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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.









Stockholm, Sweden, 1956
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First Talk in Stockholm


I think it is important to understand the relationship between the speaker and the audience, between you and me, because I do not represent India at all, or Indian philosophy, nor am I going to speak of the ideals and teachings of the East. I think our human problems, whether we are of the East or the West, are similar. We may each have different customs, different habits, different values and thoughts, but fundamentally I think we all have the same problems.


We have many problems, have we not?—social, economic, and more especially, perhaps, religious problems—and at present we all approach these problems differently. We approach them only partially, either as a Christian, a Hindu, a communist, or what you will, or we separate them as problems which are Oriental or Occidental. And because we approach our problems partially, through all these various forms of conditioning, it seems to me that we are thereby not understanding them. I feel that the approach to any problem is of much more significance than the problem itself, and that if we could approach our many difficulties without any particular form of conditioning or prejudice, then perhaps we would come to a fundamental understanding of them.


So I would suggest that it is very important that we should each discover for our selves in what way we are at present approaching the many human problems which beset us, because unless we are very clear about this, then however much we may struggle to understand the complex issues of life and all the confusion and contradiction in which we are caught, I feel we shall not be able to do so. That is why I think it would be really worthwhile if we could go into the beliefs, prejudices, dogmas, and ideas which in various forms are at present corrupting the mind and preventing it from being free to discover what is truth, reality, God, or what you will. And I assure you, it needs extraordinary earnestness to do this: to uncover as we go along the many hindrances to understanding and to see how the mind—which is, after all, the only instrument of discovery we have—is blunted by the many thoughts, emotions, fears, habits, and conditionings of which it is made up.


To do this, I think it is essential not to listen to what is being said as if it were merely a lecture or a discourse—which it is not—but rather to follow as we go along, each one of us, the reactions and responses of our own minds. For what is important, surely, is to understand the actual working of one’s own mind. Mere agreement or opposition does not create understanding; it only creates confusion and contradiction, does it not? Whereas, if we can follow patiently and intelligently what is being said—without judging, without comparing, without agreeing or opposing—so that we see the functioning of our own minds, then perhaps we shall discover for ourselves how to approach our many problems.


Our thinking has become dependent on our surroundings because we are caught in so many prejudices—nationalistic, ideological, religious, and all the rest of it. We are ever looking for security, for some means of self-confidence, both inwardly and outwardly, are we not? And it seems to me that so long as we are caught in this pursuit of security, in this search for self-confidence and certainty, we are not free to examine our problems and to find out if there is a lasting solution. Surely it is only in understanding ourselves, in watching the process of our own minds—which is, after all, self-knowledge—that there is a possibility of discovering for ourselves what is true, what is reality. For this no teacher, no guide, no textbook, or other authority is necessary. To follow and comprehend the ways of our own thinking and feeling is to be able to dissolve our own problems, which are the problems of society also.


But it is very difficult for us not to think in a particular fashion, according to a particular set of values, dogmas, beliefs, or theories. We are so eager to arrive at a solution or an answer to our problems that we never stop to consider whether the instrument we are using, which is the mind—my mind and your mind—is really free to investigate. A mind which is burdened with knowledge, beliefs, theories, is obviously not free to investigate and find out what is true. Whereas, if we can understand and dissolve the conditioning, the prejudices, and dogmas which cloud and twist our minds, then perhaps the mind will be free to discover, so that the truth itself can operate on the problem, rather than the mind struggling to come to a solution through its own conditioning—which does not lead anywhere.


That is why I feel it is so important to know how to listen. Very few of us really listen; very few of us hear or see anything really clearly because what we are observing or listening to is immediately interpreted, translated by our own minds in terms of our particular ideas and idiosyncrasies. We think we are understanding, but surely we are not. We are so distracted by our own opinions and knowledge, by approval or disapproval, that we never see the problem as it is. But if we can put aside our own particular points of view, and by listening and following the operation of our own minds, see what is actually the fact, then I think we shall find that quite a different process is taking place which will enable us to look at our problems freely and clearly.


