. And a mind without friction, without conflict, is the religious mind. When that mind acts, it has every problem dissolved; it has no problem. And we are going into that, because one must understand that first, before we go into the question of fear.


So, why do we make effort? The obvious answer is to achieve a result. And without effort, we feel we shall degenerate. But before we make an effort, we never inquire into the question: Why has the mind to make an effort at all? Is it not possible to learn without effort, to observe without effort, to listen so that that very act of listening is learning? There is effort only because we are in contradiction. If there were no contradiction at all, there would be no effort. And a man who has completely identified himself with a belief makes no effort—like those people who are unbalanced, who are psychotic; they make no effort; they are so completely identified with a certain belief, with a certain idea, with a certain concept, that there is no effort; they are that because they have no sense of contradiction. Please do follow this. We have to understand from the very beginning that a mind that makes an effort is a destructive mind and, therefore, is incapable of learning. We have gone before into the question of learning.


When do you learn? I am not asking about the accumulation of knowledge, which is quite a different thing. We are asking: When does one learn? I mean by “learning” a movement which is not accumulative, which is constantly flowing, learning, learning and never accumulating. The electronic brains accumulate knowledge; they have knowledge, but they cannot learn. And what is the state of the mind that learns? As we were saying the other day, life is a movement in relationship; and if you make that movement merely an accumulative process as knowledge, then you do not learn from that movement at all. One can learn only when there is a movement, a constant movement, either from curiosity or of exploration or of comprehension, not in terms of accumulation.


You only learn when the mind is completely quiet; then only you begin to learn. If, for example, you are listening to what is being said with ideas, with opinions, with a knowledge which you already have, or if you are comparing what is being said with what somebody else has said, then you are not learning. You can only learn if you listen. And listening is an act of silence; it is only the mind that is very quiet but tremendously active that can learn.


So, we are learning together about this question of effort. And to understand it and to learn about it—is that effort? “Life is effort. What are you talking about! We are brought up on effort, we make effort. Otherwise what you say has no meaning”—when you assert that, you have already stopped learning. To learn, which is to share, which is to communicate, you must obviously be in a state of inquiry, and, therefore, your mind must be free from the state of knowledge, of accumulation, and therefore capable of moving, living, acting. Therefore, sharing is an active process between you and the speaker. And it is only when you share that there is learning.


We make effort because we are in a state of contradiction. The contradiction is not only between the idea and the action—the idea being the belief, the concept, the formula—but also the difference between our thinking and our acting. I think one thing and do something else; I am violent and I pretend to be nonviolent—which is called the ideal. So there is always a contradiction, all our life. That contradiction is established deep down in us through society, through our own experiences, through all the innumerable accumulations of what the saints and the teachers and the books have said.


So, there is this sense of contradiction, invited or existing. We never question it. We never learn about that, so we keep on making effort. Because man does not want contradiction which brings misery, an extraordinary sense of frustration, conflict, confusion, he makes more and more effort to get out. But he never inquires or learns about this sense of contradiction.


So, is it possible to live without effort of any kind, at any level? We say it is. Do not accept it, but inquire, find out. We are going to inquire together whether it is possible.


There is the opinion and the fact, the what is. We have opinions, ideas, and the fact. Let us take the fact of poverty in this country. Poverty, starvation—that is a fact. But we have opinions about that; we have ideas, formulas how to resolve it—formulas as a socialist, as a communist, as a congressman, or whatever it is. Ideas, formulas, concepts, patterns are not facts but opinions, knowledge; and according to that knowledge we try to solve the problem of starvation; and so there is a contradiction. That is, if you are a socialist or a communist, whatever you are, you have a concept, you have a formula, you have a certain knowledge, you have a certain belief, and you want to fit the problem into that belief. The question of starvation, poverty, the appalling things that are going on in this country cannot be solved through nationalism nor through tribalism. No government can solve it at any level, at any time, because it is a world problem, like overpopulation and so on. It is a world issue, not the issue of a local group of people or the issue of some eccentric person wanting to do some good; and one knows that this question can only be solved as a whole, not as a part. So you have immediately a contradiction: the concept and the fact. And the same is with us, inwardly as well as outwardly. We have ideas, opinions, concepts, formulas; and there is the fact of envy, jealousy, brutality, violence. There is the idea and the fact, and immediately there is a contradiction. That is very simple.


Can one look at the fact without idea, look at something without any concept? When you approach a fact through a concept, the fact becomes unimportant and the concept becomes important; and, therefore, you increase the conflict, the contradiction. So, is it possible to look at the fact without an opinion, without an idea? Can you listen to that airplane without an idea—just listen to the sound and not let that sound interfere with the other sound of the speaker? Can you look at that tree or that sunset without a verbalization, without the memory of other sunsets? Please, we are sharing together, you are not just listening; do not go to sleep over this matter. There is that sunset; can you look at it without the word, without the remembrances of other sunsets? It is only possible to look at it, to see it completely, when there is no word, when there are no images, no symbols; then you are in direct relation, in direct contact with that sunset.


So, in the same way, can you look at a fact without bringing upon that fact all your knowledge, all your sympathy, emotions, ideas? It is these ideas, opinions, concepts, that create contradiction, not the fact; the fact never creates a contradiction. Suppose I am violent. It is the idea of nonviolence that creates a contradiction. We have been fed on ideas: that you must be gentle, that you must be good and nonviolent! And so there is a contradiction! So, can I look at my violence without the idea—which is the opposite—and merely deal with the fact that I am violent, and go into this whole question of violence, not through nonviolence, but directly? What makes me violent? Either lack of calcium, or I have been frustrated in different ways, or I want something and I cannot get it. There are half-a-dozen explanations why one gets violent. You can deal with the fact and not with the idea, and you can deal with the fact immediately.


This capacity of the mind to deal with the fact instantly without bringing about a contradiction in the observing of the fact, is the real capacity of the mind that can see the whole. It is only the mind that has the capacity to see the whole thing instantly that is a religious mind. And seeing is acting; seeing is not the verbalization, not the intellectual seeing and then acting—that again creates a contradiction.


So, one has to learn that the idea, the ideal, the formula, the concept, creates contradiction—not the fact. And it is only when the mind is capable of looking at the fact that there is no contradiction, and therefore there is no effort. Please, this is very important to understand. The conflict, the friction, arises only when there is an opinion, a concept about the fact. When one says, “I want to change it, I do not like it, it must be that way, it must be this way,” then contradiction arises, then one does not learn from it. And as we said, to learn is to approach any problem quietly, silently. It is only a silent mind, a quiet mind, the mind that is moving with the fact, that learns. And, therefore, in learning, there is no contradiction. It is only when one takes a position intellectually, verbally, or in experience, and from that position tries to alter the fact, that there is contradiction. I hope this is clear. If it is not, we will discuss it some other time.


So, as long as there is friction of any kind, there must be conflict, there must be contradiction. And is it possible so completely to see, to understand this whole question of contradiction, that one can live only with facts and nothing else? There is also the deeper issue involved in contradiction: there is not only the conscious and the unconscious but also the division between the thinker and the thought. Unless one understands all this, one cannot possibly go into the question of fear.


We have, as most people know, the conscious and the subconscious or the unconscious. For most of us, there is the division between the two, and therefore there is contradiction. Most of us function at the conscious level: going to an office, learning a certain technique. We spend most of our time at the level of the conscious; all our learning, all the impacts of modern civilization, and all the pressures are more or less on the surface. Then there is the unconscious which is the residue of two million years—the racial inheritance, the family, the social influence, the legends, the myths, the ideas, the formulas, the desires, the motives hidden deep down. And there is the division between that and our daily living. And occasionally that unconscious shows itself and creates havoc, creates deep disturbance, or that unconscious projects itself into dreams and so on.


We are not going into this whole question of the conscious and the unconscious, we are just pointing out the contradiction there. And one has to learn about it, not from books, not from Freud or from your recent psychoanalysts or anyone else. But one has to learn by watching every movement of one’s thought. And that has much more significance than any philosophy, any teaching, any psychology, because that is firsthand—you are with it, living.


Then, there is also the contradiction between the thinker and the thought—which is between the observer and that which is observed. There, again, there is a contradiction. And one has to understand it. That is an extraordinarily complex problem. Most of us assume that there is the thinker first: the experiencer, the observer. But is that so? Not according to your Sanskrit traditions or what other people have said—Shankara, Buddha, X, Y, Z—that has no value at all because that is authority; and when you accept authority, you stop investigating, you stop sharing, learning. We are finding out together why this contradiction exists between the thinker and the thought. As long as that contradiction exists, there must be conflict, and therefore there must be the sense of infinite struggle, everlastingly.


So, one has to learn about the whole problem of thinking. Thinking is a complex problem. I am not going into that now; perhaps one day we will do it. But now we are just pointing out the contradiction which is the source of effort. And where there is effort of any kind, the mind is made dull. To learn, the mind must remain highly sensitive; and to learn implies to look at every problem not as an isolated issue but as interrelated.


Take the problem, which most people have, of sex. Why has sex become a problem? I am going to go into it. Please, this is not a matter of agreeing or disagreeing. We are going into it, exploring it. Why does anything become a problem? And what do we mean by a problem? Life is a process of challenge and response. That is, life is a constant challenge and a constant response. If the response is adequate—adequate in the sense as rich, as full, as potent, as vital as the challenge—then there is no friction. When the response is inadequate, then that inadequacy creates a problem. Right? We are not defining it. We are exploring. We mean by a problem, don’t we, a human problem. Whatever the challenge may be, if the mind does not respond to the challenge adequately, completely, that challenge creates a problem in life. If I do not respond completely to the problem of death, to the problem of poverty, to the problem of my job, of my wife, of my children, of my society, the inadequacy of my response creates an issue, and that issue engenders conflict, strife, misery, confusion.


So, here is a question which most human beings have—the question of sex. Why has it become a problem? As I have said, every problem is interrelated. Sex becomes a problem when we have no other release intellectually, emotionally; or rather, when there is no sensitivity, when there is no feeling—not emotion, not sentiment, not the remembrance of a past incident, of a past sensation. That is, sex becomes a problem when your being has no release except in one direction. Intellectually you have no release because you accept, you follow; to you, the ideas are of tremendous importance, not the act, not the activity. The ideas become tremendously important intellectually, and so you have no intellectual freedom at all. Please follow all this. Intellectually you are not creative. Intellectually you are bound by authority; you are a slave to society, to respectability; you conform, and therefore there is no release through the activity of the mind. And there is no release through beauty, which is sensitivity—the beauty of a tree, of the sunset, the bird, the light, the sound. You never look at a tree, never look at the sky with stars. You may go to a concert and listen to music, but again it becomes an event; but you do not live with beauty, beauty being sensitivity—sensitivity to beauty, to squalor, to dirt, to everything. Your daily activities are a boredom. Going to the office, being insulted, the poverty of the mind and the heart, the utter insensitivity to life—through all that, you have no release at all. So, what happens? You have only one release: sex. And, because you have only one release, that becomes a problem.


So, to understand, to learn about this question, one must inquire widely into the whole problem of what it is to be creative. And you can only be creative when there is no fear. And to inquire into the whole question of fear, one must understand the whole question of time and thought, because it is time that creates fear, and it is thought that projects fear. And a mind that is afraid is a dark mind, is a dull mind; and do what it will—it can go to all the temples and churches in the world, do all the social reforms, cultivate itself by becoming stupidly virtuous, respectable—such a mind cannot find what is truth. It is only the free mind, the mind that is highly sensitive, intelligent, clear, without any sense of conflict—it is only such a mind that can understand the ultimate.
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Third Talk in Madras


We will continue with what we were talking about the other day. We were saying that learning is far more important than the acquisition of knowledge. Learning is an art. The electronic brain and the computers can acquire knowledge, can give every kind of information; and these machines, however clever, however well-informed, cannot learn. It is only the human mind that can learn. We make quite a distinction between the act of learning and the process of knowledge. The process of knowledge is gathering through experience, through various forms of impressions, through the impacts of society and of every form of influence; this gathering leaves a residue as knowledge, and with that knowledge, with that background, we function. Otherwise, without that knowledge, without all the technological knowledge that we have acquired through these many centuries, we cannot possibly function, we cannot know where we live, what to do. But the act of learning is a constant movement. The moment you have learned, it becomes knowledge, and from that knowledge you function. And, therefore, it is always functioning in the present through the past.


Whereas learning is an action or a movement always in the present, without conformity to the past. I think one should understand this rather clearly because otherwise it will lead us to all kinds of confusion when the speaker is going to go into wider things. Because learning is not listening with one’s knowledge. If you listen with knowledge, with what you have learned, then actually you are not listening, you are interpreting, you are comparing, judging, evaluating, conforming to a certain pattern which has been established. Whereas the act of listening is entirely different. There you are listening with complete attention in which there is no sense of conformity to a pattern, no comparison, evaluation, or interpretation; you are listening. You are listening to those crows—they are making a lot of noise; it is their bedtime. But if you listen with irritation because you want to listen to what the speaker is saying, if you resist the noise of those crows, then you are not giving complete attention; your mind is divided. Therefore, the act of listening is the act of learning.


One has to learn so much about life, for life is a movement in relationship. And that relationship is action. We have to learn—not to accumulate knowledge from this movement which we call life, and then live according to that knowledge, which is conformity. To conform is to adjust, to fit into a mold, to adjust oneself to the various impressions, demands, pressures of a particular society. Life is meant to be lived, to be understood. One has to learn about life, and one ceases to learn the moment one argues with life, comes to life with the past, with one’s conditioning as knowledge.