That is why I feel that one should listen totally. At present we listen with only a part of the mind, and it is very difficult for us to give complete attention—not only to what is being said now, but to all that is happening to us in our lives. We have so many problems, religious, social, and economic, as well as the problems of life, of survival, of death; and the very process of our own thinking is, it seems to me, increasing these problems. The way of our own thinking, which is the mind, yours and mine, is conditioned, is it not? It is conditioned by the religion we have been brought up in, by our nationality, political outlook, economic circumstances, and by innumerable other influences. All of these have shaped, molded our minds in a certain way; and if we would be free of this pressure and influence, it is surely useless merely to discard any particular form of authority in order to seek some new form, some new method, some new belief. Yet this is what we are always doing. Surely it is only the mind that is completely free from all conscious or unconscious authority that is able to discover if there is any reality beyond the mere conceptions of the mind. The free mind is the mind that is empty of all belief, of all patterns of thought—the unconscious as well as the conscious, the hidden as well as the obvious. At present, all our thinking is the result of our particular conditioning; it comes from our accumulated experiences, memories, fears, hopes. Such a mind is obviously not free. There is freedom only when the entire thought process is understood and transcended, and only then is it possible for a new mind, a fresh mind, to come into being.


So, can the mind free itself from its own conditioning and look at its problems anew? Can the mind be free?—not as a Christian, a Hindu, a Swede, a communist, or what you will, nor merely in the sense of giving up some particular ideal, belief, or habit, but free to discover—which means going beyond all the influences and contradictions of the mind and of society.


Now, how does the mind respond to all this? To respond with agreement or disagreement is surely vain, for such response is obviously the product of our own background, our own accumulated knowledge and belief. But to experiment with oneself is, it seems to me, really worthwhile. So can we investigate intelligently, patiently, and find out if it is at all possible to free one’s own mind from all particularity, from all influence and authority, so that it is able to go beyond its own activities? Otherwise our lives will be very shallow, empty—and perhaps that is the case with most of us. We have masses of information, knowledge, innumerable beliefs, creeds, dogmas, but really we are very shallow and unhappy. Although in some countries they have established outward, economic security, nevertheless inwardly, psychologically, the individual remains uncertain, unsure. And the outward, physical security which all human beings want and need, whatever their nationality, is made impossible for us all because of our demand for inward, psychological security. The very demand for inward security prevents understanding. It is only when the mind is no longer acquisitive, no longer seeking or demanding anything, that it is free to find out what is true, what is God.


That is why it is very important to understand ourselves—not analytically, with one part of the mind analyzing another part, which merely leads to further confusion, but actually to be aware, without judgment or condemnation, of the way we act, the words we use, of all our various emotions, our hidden thoughts. If we can look at ourselves dispassionately so that the hidden emotions are not pressed back but invited forth and understood, then the mind becomes really quiet, and only then there is the possibility of leading a full life.


These are the things which I think we should explore together. We can help each other to find the door to reality, but each one must open that door for himself, and this, it seems to me, is the only positive action.


So there must be in each one of us an inward, religious revolution, for it is only this inward, religious revolution which will totally change the way of our thinking. And to bring about this revolution, there must be the silent observation of the responses of the mind, without judgment, condemnation, or comparison. At present the mind is uncreative in the true sense of that word, is it not? It is a made-up thing, put together through the accumulations of memory. As long as there is envy, ambition, self-seeking, there can be no creativeness. So it seems to me that all we can do is to understand ourselves, the ways of our own mind, and this process of understanding is an enormous task. It is not to be done casually, later on, tomorrow, but rather every day, every moment, all the time. To understand ourselves is to be aware spontaneously, naturally, of the ways of our own thinking so that we begin to see all the hidden motives and intentions which lie behind our thoughts, and thereby bring about the liberation of the mind from its own binding and limiting processes. Then the mind is still, and in that stillness something which is not of the mind can come into being of its own accord.


There are some questions, and I think it would be worthwhile to find out what we mean by “asking a question” and what we mean by “getting an answer.” After all, to any of the big, fundamental questions—of love, of life, of death and the hereafter—are there any answers? We ask questions only when we are confused, do we not, and therefore the answers must also be confused. That is why it is very important not to look to others for answers but rather to look directly at the problem for ourselves. So the difficulty is not in asking a question or receiving an answer; it is to see the problem clearly. And when there is clarity, there are no questions and no answers.




Question: We Swedes do not as a rule like to tackle the problems of life only with the mind, leaving the emotions aside. Is it possible to solve any problem only with the mind, or only by the emotions?