So, there is a difference between acquiring knowledge and the act of learning. You must have knowledge; otherwise, you will not know where you live, you will forget your name, and so on. So at one level knowledge is imperative, but when that knowledge is used to understand life—which is a movement, which is a thing that is living, moving, dynamic, every moment changing—when you cannot move with life, then you are living in the past and trying to comprehend the extraordinary thing called life. And to understand life, you have to learn every minute about it and never come to it having learned.


The life that most of us lead in society is to conform, that is, to adjust our thinking, our feeling, our ways of life to a pattern, to a particular sanction or mold of a civilized society—a society that is always moving slowly, evolving according to certain patterns. And we are trained from childhood to conform—conform to the pattern, adjust ourselves to the environment in which we live. And in this process there is never learning. We may revolt from conformity, but that revolt is never freedom. And it is only the mind that is learning, never accumulating—it is only such a mind that moves with the constant flow of life.


And society is the relationship between human beings, the interaction between human beings. It has established certain patterns to which, from childhood, we are made to conform, adjust, and in this conformity we can never be free. Society establishes a certain authority, certain patterns of behavior, of conduct, of law. It never helps man to be free; on the contrary, society makes man conform, respect, cultivate the virtues of that particular society, fit into a pattern. And society never wants him to be free; it does not educate him to be free. All religions are part of society, invented by man for his own particular security, psychologically. Religions, as they are now organized, have their dogmas, their rituals; they are ridden with authority and divisions. So religions, too, do not want man to be free—which is a fairly obvious thing.


So, the problem is, is it not, that there must be order in society. You must have order; otherwise, you cannot live—order being efficiency, order being that every citizen cooperates, does his utmost to fulfill his function without status. That is order—not what society has created, which we call order, which is status. Function gives him status; function gives him prestige, power, position. And in the battle of this competitive society, there are laws to hold the man in order.


So the problem is: There must be conformity—that is to keep to the right side of the road when you are driving—and also there must be freedom; otherwise, society has no meaning. Society does not give man freedom; it may help him to revolt—and any schoolboy can revolt! To help man to be free and understand this whole problem of conformity; to help him to conform and yet not be a slave to society; to conform to the norm, to the pattern; to adjust himself to society and yet maintain that extraordinary sense of freedom—that demands a great deal of intelligence. Man is not free, even though he has lived two million years. Unless man is free, there will be no end to sorrow, there will be no end to the anxiety, to the misery, to the appalling poverty of one’s own mind and heart.


And society is not at all concerned about this freedom, through which alone man can discover for himself a new way of living—not according to a pattern, not according to a belief, not according to knowledge, but from moment to moment, flowing with life. But, if man is not free, in the deep sense of that word, not in the sense free to do what he likes—which is too simple and idiotic—but to be free from the society which has imposed on him certain conditions, which has molded his mind, then he can live for another two million years or more, and he will not be free from sorrow, from the ache of loneliness, from the bitterness of life, from all the various anxieties that he is heir to.


So, the problem is: Is it possible for man to conform and yet be free of society? Man must conform, must adjust himself: he must keep to the right side of the road for the safety of others if he is riding; he must buy a stamp to post a letter; he must pay the tax if he has money, and so on. But conformity, for most of us, is much deeper: we conform psychologically, and that is where the mischief of society begins. And as long as man is not free of society, not free of the pattern which society has established for him to follow, then he is merely moral—moral in the sense he is orderly in the social sense, but disorderly in the virtuous sense. A man who follows the morality of a particular society is immoral because that only establishes him more and more, makes him more and more a slave to the pattern; he becomes more and more respectable and, therefore, more and more mediocre.


A man who is learning is understanding, as he lives, the whole function of society, which is: to establish right relationship between man and man, to help him to cooperate, not with an idea, not with a pattern, not with authority, but to cooperate out of affection, out of love, out of intelligence. He is also understanding the heightened sensitivity of intelligence. And intelligence is only that heightened sensitivity which has nothing whatsoever to do with experience, with knowledge, because knowledge and experience dull the mind.


You know, you may pass a tree every day of your life. If you have no appreciation of the extraordinary shape of a branch, or of a leaf, or of the nakedness of the tree in the winter, or of the beauty of the sunset, or if you are not in total communion with the squalor, with the evening sunset, or with the reflection of the palm tree on the water, then, such a mind is a dull mind, however moral, however respectable, however conforming to society it may be. And such a mind can never be free. And it is only the mind that learns as it lives, every day, every minute, in the movement of life, of relationship which is action—it is only such a mind that can be free. The mind must be free—free from conflict, free from the self-contradiction that exists in man. The self-contradiction that exists in man produces everlasting conflict within himself and with his neighbor, and this conflict is called moral because this conflict helps the human being to conform to the pattern which society has established!


So conformity and desire have to be understood. Desire is unfulfilled appetite. That is what desire is—an appetite which has not been given full rein. And society says, “Hold it, suppress it, guide it, control it, sublimate it!” The religious side of society says, “Do various forms of discipline; suppress in order to find God; be a celibate; go to a monastery; do everything, but control your desires!” And, thereby one establishes within the psyche, within one’s own being, this contradiction, this dual existence—desire which wants to fulfill, which is battling, boiling, longing; and on the other hand the sanction of religion, of society, which says, “You must hold, control, suppress, sublimate.” So there is a contradiction, and also society says, “You must conform.”


Now, what is desire? And what gives continuity to desire? Please follow this. Otherwise you will misunderstand it totally; you will say, “The speaker is encouraging appetite, asking people to indulge in their desires, in their impulses, in their longings.” You will anyhow indulge, whether you listen or do not listen; you will surreptitiously, secretly, fulfill your desires in spite of your society, and therefore increase your contradiction, increase your frustration!


So we are going to learn by inquiring into this whole matter of desire. Desire means the urge to fulfill appetites of various kinds that demand action—the longing for sex, or to become a great man, the desire to possess a car, or to possess a house. We are going to go into that. What is desire? If you are asking, “What is desire?” it would be very difficult for you to answer. Desire is not desire for something. We are not talking about desire for something but about desire itself: how it arises and what gives it continuity. Do you understand? We are not talking about the fulfillment of desire in various forms, but we are talking about the nature, the meaning of desire itself, and what gives it the continuity that keeps it on endlessly. I have fulfilled there, and I have moved from one fulfillment to another fulfillment, to another demand, to another appetite, endlessly.


Sirs, may I request you not to take notes because you are not at school. You are listening, not listening to take notes. You are listening to find out for yourself as you are sitting there. To find out is to expose yourself to yourself, to find out what your desire is, how it arises, the nature of it, the meaning of it, and what gives it continuity. But if you are taking notes, you cannot listen and at the same time take notes. To listen you have to give your complete attention. If you love something, you listen—don’t you? If you love your child, your wife—probably you don’t love; therefore, you don’t know what it is to listen—if you love somebody, if you love that tree, that bird intensely, you would listen; you would listen to the whisper, to the wind, to every movement of the leaf and the flutter of the leaf. If you love your child, you would watch all his moods, his temperament, his naughtiness, his playfulness, the joy, the curiosity, the brightness. So to learn is to love—not tomorrow; not, having taken the notes, to go back and study the notes. Love is always in the present; it is not a memory; it is not the photograph which you have in your room and which you look at occasionally—that is not love; that is the dead memory of things that have been. You can only listen endlessly. And to listen endlessly, there has to be that affection, that flame that destroys the past.


So, what is desire? You see a beautiful house or a nice car or a man in power, position; and you wish you had that house, you were that man in position, or you were riding amid applause. How does that desire arise? First, there is the visual perception—the seeing of the house. The ‘you’ comes much later. The seeing of the house, that is visual attraction, the attraction of a line, the beauty of a car, the color, and then that perception.


Please follow this. You are doing it, not I. I am giving words, explaining; but you are doing. We are sharing the thing together. You are not merely listening to what the speaker is saying; therefore, you are observing your own movement of thought as desire. There is no division between thought and seeing; they are one movement. Between thought and desire, there is no separate thing—which we will go into presently.


So there is the seeing, the perceiving, which creates sensation; then there is the touching; and then the desire—the desire to possess—to give to that sensation continuity. This is very simple. I see a beautiful woman or a man. Then there is the pleasure of seeing, and the pleasure demands continuity. So I think; there is thought born out of it. And the more thought thinks about that pleasure, there is continuity of that pleasure, or of that pain. Then, where there is that continuity, the ‘I’ comes in—I want, I don’t want. This is what we all do, all day, sleeping or waking.


So, one sees how desire arises. Perception, contact, sensation; then giving to that sensation continuity, and that continuity to sensation is desire. There is nothing mysterious about desire. Now the desire becomes very complicated when there is a contradiction, not in the desire itself, but in the object through which it is going to fulfill. Right? I want to be a very rich man—that is, my desire says that I must be very rich because I see people with property, a car and all the rest of it. Desire says, “I must have, I must fulfill.” And also there is a part of me which is conditioned by society and which says, “To find God, to live a noble life, to be a sannyasi, you must give that up.” And so there is contradiction—which means I must conform to society through competing, through battling with my neighbor to get on the top of the heap; and also society says that to find whatever it calls “God,” I must deny that. So, it tells me that, on the one hand, I must be a sannyasi—a respectable sannyasi always!—and, on the other hand, I must also be a respectable citizen, which is to compete; and competition means killing my neighbor, not physically, but by doing everything to destroy him, to get his position or go beyond it.


So, in me, there is a contradiction created by society because desire wants to fulfill itself through so many things—to be famous; to find God; to live happily; to live amidst a sense of great beauty, loveliness, and perfume, with a moment which is without the past, without regret, without anxiety; to live with a sense of great ecstasy; to live with beauty endlessly, with joy. Desire wants to fulfill itself in every direction; the objects of fulfillment are very attractive, but each object contradicts the other.


So we live, conforming, battling, fulfilling, and being frustrated. That is our life. And to find God, the so-called religious people, the saints, the popes, the monks, the nuns, the social-service people, the so-called religious people say, “You must suppress; you must sublimate; you must identify yourself with God so that desire disappears; when you see a woman, turn your back on her; don’t be sensitive to anything, to life; don’t hear music, don’t see a tree; above all, don’t see a woman!” And so that is the life of the mediocre man who is a slave to society!


Without understanding—understanding, not suppressing—desire, man will never be free of conformity or of fear. You know what happens when you suppress something? Your heart is dull! Have you seen the sannyasis, the monks, the nuns, the people who escape from life? How frigid, how hard, virtuous, saintly they are, living in tight discipline! They will talk everlastingly about love, and inwardly they are boiling; their desires never fulfilled or never understood; they are dead beings in a cloak of virtue!


What we are saying is something entirely different. Life is both challenge and response, and response means reaction. To react is to respond quickly to the beauty of a tree, to the sound of an instrument, to a lovely voice across the river; otherwise, you are dead to respond. And if that response is pleasurable, you want more; if it is painful, you want to escape. So, when you suppress, sublimate, identify the desire with something extraordinarily noble, such identification, such suppression, such control, such denial, makes the mind dull and the heart insensitive.


So, one has to find out, learn, about desire—learn, not what to do about it, not how to throttle it. And one of the most unfortunate things that has happened to this country is the innumerable saints it has had, who have said, “Suppress desire, suffocate it, destroy it.” That is why you never look at a tree; that is why, to you, love is sex. You admit the squalor, the poverty, the disgrace because you are conforming to the pattern set by these saints who have never gone beyond their own conditioning.


So one must understand desire. To understand something is not an intellectual process or a verbal process. To understand something you must come to it with freshness, with an eagerness, with affection. Do you understand? If I want to understand you, I must come—not with my prejudice, not with my opinions, not with my things which I have gathered—I must come to you fresh. And to be fresh there must be a quality of deep sympathy and affection—not in some distant future, but now. Because you are burning with desire—not only to be rich, but to arrive at heaven, to come to that state of bliss. Unless one understands desire, one will always be in conflict, in frustration, in anxiety.


We see how desire arises, which is quite simple. And then we have to find out what gives continuity to desire. That is the really important question—not how desire arises. We know how desire arises. I see something beautiful, I want it. I see something ugly, painful; that reminds me of all kinds of things; I put it away. One becomes aware of the arising of desire, but one has never gone into—at least most of us have not gone into—the question of what gives it continuity and what brings, in that continuity, contradiction. If there were no contradiction—which is the battle between the good and the bad, between the pain and the pleasure, between fulfillment and frustration—if there were not this contradiction in desire and continuity in desire, if there were an understanding of that, then desire would have quite a different meaning. Then desire would become a thing of flame, would have a quality of an urgency, a beauty, a tremendous response—not a thing to be frightened of, to be destroyed, to be suffocated, to be denied.


So what gives desire continuity? You are listening to the horn of that car; it is stuck. It is making a noise, you do not like it. You wish it would stop, but your mind is there. And when that has stopped just now, you feel the relief! And what has given that irritation? What has brought about that irritation between that continuous noise and the act of listening to the speaker? What has brought about this irritation? The desire to listen quietly. You want to listen to the speaker, and that noise is irritating, interrupting. There, it is painful; you don’t want it, you don’t like it. But, if you see a beautiful house, a beautiful woman, or a handsome man, or a lovely tree, then the sight of that has awakened a desire, and you want that desire to continue! Please observe your own processes. You are not merely listening to the speaker. The speaker is not at all important; what is important is to understand your own desire and how it brings about conformity, contradiction, and agony—the despair of desire.