KRISHNAMURTI: Do you think you can so easily divide the emotions from the mind? Or do we mean not emotion but sentiment? We are all sentimental, are we not, and we would all like to get answers which give us a sense of satisfaction, security—which is surely a very superficial approach. To understand any problem, there must be keenness of mind; and when it is blunted by opinions, judgments, tradition, fears, the mind is not keen. It is not with the mind alone, or with the emotions alone, that we look at anything fully; it is with the totality of our whole being. And that is a very difficult thing to do—to look at something totally, fully, and freely. It is very difficult to look at the problem of death, of love, of sex, and so on with one’s whole being because all the time one is building up an answer, a belief, or a theory. If the answer is pleasant to us, we accept it; if it is unpleasant, we reject it. And we can never look at a problem totally so long as the mind is merely demanding an answer, seeking a way of living, an inward security.


Most of us are trying to understand our problems with a mind that is confused, and we are confused, though most of us do not admit it. When a man is confused, whatever his actions may be, they will only lead to further confusion and misery. So if we are concerned with clearing up the confusion in the world, we must first discover and acknowledge to ourselves that we are confused—completely. But when we do realize that we are confused, most of us want to act immediately on that confusion, to do something about it, to reform, to alter ourselves—which only accentuates the confusion—and it is very difficult to stop all this fruitless activity, which is merely a running away from the actual, from what is. Only when one stops running away and faces the fact of one’s confusion with the totality of one’s being is there the possibility of dissolving that confusion. No one can do this for us; we must do it ourselves.




Question: Juvenile delinquency is increasing. What is the reason and what is the remedy?


KRISHNAMURTI: Are not the roots of this problem buried in the whole structure of modern society? And is not society the outcome of what we are? We are at war with each other, are we not, because we all want to be somebody in this society; we are all trying to achieve success, to get somewhere, to acquire virtue and become something. Politically, economically, socially, and religiously, we want to arrive, to have the best or to be the best, and in this process there is fear, envy, greed, ambition, ruthlessness. Our whole society is based on this process. And we want our children to fit into society, to be like ourselves, to conform to the pattern of so-called culture. But within this pattern there is revolt among the children as among the grown-ups.


The problem is even more complex when we consider the whole system of education. We have to find out what we mean by education. What is the purpose of education? Is it to make us conform, to fit into society?—which is what we are doing now with our children. Or does education consist in helping the child, the student, to be aware of all the conditioning influences—nationalistic, religious, and so on—and be free of them? If we are serious about this—and we should be serious—we will really study the child, will we not? We will not subject him to some particular influence or authority and thereby mold him into a pattern, but will help him to be aware of all influences so that he can grow in freedom. We will observe him constantly and carefully—be aware of the books he reads, with their glorified heroes, watch him in his work, in his play, in his rest—and will help him to be unconditioned and free.


To help the child to be aware of all the nationalistic tendencies, the prejudices, and religious beliefs which condition the mind really means, does it not, that we must be aware first of our own ways of thinking. After all, we grown-ups do not know how to live together; we are everlastingly battling with each other and within ourselves. This battle, this struggle, projects itself into society, and into that society we want to fit the child. We cannot change society; only the individual can change. But we are not individuals, are we? We are caught up in the mass, in society, and so long as we do not understand ourselves and free the mind from its self-imposed limitations, how can we help the child?




Question: Can one live in the world without ambition? Does it not isolate us to be without ambition?


KRISHNAMURTI: I think this is a fundamental question. We can see what ambition makes of the world. Everybody wants to be something. The artist wants to be famous, the schoolboy wants to become the president, the priest wants to be the bishop, and so on. Everyone throughout the world is trying, struggling, forcing himself, in order to be important. Even in our education, the boy who is not clever is compared with the boy who is clever—which is utterly stupid. And we see the result of this ambition projected in the world. Each nation is seeking to maintain itself at all costs.


Now, the questioner wants to know whether we can be free from this ambition, and if so, whether we shall not be isolated from society. Why is there this fear of being free from ambition, this fear of being alone? Can ambition and love go together? The mind that is seeking all the time to be something, to become great, surely does not know what love is. So long as we are pursuing ambition, we are isolated. We are isolated already, are we not? But, you see, we accept ambition. Whether a man lives in a small village far away or in a crowded city, if he can call himself something—a Swede, a Hindu, a Dane, or anything else—then he feels that he is someone. To be respectable, to be known, to have power, position, money, virtue—all these things give us a sense of importance. So it is very difficult not to be ambitious.


The man who is as nothing is without fear, without ambition; he is alone, but not isolated. To free oneself from ambition requires a great deal of insight, intelligence, and love; but such a man, who is as nothing, is not isolated.


May 14, 1956


Second Talk in Stockholm


I think it would be worthwhile this evening if we could attempt something which might be rather difficult but perhaps important to go into. I wonder if we can discover what it is that most of us are seeking and whether what we are seeking has any validity, any real basis. Perhaps we are seeking something which we cannot properly articulate to ourselves. Or we may hope to find something that will be deeply satisfactory, that will give us some measure of happiness or certainty. Until we have discovered what it is that we are seeking, I think our lives must be uncertain, chaotic, and contradictory. It is really very difficult to find out what we are seeking because we do not know for ourselves the motives, the urges, the drives that are forcing us to seek at all. Obviously, as you have all come here to listen, you are seeking something. But to know what it is we are seeking, we must find out, must we not, what the drive is behind our search.


Most of us are well settled in life; we have homes, families, responsibilities, some position, a job, and so on. But our lives are generally humdrum, routine; there is boredom, a sense of frustration, and we want something more than mere logical conclusions, religious beliefs, and ideologies. So I think it would be worthwhile if we could spend this evening trying to find out what it is we are groping after. What is the urge behind this search? Can we put our finger on it? Can we know what it is, this urge? We are concerned, not only with the more superficial urges, compulsions, and fears, but we want to know, do we not, what it is we are seeking with our whole life, our total existence. And can we intelligently find out? Surely, without understanding this seeking, and the pressure, the compulsion behind it, our search may be utterly vain and have no meaning.


So, how can one find out for oneself what it is one is after? If we are old, we want peace, security, comfort, and if we are young, we want pleasure, excitement, success. And if we cannot have success, then we want some kind of self-assertion. So each one of us is groping for something, and what is it? Are we moved by the desire to find out what is true, or whether there is any permanency? Or is it worldly satisfaction we are seeking, a better position in our various environments?


I wish we could really go into this matter, because I think that when the urges within one have become very clear to oneself, then life has quite a different meaning. When the mind is free from the compulsion, the drive, the confusion which now exists, there may be no search at all, but something entirely different—the sense of being free. So, can we find out for ourselves what is the drive that is making us seek, that has made us come here to listen? Or are there so many different urges, so many pleasures, that we cannot separate them to find out which is the primary urge? I think it is important to discover the primary urge; otherwise, our search has no meaning.


Many people are everlastingly talking about seeking God, seeking truth, seeking immortality, virtue, and all the rest of it, but this search has very little meaning; it becomes just a fad. I think it is significant that so few of us who seek have so far discovered for ourselves anything that has real depth and significance. Is it happiness that we are seeking, a sense of self-fulfillment? If we seek without understanding what is behind this urge, our lives remain shallow, for self-fulfillment becomes very important, and to self-fulfillment there is no end. The moment you fulfill yourself, there is always something more in which to be fulfilled.


Our urges are so strong, and unless we understand the whole significance of this inward compulsion, it seems to me that mere search has no meaning at all. To find out what we are after, and what is the motive behind it, is surely essential. Being uncertain, confused, afraid, perhaps we want to escape into some kind of fancy that we call reality, some kind of hope, some kind of belief. If we could understand for ourselves why the mind is always seeking security, then we might have not security but a new kind of confidence. That is why I think it is important to go into all this.


After all, it is a function of society and of government to help to bring about outward security. But the difficulty is that we also want to be secure psychologically, inwardly, and therefore we identify ourselves with the nation, with a religion, an ideology, a belief. We never question whether there is such a thing as inward security at all, but we are always seeking it, and the very search for inward, psychological security actually prevents outward security, does it not? Obviously that is what is happening throughout the world. In our search to be psychologically secure through nationalism, through a leader, through an ideology, physical security is destroyed. So, can the mind which is seeking permanency in everything—in “my country,” “my religion,” through innumerable dogmas, beliefs, ideas—discover for itself whether there actually is such a thing as permanency, inward security?


We have never questioned whether there can ever be security inwardly, and perhaps there is no such thing. It may be this very desire to seek security, permanency, for ourselves, both inwardly and outwardly, which is conditioning the mind and preventing the understanding of what is true. So, can the mind free itself from this urge to be secure? It can do so, surely, only when it is completely uncertain—not uncertain in opposition to security, but when it is in a state of not-knowing and not-seeking. After all, one can never find anything new so long as one’s mind is burdened with the old, with all the beliefs, fears, and hidden compulsions which bring about this search for security. So long as we are seeking security in any form, inward or outward, there must be chaos and misery. And if we observe ourselves, that is what we are doing all the time. Through property, through money, through virtue, position, fame, we are constantly trying to bring about a sense of permanency for ourselves. And is it not important to find out whether the mind can be free of that whole process? Can we actually experience for ourselves the significance of the compulsion behind the urge to be secure? Can we experience it directly, not later on, at another time, but now, as we are discussing? Can we look at this urge to be secure and find out if it has any validity and from what source it springs?