So you see desire has continuity through thought. That is, there is the perception of a house, the sensation; that sensation, thought thinks about and gives it a continuity which becomes a desire. And that desire identifies itself with the thought, which says, “It is me; that, I want.” Please follow all this, step by step. It is very simple and clear. So thought gives continuity to desire. And without understanding the whole machinery of thinking, merely to suppress desire—it does not matter who tells you—is infantile, is immature.


So we have to go into that question of thought as a process of time—time as duration, time as existence, the existence of desire. Because it is desire that accumulates the pattern as memory, to which we conform. So conformity, desire, thought, and time are interrelated. Without understanding the one, you cannot possibly understand the rest. That is why we began by talking about conformity, how we conform endlessly, not only because we are so frightened to bring disorder in ourselves, but because of society which has made disorder disrespectable and so on.


So there is conformity, and there is this desire which says, “I must conform.” And to that desire time gives a continuity, which is thought. So they are all extraordinarily interrelated. And if you don’t understand them, you will not be able to go any further. And we have to go very much further. Because life is a movement, and to follow that movement, you must have energy—an energy which knows no conformity; an energy which has never touched conflict; an energy which is not the product of thought with all its resistances, contradictions; an energy which is not the slave of time: time, which is gradualness, “I will get it.”


So unless it understands this whole movement of desire as conformity, as thought, as time, the mind cannot see itself. And it is only the free mind that is the religious mind. And it is only the religious mind that can solve all our problems—not the politicians, not the leaders, not the dictators, not any political or economical solution. It is only the religious mind that has understood this whole process, and therefore has understood conflict, that can release that energy which is spotless. And it is only that energy that can reach the highest.


December 23, 1964


Fourth Talk in Madras


If we may, we will continue with what we were talking about the other day. We were saying that unless we, as human beings, understand this whole problem of desire, there will be no order in society. We mean by “order” cooperation. And without cooperation there will be only conformity, and that conformity leads to various forms of revolt—which is not revolution. And without understanding the very complex problem of desire, there can be no freedom for man; and without freedom at every level of one’s being, life becomes a series of irremediable and insoluble problems. To understand this question of desire, we ought also to understand the other complex problem of love.


For without love, as we were saying the other day, there can be no cooperation; and society that exists without cooperation must be a disintegrating society. Cooperation is one of the most difficult things—not only to understand verbally, but actually to live in a state of cooperation. We do cooperate with authority, with ideas, with a person who dominates with his ideas; therefore, cooperation is established on a basis of authority; and where there is authority, there is no freedom. To cooperate—not on the basis of a personal motive, nor out of an imperative necessity, nor for a profitable life—one must understand this question of love and desire.


We went, the other day, into the beginning of desire, how desire originates—that is, through perception, sensation, contact, and giving continuity to that sensation through constantly thinking about that particular sensation, pleasure, or pain. We went into that, and those who were here then can go into it further. We are not going to repeat it all over again because we want to go further into this matter. We see for ourselves how desire arises. Society with its saints, its religious sanctions, demands that the human being suppress these desires, control them, sublimate them, or run away from them to various forms of escapes. But when, without understanding desire, there is only mere discipline, then efficiency, order, and cooperation cease to exist.


So, we are concerned this evening with an inquiry into the ways of desire and their contradiction, and also with discipline and the question of love. We also said the other day when we met that we would go into the mechanism of thinking and of time. Because all these are related—desire, love, thought, and time. And without understanding them, one cannot follow or live in the whole field of thought, time, love, and desire.


Understanding is not mere agreeing intellectually, verbally. Understanding is the comprehension and the cognition of the words, their meaning—not only intellectually, but also with a great deal of feeling, not only mentally, but neurologically with your nerves, with your eyes, with your smell. Understanding can only take place when there is a total comprehension with all your being. Understanding is not partial, not fragmentary. “I understand what you are saying, intellectually”—such a statement has no meaning whatsoever; it means merely that I understand the words you are using; because you and I both speak English, we understand the meaning of those words. But understanding is more profound, more real, than the mere understanding of words. When we say, “we understand,” it means a total comprehension and, therefore, action.


To understand is to act, not “to understand and then to act”—then understanding merely remains as an idea, which is not understanding. The idea is separate from action. And then the whole problem arises: how to bring action to conform, or bring it in approximation, to the idea. So there is always a contradiction if you do not understand this usage of words, the creation of ideas out of those words, the accepting or the rejecting of those ideas, and if you accept the ideas and try to conform, or approximate your action to those ideas—all these processes are not a state of understanding. Understanding is a state of comprehending totally, with all one’s being, nervously, emotionally, intellectually, with feeling, with everything that one has. And when there is such understanding, there is action.


Life is action. These two are not separate. Life is not an idea carried out in action, just as you cannot have love as an idea. Love cannot be cultivated; it cannot be nurtured, produced; either there is love or there is not. Similarly, there is understanding, or there is no understanding. To understand something one has to listen, and listening is an art. To listen to something implies that you are giving complete attention, not only to what the speaker is saying, but also to those crows, to the sunset, to the clouds, to the breeze on the leaves, to the various colors that are here, so that your whole neurological system as well as the cells of the brain comprehend totally. Out of that total comprehension alone is there action which does not bring about contradiction and, therefore, conflict and endless pain and misery. So in that sense we are using the word understanding.


Now, we are trying to understand the way of desire—that is, to learn about it, not to suppress it, not to deny it, not to sublimate it. To understand something, you must give attention to it, you must learn about it, you must investigate it, you must explore it, you must go into it—which does not mean that you yield, or restrain yourself. When you understand it, you learn about it.


We said the other day that desire is the way of man. It exists in each one of us—it must exist; it is part of life. We have shown how desire arises. And people throughout the world, especially those who are concerned with religious matters, have been taught to suppress desire, to be without desire—which is absolutely impossible; one is without desire only when one is dead! But to understand desire requires a great deal of attention, a great deal of patience, inquiry.


Desire means, does it not, an unfulfilled appetite. Please, if I may point out, you are not merely hearing a talk, but you are partaking in it, sharing it. You are as active as the speaker; you are not merely hearing a few words or a few ideas, a few sentences, and then agreeing with them or disagreeing with them and then going away. We are together sharing in the investigation of the question of desire. And to investigate you must be free to find out. It does not mean that you agree or disagree. You do not say, “We have been told by the great saints—whoever those people are—that we must suppress it, we must control it, we must deny it, we must find ways of sublimating it”; that way you do not inquire, you do not learn, you do not find out. To find out, there must be freedom from traditions, from what people have said—which does not mean that you must indulge in desire.


So we are going to investigate, to find out, the ways of desire. And in the understanding of desire comes discipline—not imposed, not the way of conformity, suppression; but, in the very process of understanding desire, there comes discipline. As we said, desire is unfulfilled appetite, wish, longing. And either we yield to that longing, to that desire, or we suppress it because society says that we must suppress it, because religious organizations say that we must transmute it, and so on. And in this process there is a constant battle between the human being who is trying to understand desire or is caught in desire, and society which has established certain norms and the religious organizations with their beliefs that say that you must conform to the pattern.


Desire is not in contradiction with itself. That is the first thing we have to understand: desire is not in contradiction with itself. Desire is in contradiction with the objects of its fulfillment. You understand? I fulfill my desire in one direction; then later I want to fulfill it in another direction; the two directions, or the two states, are contrary to each other. I want to be a very rich man, and also I want to lead a saintly life—not a saintly life, but a religious life. It is one of the easiest things in the world to be a saint! All that you have to do is to conform to a pattern which is recognized by society: put on a loincloth, lead a very so-called or outwardly simple life of exhibition, showing off that you are really simple. And society says, “What a marvelous human being you are!” That is the outward show of simplicity; inwardly, you are boiling, you are tormented, you are tortured by your passions, ambitions, lust, greed, identifications with a particular society. So we are not concerned with what kind of life a saint leads inwardly; all we are concerned with is that he shall conform to the pattern of a saint, which is to be this and that. So it is comparatively easy to be a saint. But it is much more difficult, and it requires tremendous intelligence, understanding, to go into this question of desire and to be free from the conflict which the objects of desire create. To understand the whole process of desire, you need intelligence.


Intelligence is not the accumulation of experience and knowledge, but intelligence is the highest form of sensitivity. To be sensitive to everything, to the birds, to the squalor, to the poverty, to the beauty of a tree, to the beauty of a face, to the sunset, to the colors, to the reflections, to the movement of a leaf, to a bird on a wing, to the smile of a child, to tears, to laughter, to the pain, the agony, the anguish, the misery of a human being—to be totally sensitive to all that means to be intelligent. And you cannot be intelligent if you merely suppress or indulge. You can only be sensitive when there is understanding.


We have desire, which is really a response to an appetite. I want something, and I respond. This response depends upon the intensity of my feeling. If the feeling is intense, if the emotion is urgent, then there is an almost immediate fulfillment, either in thought or in action. Please, you have to follow this fairly clearly because we are going into the question of time, into the question of thought and love; and you have to follow this, step by step, not authoritatively. We are using the word follow in the sense of following what is being said. So far as we are concerned, there is no authority. Authority is contrary to every state of sensitivity, and a religious mind has no authority. A religious mind is a mind that is constantly in a state of learning and therefore sensitive. And learning ceases when there is authority. It does not matter who it is—the authority of a government, the authority of your priest, the authority of your guru or a Master—authority prevents your learning. Authority only makes you conform through fear. And a mind that is frightened at any level ceases to be a religious mind. As far as we are concerned, there is no authority.


Desire, which is the response of a sensation which has been given continuity by thought, seeks fulfillment; and in the various forms of fulfillment there is contradiction. And out of that contradiction there is conflict, and where there is conflict, there is effort. So desire breeds effort if we do not understand the whole process of desire.


What is desire and how does that desire continue? We see how desire arises—perception, seeing, contact, sensation. Now, what gives continuity to desire? That is the problem; that is where we left off the other day. Surely, thought gives continuity to desire. That is, I like something; it gives me great pleasure to look at the sunset, or to look at a beautiful face, or to see a man in position, status, power, money, position, and all the rest of it. It gives me pleasure to be in that man’s position, and I think about that pleasure, whether that pleasure be a sensual pleasure or a subjective pleasure, or a pleasure caused by outward objects. I think about it. I like your face. You have a nice smile. And your smile, your face is attractive. I like it, I think about it. The more I think about it, the more I give strength to the desire which seeks fulfillment with that person, or through that idea, or through that object.


So thought gives continuity to desire. If there were no continuity to desire, there would be no fulfillment. It would arise and go away. It would come as a reaction—and you must have reaction; otherwise, you are a dead human being. It would come as a reaction, and there would be no continuity to that reaction if there were no continuity of thought. You observe it in your own life.


You have pleasure, sexual or ordinary pleasure; you think about it; you create, in your mind, images, symbols, words. And the more you think about it, the greater is the intensity of that pleasure. And that intensity demands fulfillment. And in that fulfillment there is a contradiction because you also want to fulfill in other directions. So, where there is fulfillment of desire, there is contradiction. Hence to escape from contradiction, from the pain of conflict, you say that you must suppress desire. But what is important is not to suppress desire, nor to shape it, nor to sublimate it, but to understand it—to understand what gives it substance, what gives it the intensity, what gives it the urgency. If that can be understood, then desire has quite a different significance.


You observe yourself: when you have a pleasure, you think about it. When you have pain, you also think about it. The thinking about it gives it vitality, gives it strength, gives it continuity. So, one has to go into the question of thinking if one would understand desire.


What is thinking? This is not an academic question. I am asking you a question: What is thinking? There is a challenge: What is thinking? And you are waiting for a response, are you not? You are waiting for a response from the speaker. You want to be told. If he does not tell it, you are trying to find out from your own knowledge, or from the knowledge of what others have given to you; or you are looking, searching in your memory, to find out what is thinking. So, when a challenge is given to you, your memory responds. Please follow this carefully, because unless you go into this very carefully, step by step, you will miss the whole sequence of what is going to be said. Life is a challenge; it is a series of continuous challenges. Life is a movement, constantly changing, constantly moving, never the same; and that is the beauty of life. It is living, not dead; and therefore it is always giving us a challenge every minute, consciously or unconsciously, whether we are aware of it or not. And when there is a challenge, we respond according to our conditioning, according to our memory, and our memory responds. In this process of challenge and response, the response is immediate, or after an interval of time; and in the interval of time there is the process of thinking.


What is thinking? Probably most of you have not thought about it at all, and you are waiting to be told! When you are told, you either agree or disagree, or your memory says, “That is not enough, that is only part of it; there must be much more to this mechanism of thought.” So we are going to go into it. Where there is a challenge and a response, if the response is immediate, there is no process of thinking. If you are asked your name, you answer very quickly; because you are very familiar with your name, you reply immediately. You may have thought about it before, but the immediate response is instant. But if you are asked a much more complicated question, you take time, and there is a time interval between that challenge and response. In that time interval the mind is looking for an answer, searching, asking, waiting, questioning. That interval is what we call thinking. And that thinking depends on your race, on your family, the knowledge, the memory, the imprint of time, your experiences, the pain, the sorrow, the innumerable pressures and the agonies of life—that is the background, and from the background you respond. And so the response to the challenge is always inadequate. I hope I am making myself clear. And that inadequacy to a response creates contradiction.


So one has to understand not only the mechanism of thinking but also the storing up of knowledge as a means of response to a challenge which is always new. So you respond always to something new with the old, with your tradition if you are a Hindu; if you are a Christian, with your tradition; if you are a scientist, with your particular knowledge, and so on. Your response is never total, it is always fragmentary; and therefore there is a contradiction, a conflict, a pain, or a pleasure which you want to continue—which brings again conflict. So we live in this process: challenge, inadequate response, contradiction, conflict, pain or pleasure, and the demand for the pain to cease and the pleasure to continue. That is the cycle of our life.


If you proceed further into this question of thinking, you come to a state of mind when you actually say, “I don’t know.” You understand? That is the difference between the electronic computer and the human mind. The human mind can say, “I don’t know,” and it means “I don’t know”; there is no pretense, there is no waiting for an answer. “I don’t know” is a most extraordinary state of mind, if you could really understand that state. Because most of us have so much knowledge about everything! We know about God because we have been told for five thousand, seven thousand, or two million years. We are burdened with knowledge, with our experience—which is the past. We know about what we call God, love, sex, about almost everything that the human mind has invented or thought about! And we are always searching to find more; that is, adding more to our knowledge, and we never say, “I don’t know.” And is it not necessary always to say, “I don’t know,” so that the mind is always learning, is always fresh, innocent, young? It is only a young mind that says, “I don’t know,” and means “I don’t know”—not waiting to be informed. The moment you know, it has already become the old. But a mind that is saying to itself “I don’t know” all the time is not doubting. When you doubt, you are already expecting a confirmation or a denial. But when you say, “I don’t know,” your mind is already young, fresh, eager, ready to find out.


That is the way of thought. Thought exists only in time. We mean by time the psychological state of postponement, the psychological idea of progress, of evolution, of reaching a height, of accumulating and getting rid of a distance between what is and ‘what should be’, which is all a time interval in space. Please follow all this a little bit. A mind that has no space is a dead mind. The mind must have space, which is emptiness. And it is only in that space that a new state can come into being; it is only in that space that a mutation, a complete revolution, can take place.


We need a revolution in this world, a psychological revolution—not an economic or a social revolution, but a really deep religious revolution. Such a revolution, such a mutation, cannot take place if the mind is not totally empty, if there is no space in the mind. And the understanding of desire, the comprehension of time, brings about, without seeking, this extraordinary space. Space is not created by an object in the space. That tree, which is the object, creates space; because of that tree, there is space round it. We only know space in relation to the object and the nonobject. And a man who is caught in the space which an object creates is everlastingly a slave. It is only the mind that has space without object that is a free mind.


Now, we human beings who have lived for over two million years, according to anthropologists, have developed, progressed, evolved through time. It has taken us two million years to be what we are—two million years from the animal to the human being—and we say, “We will have more time, another two million years or more, to progress, to evolve. In those two million years we have suffered, we have lived in tremendous anxiety, with an appalling loneliness.” You know what loneliness is? Most of us know what anxiety is. Most of us know what sorrow is. Most of us are familiar with pain, physical and otherwise. Most of us know the agony of uncertainty and the pain, the corruption, the disgust, the impurities of one’s own thinking and life. But very few of us know that pain, the agony of complete loneliness. Man has lived with his loneliness for two million years, not knowing, escaping from it when he knows it, and inventing gods, heavens, hells, every form of fulfillment to escape from this extraordinary, intense sense of complete isolation, complete loneliness.


We have lived for two million years, and we have invented time because we are the result of time. Our brain cells, our whole structure, the organism, the brain, everything is the result of time—time being the idea: I will become; I will be; I will achieve; I will progress; I will change, from now until tomorrow, from now until the next second. That is what we mean by time. We are not talking of time as chronological time by the watch; we are talking of time as of a mind that thinks in the field of gradualness—that is an invention. Chronologically there is tomorrow by the watch; otherwise, there is no tomorrow; we have invented tomorrow. Actually when you go into it, you will see it is thought that has created tomorrow. Tomorrow is going to be uncertain, tomorrow you have to go to the office, tomorrow you have to do certain things—you are thinking about it today. Thought actually creates time as tomorrow, and so we have time. And we use time as a means of change. “I am angry, ugly, savage; but I will become something else”—that is using time as a means to become, so there is always a postponement, there is always an avoidance.


Most human beings are violent. They have never been gentle. They do not know what love is. They know what sex is, what desire is. They know the ways of agony. And being caught in agony, they say, “I must have time to get over it; I must have tomorrow, or the next life; or, I will get rid of it gradually.” So thought invents time; thought is time. And a man who understands this process of desire, thought, and time is a human being who lives completely in the present. He has no time as a means of achieving.


The moment you have time, what actually takes place? You are not confronting, you are not confronted with, the actual, the factual challenge, the immediate. You act in the immediate only when you are in pain or in intense pleasure. When you are intensely sexual, or when you have intense pain, you have to act. And most of us are incapable of looking at facts as they are, seeing things as they are, the what is. The what is is the fact, and we come to that with various opinions, ideas, judgments. That is, with the past we come to the fact and therefore create contradiction or the lack of understanding of that fact.


So a mind is free only when it is capable of meeting the fact, the what is, meeting poverty, not some supreme challenge—there is no supreme challenge. Life is a challenge every minute—meeting poverty; meeting your boss in your office; meeting your wife, the children; meeting the bus conductor, the squalor, the beauty of a sunset; your own anger, jealousy, stupidity—which are all facts. What matters is how you meet the fact, not what you think about it, not what you should do about it. When you meet the fact, without any opinion, judgment, evaluation, then you are living completely in the present. Then for such a mind there is no time, and therefore it can act. Because the fact alone has the urgency of action—not your opinions, desires, and ideals.


Look, sirs, you have been brought up, most unfortunately, on ideals. Ideals are just words. They have no meaning whatsoever, they have no substance. They are just the barren children of a vain, thoughtless mind! You have been brought up on the ideal of nonviolence. You go round preaching nonviolence all over the world. Nonviolence is the ideal. But the fact is that you are violent in your gesture, in the way you talk to your superior or your inferior. Please listen to yourself. I am just pointing it out. You are violent—violent in your gesture, in your thought, in your feeling, in your action. Why can’t you look at that violence? Why need you have an ideal of nonviolence? The fact is you are violent, and the ideal is nonfactual, so you create a contradiction in yourself and therefore prevent yourself from looking at the fact of violence. When you look at a fact, you can deal with it: you will say you are violent and accept it. You accept it and say, “I am violent and I will not be a hypocrite”; or you will say, “You are violent and enjoy it”; or you will look at it without the ideal. You can only look at an object or a fact or what is when there is no ideal, no opinion, no judgment—it is so. Then the fact brings about an intensity of action in the immediate. It is only when you have ideas about a fact that you postpone action. When you realize factually that you are violent, then you can look at it, you can go into it. Then you can learn all about it, the nature of violence, whether it is possible to be free or not—not as an idea, but actually.


So a religious mind has no ideals, no example, no authority, because the fact is the only thing that matters, and that fact demands urgency of action. You cannot but act immediately, without an idea, only when the mind has understood the whole question of desire, thinking, time, which prevents the mind from looking at the fact. You do it, sirs. Take your greed, take your anger, take what you like, your sexual appetite—it does not matter what it is. Look at it—not with condemnation, judgment, evaluation; not saying it is right or wrong. You know all the intellectual stuff that men invent to avoid the fact. Take the poverty in this country. That is a fact. And being caught in nationalism is going to prevent that fact from being carried out. We will discuss it some other time.


So a mind that is free from time, which is thought, which is desire, is a mind that is aware of love. For most of us love is sexual. Observe it in yourself. For most of us love is jealousy. For most of us love is a contradiction of hate and love. We really do not know what love is. We know sympathy, pity, perhaps a little generosity when it does not cost too much. Don’t laugh! You are facing all this—which is yourself. You cannot laugh. If you can laugh at yourself, then it will have some meaning. But don’t just laugh at facts—which means you are avoiding. We know what love is only in terms of contradiction, pain and pleasure, agony and the jealousy—the pain, the brutality of jealousy, the violence of jealousy. But you do not know what love is because you do not know what beauty is. If you do not know what beauty is, you will never know what love is—not the beauty of a woman or a man, not sex, but beauty.


You have been trained to deny beauty because beauty has always been associated with pleasure—pleasure being the man or the woman. And people have told you, especially the saints, that if you would find God, you must have no woman, no pleasure; and therefore you deny. By denying beauty you have denied also love. Beauty is not pleasure; beauty is in everything. Sirs, watch yourselves; watch the leaf there. Watch the beauty of the sunset, the beauty of the earth, the hill, the curve of a hill, the flowing water; watch the beauty of a fine, refined mind, the good mind, the beauty of a face, the beauty of a smile. You have denied all that because you have associated beauty with pleasure, and pleasure with sex and so-called love.


Beauty is not that at all. Beauty is not something merely related to pleasure. To understand beauty one must have an extraordinarily simple mind—that is, a mind unclouded by thought, that can look at things as they are, that can see the sunset with all the color, loveliness, and light, that can look at it simply, without verbalization, and be in contact, in communion with it without the word, without the gesture, without the memory, so that there is not “you” and the object which “you” are looking at.


That extraordinary communion without the object, without the thinker and the thought and the object and experience, that sense of immense space—that is beauty.


And that is also love. Without love, do what you will—you may do social work, social reforms, parliamentary government, you may marry, have children—you will find no answer to any problem in life. With love you can do what you will. With love there is virtue and there is humility.


December 27, 1964


Fifth Talk in Madras


It seems to me that one of our great difficulties is not merely that caused by words alone. Words are necessary to communicate, but communication does not merely depend on words. And however much one may be intellectual and precise in the usage of words, we cannot live by words because we have also feelings, strong emotions, violent passions, hatred, sympathy, tenderness, affection. And we seem to live at different levels of our being. If we are so-called intellectuals, we live with words, ideas, and are able to argue cleverly, eruditely. If we are emotional, we are almost on the verge of tears about everything. And the intellectual as well as the emotional are burning inside with various problems—self-created, imposed by environmental conditioning, and so on.


Our life is a torture; we try to cover it up by words, by feelings, by escapes, by every form of so-called religious as well as intellectual acts. But these do not cover our inward battle, our inward frustration, our loneliness, deep sorrows, and the sense of being completely isolated. We want to be secure, not only physically, but emotionally. We want companionship. We want somebody on whom we can rely completely, in whom we have complete trust and faith—a sense of intimate, endless contact with another human being. Not only do we seek security in another human being through relationship, but also we want security in our ideas, in our beliefs, in the way of our life. We do not want to be wrong, we want to tread the right path, whatever that may mean. We look to someone to tell us what to do. We have authority and an infinite love of tradition.


And we have to live with all this—at the intellectual level, at the emotional level, at the physical level, and at the psychological level—with loneliness, emptiness, a sense of despair. We have to live with ill-health and infinite boredom with life, with going to the office every day of our life, for the next forty or fifty years. Or one has been in the office for forty years doing the same thing over and over again, and at the end of one’s life there is nothing left, one is burned out. Or one begins life with certain convictions, certain formulas, and one has great intentions; but the life about one gradually squeezes out all the energy, the vitality, the clarity, the clear perception, and one is left with oneself—empty, lonely, in despair, and in sorrow.


This is our actual everyday life. And realizing that, we try to find something transcendental, beyond, faraway, which has nothing whatever to do with our daily life. We can quote the Upanishads, the Gita, the Bible, seers, saints, and so on, away from this daily misery, horror, brutality. The wider the gap, the greater is the neurosis. And most religious people are neurotic because their life is here, and they try to have ideals, incense sticks; they go to churches, temples, rituals—anything to escape from this daily torture, daily travail of life. This is a fact. Perhaps I am not describing it too clearly, but that is our life. And we have to change here, in our daily life, in our outlook, in our activities, in our ways of thought, feeling; for this is reality, not the other. The other is merely the idea of someone who said something or other, many centuries ago; and it is no good repeating what they say, or what they said, or what the modern philosophers say, or trying to conform to modern philosophy, or to go back ten thousand years and revive the dead past which we call, unfortunately, culture.


Culture is something that grows, nourishes, moves—a thing that is nourished, functions, grows; then it becomes a dead thing. But apparently, in this country, we are very fond of this dying culture; we try to revive it through dance, through song, through music, through the temples, through various creeds; but it does not work. When it does not work, we do not abandon it, we do not come to reality and see if we cannot transform the reality that is the living, and bring about a simplicity which is the essence of harmony. We are incapable, so we look, we search, we want to find somebody to tell us what to do, and we put our faith in those people. Faith and trust have no value. You may trust a doctor because he has experience. But a theory based on another man’s experience in matters of the psyche or of an inward life has no meaning at all, and apparently we cannot let that go. We have to let it go completely because we have to stand alone. And that is one of the greatest fears we have—fear being the feeling of uncertainty, the feeling of danger, the apprehension of something we do not know.


So, fear begins with the savage and with the so-called educated man, highly intellectual, verbal, capable of great efficiency and capacity. Fear is there. And apparently man who has lived for two million years cannot get rid of this fear. And I think that is one of the major problems of our existence: whether it is possible to be free of fear. Now somebody says you must be free of fear and gives you a system how to be free of fear. But one has actually to come to the realization of one’s own fear, be aware of one’s own fear and go into it, come into direct contact with it, be in intimate communion with it, understand it, and thereby be free of it. If the mind is afraid, it is a dead mind. You know this, you have seen this in your own life. You must have seen this: if you are afraid of something, it haunts you. You think about it, you build resistances against it; you are always watching, noticing, aggressively giving importance to the intellect or to the emotions, trying to run away with those, but never coming into contact with fear.


If you have fear of physical pain, you do something about it. Or if the pain is not too great, you put up with it. You do not make a lot of dance or song about it. You put up with it. And putting up with it is to see that it does not distort your thinking, your psyche, your affection, your forward movement—which is also very difficult because we live on our nerves, and there is the impact of pain. We want to be healthy, and perhaps we cannot be healthy. If we can, so much the better. If we cannot, there is the dread of the pain, that it might return, that it might continue. So we live in the dark corner of that fear which distorts our thinking.


There is the fear of not being secure, emotionally, psychologically, inwardly. There is the fear of not having somebody to talk to, to open your heart to, with whom to commune as though with yourself, to whom to talk whenever you want to rely on that person, to feel that he will never misunderstand anything you say, that he will know when you are angry, when you are flattering, when you do not mean what you say, so that you feel that he and you are really one with great affection, with great sensitivity. And if you find that person, you hold on to him in a deadly grip. You know very well that one day that person may turn away, may die, may lose himself in other fancies, in other people, in other illusions; so you hold when you can. And that also breeds fear because in that person you put all your faith, all your affection; and that person is like you and me, he moves away from you, he looks at somebody else, and then begins the the hate, the venom of relationship.


So we build a society in which marriage becomes most sacred. You cannot break it, you hold it tight by law, but modern pressures are breaking that law. We want permanency in that relationship, and we never realize that there is no permanency in anything. So fear darkens our days. Please I am not describing something fantastic; you do not have to conjure this up, imagining this—which is our actual daily life.


So, we seek security, physically—having a house, property, the name, the position, the status; and we push anybody that comes near it, legally, morally, religiously. And also we want security in relationship, knowing fully well, deep down, that there is no permanency in relationship. We can get used to a relationship. I can get used to my wife, to her insults, to her praise, to her nagging, to sleeping with her. I can get used to it, and that usage, that habit becomes my security, and nothing must happen to that habit. So that again breeds fear. And from fear there is sorrow. There is fear not only physically, inwardly, emotionally, but there is the fear of wanting to fulfill, wanting to do something great, to be famous, to meet a great challenge and react fully to that challenge, knowing inwardly that you are a very petty, little human being with a small mind, with an egocentric activity, and wanting to cover all that up. That also breeds fear—the desire to fulfill: sitting on a platform, talking to a big audience, getting a kick out of it; and when the audience does not come, one feels lost.


We also want to be happy. Somewhere deep down, somewhere in some heaven, we want to be happy, rested, quiet, serene, undisturbed. So we invent a heaven. Wherever we go, whatever we do, fear and sorrow pursue us, and there seems to be no end to this. We don’t seem to be able to meet it with energy, capacity, efficiency, to move beyond that. And of course, there is the final fear and sorrow of death.


Death, the end of life, physical existence coming to an end—that is all we are concerned with; that is what we call death. There are so many other forms of death. A person who lives thirty or forty years, endlessly in conflict with himself and society—that is also death. To live for some years in a particular state—that is also death. There is that death of living a monotonous, stupid existence without much meaning. And that not having much meaning, we invent a purpose in life, a goal, a spiritual beauty, perception; and again there is this battle going on with sorrow, never reaching that goal because we cannot.


There are many forms of death, not merely of the physical form. A mind that lives in a narrow groove, never moving out of it, being a prisoner to ideas, to opinions, to what people will say, living according to a narrow code—which is really an unethical code of relationship with the world—that is also death. And also there is the sorrow of this extraordinary sense of loneliness. I do not know if you have ever felt this deep, apparently unending loneliness of life, of one’s being.


We are going to talk, this evening, about all this and whether it is possible for you and me, for anybody, to face fear and to be rid of it. If you are not free of fear, however clever, however sympathetic you are, you are living in darkness. You watch yourself some day. When fear comes upon you unexpectedly, you are paralyzed; the greater the fear, the greater is the tension, the greater is the suffocation. And you do not know how to meet it. You never come directly in communion with it, in contact with it—as you come in contact with your food, with your sexual desires, when there is an action, an intimate activity going on. Apparently we never come into contact with this fear.


Fear does not exist by itself. It is in relation to things—to darkness; to what the neighbor says; to doing something wrong; to losing your job; the wife or the husband looking away to another; the fear of frustration; a woman who has never had a child; or a woman who has not married and does not know all that side of life; and the man, bitter, aggressive, vain, arrogant because he is very clever with his mind, with his logic.


The man who is afraid lives in darkness. It is very simple to find the cause of fear. I am afraid of my neighbor because I depend upon his good word; he might say something against me, and I might lose my job, or I cannot marry off my daughter, so I am afraid. So, I depend; I know the cause very well.


It is not so very difficult to find out the cause of fear—conscious or unconscious fear. That is very simple; if one has a fairly attentive mind, one can go into it immediately. But the discovery of the cause does not free the mind of fear; the fear is still there. Please listen to this a little bit. The mere analysis of the cause of fear does not seem to wash away fear. This is a fact; you can watch it. One knows the cause, but one is still fearful. So the mere analysis of the cause, however deep, however intricate, however deeply analytical the discovery of that cause—the mere understanding of the cause does not free the mind, or the being, from fear. The mere uncovering of the fact does not get rid of fear. You have to come into contact with that fear. And that is the greatest difficulty—to come directly into contact with it.


And we never come into contact, directly, with almost anything, except with food and perhaps with sex. We never see the tree as tree—pure perception. We have ideas, thoughts, images—about the biological structure, the nature of that tree, and so on. And to come directly into contact is not to knock your head against the tree but to be alive to nature, to beauty, to the touch, to the smell, to the fine limb, to the leaf and the flower and the breeze among the leaves—then you are in contact. But we are never in contact with fear, and we do not know what it actually means. We have never touched it, we have never directly come into contact because we are already afraid to come into contact with fear. Please listen.


We have never come into contact with fear because there is already the fear of what it might lead to, of what might happen. If I do not really care what my neighbor says about me, I may lose my job or I may not. But my thought says, “Be careful. Don’t say anything. Be dishonest, be clever, be cunning. But don’t say anything against the neighbor because he is going to hurt you.” So thought precedes fear, thought protects fear; and, therefore, there is never a direct contact with it. That is the first thing.


The word fear means apprehension, warning of danger, calamity, the loss of the good and the happening of evil. The word is not the fear itself, surely. But to us the word—the symbol, the idea—has become very important, and that word prevents us from coming into contact with the thing itself. That is fairly simple. We live by words; for us, what is important is the word, the analysis of the word, the clever usage of the word; see all the fuss we make about words. After all, what are the Upanishads, the Gita? They are just words; you don’t throw them out! We use words and hope through the word to get into contact with the thing. But the word will never put us into contact with anything. We have lived not only by the word but through feeling, through temperament, through affection, through beauty, through perception: seeing the cloud, seeing the sunset. The word sunset is not that thing, that light, that color, that shape of the cloud, the light in the cloud. So one has to understand that the word prevents the contact. When you say, “I love somebody,” you hold a hand, you kiss, you do all kinds of things. The word is not the fact.


So the word fear engenders fear. One has to find out whether the word has created fear, and whether the mind can be free of the word and come into contact with fear. I do not know if you have observed a bird, a spider, or an animal which does not think that you are watching it. Then you see every movement, you see all the design on the skin, you see every movement of the leg, you see everything. But if you have ideas about that animal or that insect, you have already lost perception, you are not seeing. So one has to come directly into contact with fear, and that is one of the most difficult things to do—that is, to look at fear nonverbally, without thought. Because thought creates fear: “My neighbor is going to make mischief,”—this thought has already bred fear in me. And thought which discovers the cause will not get rid of the fear. What brings an end to fear is coming directly into contact with it, and you cannot come into contact with it if you are running away. You must live with it. You must know all about it, you must watch it endlessly—watching, watching, watching, never running away, never putting up defenses against it, never trying to become courageous. A man who is trying to be courageous when he is frightened—he is still frightened! Fear is there! So you have to watch it as you watch a spider on the window of an evening—how it builds the web, so efficiently, so beautifully, so symmetrically. In the same way, just watch your fear: that means a mind that can look without distortion—not trying to get out of it, which is a distortion, but just to look with clarity. And there is no clarity if you are trying to run away from fear, if you are trying to use the word to cover it, if you are trying to go beyond it. You have just to watch it, to observe, to perceive every movement throughout the day, how fear expresses itself. Then the next time fear arises for various reasons, you can meet it; there is no verbal camouflage, you meet it. Therefore you are beginning to learn to meet fear. And when you have realized that thought has created fear, you put aside the thought which creates fear, and therefore you put aside also the time interval between now and tomorrow when the neighbor will say something; so you meet fear.


Fear also shows itself as the desire to be secure. One must be secure physically—must have bread, clothes, and shelter: that is obvious. Otherwise you cannot think or feel promptly. You must have physical security. The vast majority in the East have not that physical security. But it is the function of the educated, cultured man to solve this problem. Not the repetitive man who goes back ten thousand years and repeats some silly stuff, but the educated man, the man who is aware of the world situation, who is sensitive, who wants to solve it, who is eager to solve this dreadful problem of poverty—it is only that man that can solve this, it is only that man that is not afraid, and knows how to meet the situation.


There is the desire for security. And one can understand this desire to be secure when you meet a wild animal, a snake; or you watch when you cross the road. But there is no other form of security. Really, if you look at it, there is no other form. You would like to have security with your wife, children, neighbor, your relations—if you have relations—but you don’t have it. You may have your mother, you may have your father, but you are not related, you are completely isolated—we will go into that. There is no security, psychological security, at any time, at any level, with anybody—this is the most difficult thing to realize. There is no psychological security with another because he is a human being, and so are you; he is free, and so are you. But we want security in our relationships, through marriage, through vows—you know the tricks we play upon ourselves and upon others. This is an obvious fact; it does not need great analysis.


We never come into contact with this insecurity. We are afraid of being completely insecure. It requires a great deal of intelligence to understand that insecurity. When one feels completely insecure, one runs away. Or not finding security in anything, one becomes unbalanced, ready to commit suicide, to go to a mental hospital, or one becomes a most devout religious person—which are all the same, forms of imbalance. To realize—not intellectually, not verbally, not as a determined, willed attitude—the fact that there is no security requires an extraordinarily simple, clear, harmonious living.


And this—not finding security—produces sorrow. You know, man has lived with sorrow for so long. You know what sorrow is—the loss of someone whom you love; the loss of prestige, position; never having a position, a status in the world, and everybody else having it; never being beautiful in face, or in gesture, or in word; never seeing the beauty of the sunset, the cloud; never feeling the wind, the night air on your face. We are not sensitive, and so we live with this, pursuing sorrow. And we never come into contact with it. We have ideas that it is past karma, that it is the result of this and the result of that. You know, a man who talks about karma is a most ignorant man. Because every cause can be changed immediately; every cause and the effect of that cause can be shattered. To keep on saying, “This is my misfortune; I did this in the past; therefore, I am this”—that is too childish! Because cause and effect are closely related together; what was the cause becomes the effect, and what was the effect becomes the cause; and that can be broken. And to break with it, you must come into contact with it, and not just live in words.


The ending of sorrow is possible. Don’t say, “Have you finished with sorrow?” That is not important. It does not matter who has, or who has not. What matters is that you are in sorrow. For whatever reason, for whatever cause, the misery, misfortune, anxiety, despair you are in—you are that. To find out whether you can end it is more important than to find out whether somebody else has ended it. If I say yes, it is not important; if I say no, it has no importance. What has importance is your life, how you live. And there is also the sorrow deep down—not of the race only, of the family, but of man who has lived two million years of endless sorrow and agony and despair.


And there is the sorrow of loneliness. I do not know if you have ever been lonely: when you suddenly realize that you have no relationship with anybody—not an intellectual realization but a factual realization, a thing that is as concrete as this microphone—and you are completely isolated. Every form of thought and emotion is blocked; you cannot turn anywhere; there is nobody to turn to; the gods, the angels, have all gone beyond the clouds and, as the clouds vanish, they have also vanished; you are completely lonely—I will not use the word alone.


Alone has quite a different meaning; alone has beauty. To be alone means something entirely different. And you must be alone. When man frees himself from the social structure of greed, envy, ambition, arrogance, achievement, status—when he frees himself from those, then he is completely alone. That is quite a different thing. Then there is great beauty, the feeling of great energy.


But loneliness is not that. Loneliness is this complete sense of being isolated from everything. I do not know if you have felt it. The more you are aware, the more you are questioning, looking, asking, demanding, the more you are aware of it: deep down in your consciousness, at all the levels, you feel completely cut off. And that is one of the great sorrows: not being able to go beyond it, and being caught in that tremendous feeling of loneliness with its great energy. It has got vitality, a drive, an insistence, an ugliness; and we escape from it in every form. Either we are terribly clever, write books about that loneliness, and push aside that loneliness, or we run away, amuse ourselves, and never touch it. And it remains there, hidden, but like a cancerous wound; it is there, waiting. One has to come into contact with it, not verbally, but actually.


And this loneliness is a form of death. As we said, there is dying not only when life comes to an end but when there is no answer, there is no way out. That is also a form of death: being in the prison of your own self-centered activity, endlessly. When you are caught in your own thoughts, in your own agony, in your own superstitions, in your deadly, daily routine of habit and thoughtlessness, that is also death—not just the ending of the body.


And how to end it also one must find out. Not that there is reincarnation: I shall be born next life. Who cares, my friend, whether you are born next life or not? Don’t you know what life is, this life? The misery, the despair, the anxiety, the little pleasures, the little affection, the sexual appetites, the confusion, the endless battle, the conflict—that is your daily life. And you say, “I will take that life and carry it over to the next life,” and you are waiting to die. You believe all that, so you invent the psychological evolution of the soul: slowly, endlessly, gradually, you will get rid of sorrow, pain, travail, anxiety. You invent time to get rid of sorrow, or you worship sorrow in a church! And one realizes you have to meet death, you have to come into contact with it, as you come into contact with that tree, the sunset, the beauty of a face, with squalor and the tawdriness and the shoddiness of the human mind. You have to come into contact with death—not the ending of the body only, the mechanism wearing itself out; that can be understood. The organism can be prolonged; the scientists are investigating into whether it cannot be prolonged for another fifty years. We will prolong it for another fifty years or more—the same self-centered and brutal activities: ambition, competition; seeking status, position, power, greed, envy. But we never come into contact with death.


Do you know what it means to come into contact with death, to die without argument? Because death, when it comes, does not argue with you. To meet it, you have to die every day to everything: to your agony, to your loneliness, to the relationship you cling to; you have to die to your thought, to die to your habit, to die to your wife so that you can look at your wife anew; you have to die to your society so that you, as a human being, are new, fresh, young, and you can look at it. But you cannot meet death if you don’t die everyday. It is only when you die that there is love. A mind that is frightened has no love—it has habits, it has sympathy, it can force itself to be kind and superficially considerate. But fear breeds sorrow, and sorrow is time as thought.


So to end sorrow is to come into contact with death while living, by dying to your name, to your house, to your property, to your cause, so that you are fresh, young, clear, and you can see things as they are without any distortion. That is what is going to take place when you die. But we have limited death to the physical. We know very well logically, sanely, that the organism is going to come to an end. So we invent a life which we have lived of daily agony, daily insensitivity, the increase of problems, and its stupidity; that life we want to carry over, which we call the “soul”—which we say is the most sacred thing, a part of the divine; but it is still part of your thought, and therefore it has nothing to do with divinity. It is your life!


So one has to live every day dying—dying because you are then in contact with life. You have to come into contact with your everyday life—not some sublime life, which is all nonsense—with every movement of thought, with every word, every feeling, the agony, the despair, the loneliness, the fears, the sorrows, so that your mind is highly sensitive. But the mind cannot be sensitive when it is burdened with the past.


Only when the mind knows how to die to itself is there love. And love is very simple. That is the only thing that brings harmony in life—not all your intellectual arguments, not all the philosophies, not the sacred books or the unholy books. A mind that has understood all this, that has gone through it and meets it every minute of the day—it is only such a mind that can know what love is. And when there is love, do what you will, there is virtue, goodness, beauty.


December 30, 1964


Sixth Talk in Madras


I would like this evening, if I may, to talk about something about which you may have heard, or which you may have practiced or gone into deeply—the question of meditation. I would like, if I may, to cover a great deal, a great territory, the full significance of that extraordinary word. But before we go into it or rather into the nature and the significance of it, we have to understand not only beauty but also that generic word called love. In most of our lives, there is so little beauty and so little love. We see things like the trees, the squalor, the poverty, the hunger. We see our own sordid, narrow, petty life, and battle within a small area of our mind. And we do not know actually the depth and width of love. We know sympathy; we are aware occasionally of great affection, without any motive, for another; we also know generosity, kindliness, gentleness, but these words do not really cover the full meaning of that word love. All the practices which we shall go into, all the virtues that we try to cultivate and practice endlessly, and the social reforms and the opinions and characteristics of those people who are supposed to be saints—all these, it seems to me, lack this essential thing, love. And without it life has no meaning at all, has hardly any significance.


So, we shall this evening, go into “love” and “meditation.” We are not indulging in words. Words are only useful to communicate. Words have a certain definite meaning when we use words which both you and I understand—not the whole argumentative and dialectical and logical meaning of each particular word, but we more or less grasp the meaning of each word. And if I may suggest, while we are talking this thing over—which is actually sharing together—this whole extraordinary problem of love and meditation, we should also learn the art of listening. We hear a great many things, like that crow; we hear what the speaker says, the words he uses. But hearing is not listening. To listen, there must be not only the verbal communication but also neither agreement nor disagreement; there must be just the act of listening—not translating what you hear into your own peculiar vocabulary, or translating what you hear according to some tradition or what someone has said; those prevent the act of listening.


The act of listening is always in the present. It is a movement always in the present. And the moment you translate what you hear in terms of your own understanding, of your own tradition, of your own culture—if you have a culture—you merely prevent listening. If one is listening, then one can go on in an extraordinary movement endlessly, not only listening to the speaker, but listening to everything: to those crows, to that bus, listening to the movement of the breeze among the leaves, seeing the sunset. It is a total act, it is not a partial act. And if we could listen that way all our life, not just for a few minutes, but right through our life, listening to every sound, not only to the sound of a voice with which one is familiar, but also to every movement of thought and word, then life would become an endless action of learning and listening.


And as we are going to talk over together, share together, this love and meditation, one has to listen not only to the words but to much more than the words; not only on the surface, but beyond the surface. The quality of love is cooperation. We only know one kind of cooperation—cooperation through reward or punishment, or through necessity. That is the only cooperation we know. Cooperation, that is, working together to produce a thing, is either through gain or through loss or through conformity to authority—authority being an ideal, or tyranny of a person, an example, and so on. That is the only cooperation which we know. If you observe yourself, you will see, when you go to the office, in everything, when you have to do things together, there is this cooperation through reward or punishment, or with necessity. Such cooperation is really primitive; it is not cooperation at all.


We must cooperate; otherwise, we cannot exist. There is no society, no relationship, when there is no cooperation. And that is what is happening in this country: there is no cooperation; each group, each part of the country, is thinking of itself. And this way of fragmentation—with which one is so familiar, which is so tribal, which is so nationalistic—is obviously a state of noncooperation, and therefore disintegration, a destruction, a deterioration. And we can only live when there is cooperation, working together.


Is it possible to work together without punishment, without reward, without compulsion? It seems to me, by the very nature of that word and the meaning of that word, cooperation can only exist when there is affection, when there is love. And that ceases the moment there is a vested interest, there is a tribal activity of a petty little mind, conditioned by a particular language, by a particular country, by a particular section. And so, most of us who talk of cooperation are very primitive people because our cooperation is based on fear, necessity, gain, and pain. And, it seems to me, really to cooperate, to work together, demands a great deal of affection, a great deal of this generic word which we are shy in using: love.


So, we are going, this evening, to find out, to discover, for ourselves, the state of mind that knows the meaning and the nature of that word. For it is this one act that will liberate man, that will completely bring about a mutation. This sense of affection, this love, this quality, cannot be cultivated, cannot be practiced, cannot be brought about; but it must happen as naturally as breathing, as fully, with great joy and delight, as the sunset.


And to explore that, one must inquire into this question of space and the object within the space. When we are using the word space, we mean, don’t we, a continuous state, looked at with or without object, in reference to that thing round the object, or without the object. I will go into it a little bit. What we are going into is real meditation, and we have to understand this thing. We know space only because of the object that lives within the space. I know space only because of the four walls of the room. There is space because of the object which you call the tree; the tree creates the space round it. There is space, an interval, distance, between you and the speaker. There is space as a time interval; there is space between two points—the point as the observer and the thing observed which creates space. That most of us know.


This is a serious thing—what we are talking about. This is not for children, and if you have children, please take them away; let them enjoy themselves playing in the garden. You have to give your total attention; otherwise, you will not be able to understand what we are going into.


Space is also that interval between two thoughts. Space is also that state of mind when there is the thinker and the thought. So we only know space because of the object within that. There is space because of the speaker as an object—the space round him. And that is all we know. Always the object, the observer; and because of the object and the observer, there is space. And within that space is all communication and desiring. And as long as space is brought about by the object, the human mind will always be a slave; it will never be free because it is only the object that creates the space, and to live within that space created by the object or by the thinker will never bring about freedom.


It is only when there is space without the object, without the thinker, that there is freedom. This requires a great deal of inquiry, and this is important to understand. You must have space—space in the mind, space in the heart. Otherwise you are closed; otherwise there is no freedom. And if the space in the heart and the mind is only created by the thinker or by the object which creates space, then the mind remains petty, narrow—however erudite, however clever, however logical.


I do not know if you have noticed, observed, a chair in a room. It is the chair in the room that creates the space, and it is the four walls of the room that create the space. And within that we live. And living there in the space created by thought or by the object, we struggle endlessly; we move the furniture from place to place; we expand the room; we extend, through various forms of drugs and so on, our sensitivity; we heighten our sensitivity. But it is still living within the space created by thought. And living in that way, as most of us do, the movement is always from the object towards another object, within the space which those objects make. And, therefore, we have never that sense of freedom, and without freedom there is no love.


So the whole inquiry, which is meditation, is to find out, is to come upon that space, which the thought or the thinker or the object does not create. I hope I am making this somewhat clear. For this, there has to be love. When we use that word, we wonder if it awakens in you a sense of vast expanse, without the entity who looks at that space. We are going to go into it. That is, space can only exist when there is silence. And there is silence only when there is love.


So what we are going to inquire into is this whole process of silence. First of all, a man who sits deliberately to meditate, who takes a posture deliberately and sets about to meditate, will never be free to come upon this strange thing of silence. We will explain why. You only know that you are breathing when your lungs are clogged and are heavy, when you have a heavy cold; otherwise, you are totally unaware that you are breathing. Deliberately to sit down to meditate is to force the mind to function along a pattern, established either by yourself or by another, in order to achieve a silence, to have some peace in the mind which is called the “peace of mind”—as mast of you call it—which is just a “piece of mind,” nothing else; just a sound, a word. A deliberate act of meditation is an act of noise, the noise being controlled according to the characteristic or idiosyncrasy or tendency of the hypnotic process of that noise.


So the following of any particular method of meditation is deadly, destroying, whether you invent it for yourself, or whether the ancients have invented it or thought it out for you to meditate so as to arrive at that particular state called “silence”—which is non-silence, which is the result of a deliberate act to silence your mind in order to arrive at a particular space called silence. Because that only makes the mind more and more narrow.


And if you watch, this process of so-called meditation is a form of escape from reality—the reality being the everyday living, not the escape into some form of mysticism which you think you will get or find by forcing, by control, by the repetition of words, by concentration on a picture or an image or a symbol. After all, a method only trains the mind to function along a certain line. And that practice brings about self-hypnosis: you have visions, you have all kinds of things in that state, and therefore it gradually helps you to run away from life. So there is a distance between living and the pursuit of meditation. Living is real—the battle, the jealousies, the anxieties, the hopeless despairs, the monstrous competition, the brutality, everything; these are real. The other is a fanciful escape through hypnosis, through verbalization, through some state which has no reality whatever. And the more you conform to the pattern, the more you think you are achieving. Obviously you are achieving—which is to bring about an imbalance, a contradiction between living, the reality, and fiction.


So one has to understand this process and put away completely this whole idea of practicing meditation. I know it goes against your grain completely because that is what you have learned. Look at what is implied in that. When you practice meditation, you are trying to concentrate on an object, on an idea, on some vision, on some image; and therefore you push away every other intrusion. So your concentration is a form of resistance, and you spend your energy—which is required to find out this extraordinary thing called “silence”—you waste it in trying to concentrate; your mind wanders off, and you spend endless years trying to bring your mind to concentrate on something in which it is not interested. You observe it yourselves, sirs.


So concentration, which is brought about through practice, makes the mind more and more dull, more and more insensitive. Because it creates endless conflict, and a mind in conflict is obviously insensitive. And you need the highest form of sensitivity, which is intelligence, to discover, to come upon, this thing called silence.


And for most people meditation is self-absorption. I do not know if you have watched a child or a boy playing with a toy. The child is completely absorbed in that toy, he is completely concentrated, he is altogether with it. There is no mischief. He does not do anything mischievous; he is not naughty; he sits quietly; he sits endlessly playing with that toy, until he breaks it—then he wants a new toy. And most of us are like that, we want to be absorbed by something, absorbed by the image which we have created—the image of our tradition, of our eccentricity, of our tendency, our devotion; and we are absorbed by that, and we call that meditation! Surely, it is not meditation; it is the projection of your mind which absorbs your thinking. You are not interested whether that image, that symbol, that vision, is projected by you; you think that is real.


So meditation is neither concentration nor absorption by the image or the symbol, nor prayer. You know what prayer is: the endless repetition of words; the quicker the word, the better it is! You hear that, or, sitting in front of a picture or an image—an image graven by the mind or by the hand—you endlessly repeat words, words, words; naturally that repetition quietens the mind. This quietening of the mind is to make the mind dull, to hypnotize it by words, whether those words have any meaning or not; it has no reality; you just repeat “Coca-Cola” endlessly—that has as much significance as your mantra, as your Latin repetition. And this goes on—this prayer, being absorbed by an image which you have created, the vision, or concentration. This is generally called meditation! There are various schools which say, “Be aware of the movement of your toe, watch it and follow the distractions, and go back to the toe.” There are various forms of methods, systems, ideas—how to meditate!


And as we said, a man who deliberately sits down or practices meditation is as far away from reality as a man who has no idea of living. We are concerned with living—that is, our everyday activity, our everyday life, our sorrows, our despairs, our agonies, the brutality of life, the ruthlessness of it all. Unless that is changed, do what you will, you can never find out what is the real. So it must begin there; there one must find the beauty of existence, the extraordinary delicacy of existence. And the so-called meditation is a way of distraction, is a way of escape from reality.


And to bring about a total mutation, a total revolution in daily life, is the way of meditation. Not to sit down and meditate and then act, but living, understanding, being aware of everything that you do—your words, your gesture, the way you talk, the whole existence of every day—that is meditation. That is to be aware of the spider, the web it creates, the efficiency of it, the color of it, the beauty of it, the delicacy of it; to be just watching. And as you are watching, your mind wanders off. Pursue that wandering, do not deny, do not call it distraction and force yourself to look at the spider. Go after that distraction. Then you will find there is no distraction at all; there is only a state of continuous awareness about everything.


Then you will find, in that awareness, there is always the observer, the entity who is aware; the entity that says, “I must practice awareness; I must look; I am learning; I am feeling more; I am becoming more sensitive.” That is, in that awareness there is choice. That is, “I” choose to look at that spider, “I” choose to say, “This is good and this is bad; this is right and this is wrong.”


So with most of us awareness is of choice. And if you penetrate still further, you will find you can look, you can observe, you can be aware, without any choice. You can look at that tree, at that sunset, completely, without word, without thought—it does not mean that you are asleep. You are completely watching—not “you” are watching, but there is complete watchfulness of that sunset. As we said, you are only aware that you are breathing when there is some impediment; you are only aware that you are breathing heavily when you have got a cold; otherwise, you are not aware of it. As you are sitting there, you are not aware that you, as an entity, are breathing. It is a natural process. So is meditation a natural process—not a deliberate act. When it becomes a deliberate act, there is the chooser, the censor; and then that entity remains. But in watching that censor, watching that tree, that face, watching your thought it is only when you choose or deny or suppress or alter that thought that the entity comes into being as the watcher. But if you merely watch, without any interference, there is no watcher at all. So, immediately you have space.


You are following all this, I hope! Not verbally, but actually doing it, because we are sharing together, at this moment, meditation—understanding it, moving with it. As long as there is a censor, an entity that translates what he sees in terms of his own conditioning, which is the past, as long as there is interpretation of what you observe, of what you see, of what you listen to, there must be the center, the object, which creates space round it, and therefore a duality. And once you have established duality, then there is conflict. But if you merely observe, then you will find that there is space without the object. It is as simple as that. But we do not like simplicity, we want to complicate all this. It is extraordinarily simple. And it is only a very simple mind that can see clearly, that can listen completely, that is aware without choice.


And simplicity is not mere outward show. The conformity of simplicity is exhibitionism; it becomes respectable by putting on a loincloth. Becoming a sannyasi is a form of bourgeois respectability! But the saint will never know simplicity because he is not simple; he is in perpetual battle within himself. And to find what is truth, to discover it, to come upon it, is to understand the nature of observation, to observe without thought, without the interference of thought, without time.


And one has to understand this space of silence. One has to understand also the whole question of experience. We all want experience—the more, the better. Because we are fed up with the daily experience of life. We do not see in it any beauty, any loveliness; we see only the routine habit, dreariness, the boredom of life. We are used to that, so we say, “We must have more experience: going to the moon, living under the sea—more and more experience.” And the mind that seeks experience or is saturated with experience has no space, and therefore no silence.


We mean by experience, don’t we, a response to a challenge. I see the sunset as an experience. I walk along the road and I tread on some filth—that is an experience. I get into the bus, and the bus conductor is rude—that is an experience. I talk to my wife—that is an experience. Life is a process of challenge and response, endlessly. And you get used to that challenge and response—as most of us do. Going to an office for forty years—just think of it! Every day of your life being bored, or being excited because you are doing a little better than somebody else, getting a little more pay, having a little more drink or a better car, a better house! That is all part of experience. And when at the end of it all, when you—your brains and your heart and your mind—are burned out by routine, then you want a little more; then you seek God, whatever that thing is you call “God.”


So you want more and more and more! You get that “more” through drugs, which give you an astonishing sensitivity. And in that heightened sensitivity you have an experience which you have never had before, according to your temperament, according to your idiosyncrasies, according to your conditioning. If you are a priest, you get an extraordinary experience, and that little experience alters your whole life. But it is still living in the search for experience, and that is what most of us do. When you deliberately sit down to meditate, that is what you want. And a mind that is groping after more experience, more excitement, more sensation—such a mind is not silent; and, therefore, it experiences only within the borders of its own conditioning and within its own knowledge.


So one has to understand this whole process of experience, and only then is the mind no longer seeking experience—not because it has become stupid, not because there are no more experiences, not because it is satisfied with the one experience which is so supreme that it says, “No more.” The search for experience is another form of greed. And wisdom is not come by through experience. There is wisdom only when there is response out of silence.


So it is none of these things. Yet, for most of us, space exists only because of the object—the ‘me’, the ‘I’, the ‘watcher’, the ‘experiencer’. And naturally, according to his little mind, according to his pettiness—whether it is poetic pettiness, or artistic pettiness, or the pettiness of a housewife everlastingly occupied with cooking, breeding children, and so on—such a petty mind has experience. However much it may experience, however much it may control, however much it may practice endlessly, such a mind is still petty.


The mind—we mean by mind, not only the brain, but the whole organism, the totality of one’s being—has space only when this thing called the “object” ceases. And you cannot make it come to an end by any form of trickery. It comes to an end only when you watch endlessly every movement of its activity, every thought, every feeling—just watch it; do not interpret it, do not say, “It is right, it is wrong; this must be, this must not be.” Out of that watchfulness comes choiceless awareness—not as step by step; it happens naturally. When the water of a river goes by the bridge, through a dirty town, cleansing itself, it moves, moves, moves endlessly; it does not go step by step; it is a movement. From that choiceless awareness comes attention—not about anything, but just to be attentive, to be in a state of attention; there is no desire for experience, you are completely attentive. There is no desire to change, to become something noble or ignoble. You are completely attentive. And you will see, when there is such complete attention, there is no object; therefore, there is space. And because of that space, there is complete silence.


Silence is not only of thought but also of the brain. I will not go into all that; there is no time to go into all that. The brain, which is the nerves, the cells, everything, is quiet, but terribly awake, attentive—it must be. Then because of this silence, there is space; and because there is space, there is love. You cannot come to it by practice, by saying, “I will first attempt to be aware, then choicelessly aware, then attentive, then silence.” Minds are so petty! You want it all on a blueprint, and all that you have to do is just to follow. It does not work like that. Either you see the whole thing, the whole beauty of the sunset, of the tree, and the whole beauty of this meditation, completely and at once, and therefore flow with it, or you do not see at all.


Then you will see that love does alter immediately every action of life. That is the only catalyst, the only thing—nothing else—that will bring about a total mutation of the mind. And we need such a mutation. Because man has lived so long in his misery, with the everyday torture of existence, the uncertainty, the confusion, the conflict, and the supposed meaninglessness of life. But there is an extraordinary meaning to living. Living—going to an office, talking to your wife, doing everything that you do—has tremendous meaning, if you know how to look at it, how to come upon it. And to come upon it, to know it, to see the beauty of it—that can only take place when there is silence, when there is space and love. And that is truth, and that is the only thing that matters in life. Then all the heavens and all the hells are open. Then you do not have to seek God. Then you do not have to go to any temple or any church; you do not have to be a slave of any priest or of any book or of any authority. Then there is only light, and that light is love and silence.


January 3, 1965


Seventh Talk in Madras


As this is the last talk, at least for this year, I would like, if I may, to talk about what is a religious mind. I would like to go into it rather deeply and investigate together into this whole question of man’s search for something beyond his own petty limitations, trying to find something beyond his own measure. And to share, to go into it together, the word religion must be clearly understood both by the speaker as well as by you who are listening.


From what anthropologists have discovered, man has always sought, through two million years and more perhaps, some deity, some divinity, something other than this transient world, and always he has created, out of his imagination, out of his search for something permanent, something which is not easily destructible. He has created images or symbols, which he has carved according to his own image, according to his own imagination, according to his poetry of life, according to his limitations, fears, hopes, and all the travail of life. And having established an image carved by the hand or by the mind, he began to worship it, to give it, day after day, flowers; to go to it regularly; to look to it as protection against the weather, against death, against disease, against various calamities that man is heir to.


And out of this constant search for a savior, for a God that is not bred by the imagination, by thought, he has always sought—through rituals, through going to the temple, day after day, following certain modes, certain patterns, certain formulas—and has got himself lost, if necessary, in some form of mysticism, some vision, some heightened sense of intelligence.


And one has really to find out, and not merely revive the dead past of a culture. Because what is revived is something that is already gone, dead, buried, withered; and to worship that and try to revive it in the modern world has very little meaning, or hardly any meaning. And yet that is what we do. When we cannot find an answer to the agony of our life, we try to go back to something far away, and try to revive, to catch hold of it through memory, through deep remembrances, through every form of deceit and habit.


But it seems to me this revival of the past, this adherence to something that has been well established for centuries, this resorting to the temples—their rituals, their organized beliefs, their dogmas, with their property, with their enormous wealth—is utterly fantastic; it has really no meaning at all. If you go into it deeply and observe it for yourself, there is no meaning in our life, our daily, active life of misery, despair, insufficiency, and fear.


Therefore, one has to find out for oneself if there is such a thing as a religious mind—not a religion. To find that out one must put aside all the nonsense which the priests have invented, along with their saviors, with their rituals, with their everlasting repetition of words; we must put all those aside completely and start as though anew. And that is the only way to find out: as though organized belief, rituals, the so-called sacred books never existed, and as though you have never read them. Actually, they have no meaning in daily life. What has meaning is our daily life of struggle, of misery, of pain, of not being able to go beyond our own limited activities of the body, of the heart, or of the mind.


Our life is very limited, very petty, circumscribed by so many things, by circumstances, by fears. Is it possible for man to go beyond that? That is really the fundamental issue—not whether there is God or no God, whether you believe or don’t believe. It does not make any difference whether you believe or do not believe. Your belief is the result of your conditioning. If you are born a Muslim, a Christian, a Hindu, your society shapes your thinking, your belief, your thoughts, your feelings. And in the communist world, they do not believe in it at all; they think you are talking sheer nonsense.


So really to find out, one must put away from oneself, operate surgically on, all this nonsense. One must put away the absurdities of so-called religion with its rituals, with its mutterings, whether in Latin or in Sanskrit, so that one can face the reality of what is.


So, we have to take this journey together—not abstractly, not in theory, not listen to a talk and follow the words and think perchance you have got something out of it; all that has no meaning at all. What has meaning is to explore and, in the very act of exploration, to bring about a radical change in daily living. For that is the basis, that is the foundation, on which one can build—the daily living with its agony, with its boredom, with its loneliness, with its fear, with its unseeable future. It is the daily living that we have to investigate, to explore.


And to explore, you need passion; you need tremendous vitality, energy. And very few have the energy, or rather the passion, to inquire because we are so easily satisfied! We are, most of us in the modern world, discontented with almost everything—with the family, with the job, with the routine of life, with loneliness. If we are completely discontented, we try to find an action through an organization, through social reform, through political reform, or through religious reform—always reforming. Or, not entering that kind of activity, one goes within oneself, as the monks are supposed to do. But the monks do not go within themselves at all; they have all the outward appearance of a simple life! But a simple life begins only when you have put away dogma, belief, and authority; then you can go within. But the going within is very difficult; it requires energy. And, as we were saying, very few people have the energy of this kind.


There is energy created through friction, through resistance, through battle with oneself, through conflict—that engenders a certain form of energy, as one can see. You want something, you go after it. You are miserable; you are unhappy; you cannot get on with your wife, your husband; you battle; and from that resistance, battle, comes a form of energy which is really hate, envy, greed. And discontent is so easily satisfied. You find some channel through which you can fulfill yourself, or your hopes, or your fears; and you are satisfied immediately. But to keep this discontent at its height, to keep it hot, burning, without finding any channel, to keep it terribly alive, one must inquire into oneself and discover that energy which has no motive.


And that is what we are going to do, if we may, this evening. We are going to discover for ourselves if there is a passion, an energy, a very simple way of looking at life, without battle, without conflict, without seeking an end. To do that one must go within oneself. And one cannot go within oneself, except by going through outward activity and then moving from there inwardly. Without understanding the world, society; without understanding your relationship as a human being to that world, to that society; without understanding your job, your wife, your family, your word, your gesture, outwardly, you cannot begin to go inwardly. And that is very difficult to do. Nothing is easy in life—nothing. But most of us want a quick answer, a quick way of getting all this over and coming to some extraordinary mystical stage, which is all illusory.


So one must begin to find out the meaning and the significance of our outward activities because that is the only test one has. You cannot deceive yourself there. Whether you hate, whether you are bored, whether you are deceiving others or deceiving yourself, whether you are frightened, whether you are happy, whether you are creating, in this world, something out of your own self-centered activity, if you have no criterion as a test from the outside, how can you go within yourself and discover the most extraordinary complex entity with all the deceptions, motives, anxieties?


So to go within and to go very far within, you must look to the outside and find it. That is, as the tide goes out and the same waters come in, so must we: we must rise on the tide which goes out, which is our relationship to the world and, having understood that, ride on that water and move within.


So, you have to look to your relationship to the world. Your relationship begins with the family, the wife, the husband, the children: that is the world you live in. You have to find your relationship, you have to find out what it is based on—not deceive yourself. What is it actually based on? Habit, a certain tradition, a narrow little circle—and we live in that. The family is composed of the husband, wife, and children; and there we dominate or are dominated, sexually, emotionally; there we are dependent.


Please, observe yourself. You are not merely listening to a lot of words. One can build on a lot of words, but that does not get you very far. But the words reveal the state of your own relationship, the actual relationship—not what you would like your relationship to be, with your wife, with your children, but the actual fact. Then, from there, one can move.


The family is against society; the family is against human relationship as a whole. You know, it is like living in one part of a big house, in one little room, and making an extraordinary thing of that one little room, which is the family. The family has only importance in relation to the whole of the house. As that one room is in relation to the whole of the house, so is the family in relation to the whole of human existence. But we separate it, we cling to it. We make much about the family—my relations and your relations—and we battle with each other everlastingly. And the family is like the little room in relation to the whole house. When we forget the whole house, then the little room becomes terribly important; so also the family becomes very important when you forget the whole of human existence. The family has only importance in relation to the whole of human existence; otherwise, it becomes a dreadful thing, a monstrous thing.


So, one has to find out for oneself the fact of the actual relationship, and discover through that relationship the relationship with your neighbor, with the world, with the extraordinary human beings who are cantankerous, who are mischievous, who are ugly, brutal, tyrannical. And to find that out, you must start very near.


And there is this problem also of sex, which has become so astonishingly important for most people—such a complex thing. As we were saying the other day, we cannot find other ways of releasing ourselves, and so we turn to the one thing, sex, and make a monstrous issue of it. And when we say, “We love the family,” we do not really love that family; we do not love our children—actually we do not. When you say that you love your children, you really mean that they have become a habit, toys—things of amusement for a while. But, if you love something, your children, then you would care.


You know what caring is? If you care, when you plant a tree, you care for it; you cherish it; you nourish it; you find out the right soil, the right fertilizer; you care, you watch it infinitely. I do not know if you have ever planted a tree, a seedling, and watched it every day. You have to dig deep before you plant, then see the soil is right, then plant, then protect it, then watch it every day, look after it as though it were a part of your whole being. But you do not love the children that way. If you did, then you would have a different kind of education altogether. There would be no wars, there would be no poverty. The mind then would not be trained to be merely technical. There would be no competition, there would be no nationality. And because we do not love, all this has been allowed to grow.


Therefore, one has to begin with the very near thing, and discover from there the actual state of one’s mind and one’s being. And that is very difficult to do because we find in ourselves so many ugly things, conscious as well as unconscious. And we cannot face them; we rather run away to a temple, or to a church, or to a cinema, or to some other organized amusement—and the temple or the church is also an organized amusement. And to face something actually demands energy. You have no energy if you are battling uselessly about nothing—and that is what most of us are doing!


So to bring about this passion, this energy, which one needs to go into something very deeply, endlessly, every day and every minute, there are certain things one has to do, obviously. One has to eat the right food, not what one’s tongue dictates. You can study and find out what is the right food; we do not have to go into it. Then, one has to understand the urge to obey. Most of us so easily obey. A man who obeys easily or with great difficulty is seeking power. Please follow this. Why should you obey anybody? You obey your boss in the factory, in your office, because you may lose your job. If you show yourself a little more intelligent than the boss, you might lose your job—and there are so many people waiting to get that job. So there is this fear built up, and therefore you obey. Your intelligence is downgraded because every one of us is seeking power, position, prestige, status. Watch it, you are doing that in your life, every day.


You are not concerned with function alone, but you use the function to arrive at a status. And, therefore, the status becomes far more important than the function. And hence there is the battle for status—not for the efficiency of function, but for what you get out of that function, what position, what power, what prestige, what status. And hence there is competition for status, not for functioning efficiently. So, most of us obey because we want power, position, status; and we will gradually climb to that status through obedience and therefore cultivate inefficiency, cultivate this obedience and the fear that goes with it.


To find out what is the religious mind, you must understand not only the relationship of yourself with the family, with society and beyond, but also this whole process of the search for power—which is to dominate, either in the family or in society, or to be the dominating authority in an organization, religious or otherwise.


So the mind must investigate this whole process of authority in which is included law. You must obey law: you must keep to the left side of the road, here; you must buy a stamp. But every other form of authority, psychological authority, must be understood completely so that the mind never seeks authority of any kind.


So one begins to discover for oneself the nature of the religious mind. One may have a family, but that family is in relation to the whole and not separate. And because it is not separate, it has to be looked after, cared for. And therefore a totally different kind of education is called for. And the inquiry which begins very near shows this desire for power, for dominance, and this urge to obey, which manifests itself in so many ways—which is disrespect for many people and respect for a few. If you have no disrespect for anybody, you need not have respect for anybody.


So, then one can begin to go within oneself, beginning outwardly, being aware of the outward things—of the trees, of the poverty, the reason for the poverty, the whole social and economic structure as it is—and understanding those outward things.


When we use that word understand, we mean not merely analytically, intellectually, verbally, but understanding it with your blood, with your heart, with your mind, with everything. And you have to understand your relationship with your family; you have to understand your relationship to power, position, authority, status.


Then you can go within. And to go within one must first understand the principal thing, which is to be terribly honest to oneself so that there is no deception whatsoever. We deceive ourselves so easily! We would not look. We would rather talk about something transcendental: God, theories, atma, anything.


You know, when you enter a room, you are so concerned about discussing reality—if there is this, if there is that—and you never watch the furniture, the color of the carpet, the flowers, the shape of the window; you watch nothing, you are so consumed by the other. One has to watch, one has to observe everything: watch the sunset, watch the tree against that sunset, the darkness, the casuarina with its delicate foliage, the light through it, the leaves, the trunk. And if you do not watch that, you cannot watch this. If you do not know how to look without, you cannot look within. And we have tried to look in by denying the outer, by denying the outward beauty of life. All the saints, all your literature, never talk about the beauty of life; they tell you how to escape from this misery.


And there is tremendous beauty in living. And that beauty is shown in nature—in watching a tree, in being in communion with a tree. And if you do not know how to look there, to look where you are walking, to observe what you are saying, outwardly, the gestures you make, the way you show respect and disrespect—if you do not watch that, how can you watch within? So you must begin again outwardly; then you can go within.


And to observe there must be no deception. What is the power that creates, breeds deception? You understand? Why do we deceive ourselves? Why do we put on masks? You know what a mask is? When a human being is capable and efficient in technology, that is a particular mask; he lives in that; he does not want to know what is behind that mask. He may be a first-class engineer, a first-class bureaucrat: and that is a mask. That mask becomes respectability which the world accepts as a marvelous human being. But remove the mask; then, whether he is a scientist or an astronomer, he is just like everybody else.


So one has to find out for oneself what is the power, what is the energy, that creates deception. You know what I mean by “deception”? Never to see actually what we are—actually, not theoretically. Not to be able to see clearly, definitely, what we are. Because we are frightened, because we want to change what we are into something noble, or whatever it is, we want to make it supreme; we want to be everything.


So the motive of deception begins when you want to change what is, when you are discontented with what is. We are going to go into that. But, first, we are showing how necessary it is to remove every deception and the means that create deception, so that your mind can look clearly.


Most of us live in deception, which is, living on the surface. Just amusing ourselves if we have money, or going to an office, day after day, just living on the superficial things and never inquiring—that also is a form of deception. Because we do not live by bread alone, we live at other levels, a deeper existence. But if we deny all that, we are also deceiving ourselves. So one must become aware of this power to deceive oneself. And that power to deceive oneself comes to an end, deception comes to an end, when there is no end, when there is no desire to reach any end, and when one moves from fact to fact.


And to look at oneself is possible only when there is no interference by deception. You have to look without the word, without the desire to translate it according to your own past memory. And that is one of the most difficult and arduous things to do—to look: to look at a tree, at a woman, at a man, to look at the squalor, merely to observe.


If you can observe without any interpretation, without any translation, then from that observation you will find you have tremendous energy. Because, now, that energy is being wasted through interpretation, through translating what you see into like or dislike, or trying to alter it according to your social, economic, religious, or moral pattern.


So this desire to change what is is dissipation of energy. Whereas if you look at what is actually—at your anger, at your jealousy, at your lust, at your violence—without any interpretation, then you have energy.


So the religious mind is a mind that has no deception whatsoever, that does not seek any status, that has no desire or urge for power of any kind. And the religious mind understands its relationship with the family and with the whole of man. Then it can go deeply. We have only the intellectual instrument—at least, that is what is said. But there is the instrument of observation, which is to observe every movement of thought, to observe every movement of feeling, and so uncover the fears that are hidden, the secret desires that are never looked at, that are never explored. And to explore, as we said, needs tremendous energy. And this energy is released when you are moving with what you are discovering, when you are not translating or interpreting what you are seeing in terms of the past.


Have you ever wondered how the scientists have extraordinary energy? When you go into a laboratory, if you have ever gone into a first-class research laboratory, there you will see the scientist completely full of energy, active. Because he is dealing with outward things, there is no resistance; he is moving from fact to fact; he does not indulge in theories, hypotheses, speculations; he is not a theoretician. He is a pure, clearsighted technician, watching everything under the microscope. Therefore he has tremendous energy there, in the laboratory. But let him go outside, he is just like everybody else—anxious, fighting for position, competing, nationalistic, caught in religious beliefs, or inventing his own particular belief, and so on. There is a waste of energy.


And to look, the mind must be completely silent. After all, if the scientist is looking through the microscope, or whatever he is doing, he is observing from silence, not from knowledge. What he sees, he then translates in terms of knowledge, and therefore there is action. But he sees from silence—it may be that silence may last a split second or an hour. And that is the only way to observe.


So the cultivation of a silent mind becomes stupid. You cannot practice and arrive at a silent mind. But, to look, to observe, you must have silence. Do look at that sunset. You cannot look at that sunset, you cannot see it, if your mind is chattering. You can see it completely only when the mind is extraordinarily quiet and intense. After all, that is beauty. That is, the perception of beauty or nonbeauty is only possible when there is passion, when you look at that sunset with complete intensity. And you cannot be intense if you are not silent. So you begin to see how extraordinarily silent the mind becomes when you observe. When you are observing, you do not have to discipline the mind to be silent—then it is a dead mind. But the mind that is observing out of a silence creates its own discipline; it does not need discipline because it is observing.


So this observation out of silence is passion, is energy. Then you can observe your fears. Most people are frightened—frightened of death, frightened of this empty, useless life. And one has to meet that fear, and to observe it without any movement, without trying to go beyond it or to resist it, without trying to get rid of it. To go beyond it, to overcome it, to suppress it—these are a waste of energy. Whereas if you observe the whole movement of fear, then that observation out of silence gives energy; then that problem of fear ceases.


Then the question of time enters into it, and the whole implication of time that we have already talked about.


So there has to be this observation of daily events. When we are using the word observation, we mean the observation which is not critical, which is not the outcome of discontent or conformity or suppression, but which is the observation out of silence, the observation of fact only, not the translation of that fact or the opinion about the fact. Then you will see, out of this observation, there is no effort necessary to do, to resist, to overcome or to deny; effort altogether goes away. And one can live one’s daily life—going to an office, cooking, doing everything—without effort.


The religious mind is the mind that understands the family and its position relative to the whole; the mind that does not seek power, position; the mind that is not caught in any ritual, any dogma, any belief, any organized church or temple; the mind that has no power whatsoever to create illusion. And the religious mind is the mind that looks at facts and, therefore, does not make any effort at all, whatever it does.


Then one goes still further. That is, by observing the outward things, one has come to the inner. And the outer and the inner are not two different states; they are the same state of observation out of silence.


This silence is space. We live in a very small space, in the space created by the mind with its own ideas. And the mind is the result of its own conditioning in a particular society and culture; it lives in a very small space; and all the battles, all the relationships, all the anxieties are within that little space. But the moment the mind, through observation, becomes naturally, easily, without effort, silent, that little space is broken. The moment the mind is completely quiet, you will see that there is no limitation to space. You will then see that the object does not create the space; there is space—endless space.


And when that takes place, the mind is the truly religious mind; and from that mind there is activity. You can be a super-citizen—not running away to a monastery, not becoming a sannyasi, or a complete technician, or a mechanized human being. But from that effortless, silent observation, there is action; and that is the only action that does not breed hatred, enmity, competition. Then through observation and silence you will see that because there is space, there is love.


Love is dying every day. Love is not memory, love is not thought. Love is not a thing that continues as duration in time. And, through observation, one must die to the continuity of everything. Then there is love, and with love, there comes creation.


Creation is one of the most difficult things to understand. The man who writes a poem, however beautiful, thinks he is a creative being. The man and the woman who breed children think that they are creative. The man or the cook who makes bread thinks, perhaps, he is also creative. But creation is something far more. That man is not creative who merely writes a book or fulfills himself in some petty, little ambition. Creation is not a manmade structure, or man-made technological knowledge and the result of technological knowledge, which is merely invention. Creation is something that is timeless, that has no tomorrow and yesterday; it is living timelessly. And you come to it very naturally if you understand this whole problem of existence.


So a religious mind is all these things, and then it knows, or rather it is in, a state which is creative from moment to moment. It is always acting from that extraordinary sense of emptiness.


I do not know if you have ever noticed how a drum is always empty. When you strike on it, it gives the right tone; but it is empty. Our minds are never empty; they are always full. Therefore, our action is always from this dreadful noise of thought, of memory, of despair; and, therefore, action is always contradictory, leading to great misery.


But a mind that is completely empty, empty in the sense of observation, silence, and, therefore, love and the whole understanding of death—such a mind is creative. And a creative mind is empty all the time; it acts from that emptiness, it speaks from that emptiness. And, therefore, it will always be true, it will never bring about a deception within itself. And it is only such a religious mind that can solve the problems of misery in this world.


January 6, 1965
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