And when we do look, what happens? We feel, do we not, that if we were not inwardly secure, if we did not identify ourselves with innumerable ideals, ideologies, beliefs, nationalisms, we would be nothing, we would be empty, we would be of no account. So our immediate response is to escape from that sense of emptiness by seeking some form of inward richness, some sense of fulfillment, and we set up leaders to follow, we look for teachings and authorities which we can obey. But the misery, the inward poverty continues; there is everlasting struggle, and we never experience directly, actually, that state of inward insufficiency, inward emptiness. But if we could look at it, experience it directly, which means not running away from it by picking up a book, turning on the radio—you know the innumerable things we do in order to escape—if we could experience completely what it is, then I think we would find that that emptiness has quite a different significance. But all the time we try to escape, do we not?—through the church, through patriotism, through an ideology or a belief. Whereas, if we could understand the futility of running away from this sense of inward poverty and would look at it, examine it patiently, without any condemnation, then perhaps it would reveal something totally different.


But it is very difficult, is it not, to be free of the desire to escape from this sense of emptiness and to be free of fear, ambition, envy. At present we are forever trying to establish our own security through identifying ourselves with something greater, whether it be a person or an idea. But if one is really serious in the endeavor to find truth, reality, or God, one must first of all totally free oneself from all conditioning. This means that one must be able to stand completely alone and look at the truth of what is without seeking any escape. If you will experiment with this, you will find that the mind which is willing to go into this whole problem of the search for security, which is willing to look at its own emptiness completely, totally, without any desire to escape—that such a mind becomes very quiet, alone, free, creative. This creativeness is not the outcome of struggle, of effort, of search; it is a state in which the mind, seeing the truth about its own fears and envies, is completely alert and silent. That state may be, and I think it is, the real.




Question: Does suffering ultimately lead one to inward peace and awareness?


KRISHNAMURTI: I am afraid not. We think suffering is a means to something else—to heaven, to the attainment of peace, and so on—and hence we have made suffering into a virtue. But what do we mean by suffering? How does suffering arise? Suffering is a sense of disturbance, is it not?—an inward, psychological disturbance. I am not now talking of physical suffering, which has its own significance, but what we are talking about is the psychological suffering which comes when we are frustrated, when we are lonely, when we do not understand the process of our own being, the complexity of our own thinking.


What happens when we suffer? We try to use it as a means to something else, do we not?—we say it makes us more intelligent, that it leads to peace, to awareness; or we immediately seek to escape from it through ideas, through amusements, through every form of distraction. Suffering comes, does it not, when there is ignorance, when there is a lack of knowledge of the workings of one’s own mind, when the mind is torn by contradictory desires, by loneliness, by comparison, by envy. But when we understand the whole process of ignorance, of envy, when we look at it, face it totally, without any desire to escape or condemn it, then perhaps we shall see that there is no necessity for suffering at all. Peace cannot be found through suffering or through anything else. It comes only when there is understanding of the workings of one’s own mind and when, through that understanding, the thought process comes to an end.




Question: Why do you go about the world giving talks? Is it for self-fulfillment, or is it because you think you can help people in that way?


KRISHNAMURTI: If I went about talking in order to help people, you would all become followers, would you not? Is that not what is happening throughout the world today? We are all seeking leaders, teachers, to help us out of our confusion, and the only result is that we get more confused, more chaotic. I do not believe in such help; I only believe in total understanding. We all want to be helped, we all want guides, leaders, someone to follow politically, socially, and religiously; that is what we want. And that leads to exploitation, does it not? It leads to the totalitarian spirit—the leader and the led. So long as we depend upon another for inward peace, we shall not find it, for dependence only breeds fear. It is not for that reason I am talking. And is it for self-fulfillment, to have the feeling that one is doing something for others, to feel gratified, popular, and so on? I say it is not. Then why is one talking? I do not think there is any answer to that question, any more than there is an answer if one asks of a flower, “Why do you grow in the sunshine?”


If I were trying to help you or trying to fulfill myself, it would put me in the position of being the one who knows and you in the position of not knowing, so I would be using you, and you would be using me. Whereas, I think that the moment one is conscious that one knows, one does not know. When a person is aware of his virtue, his humility, or what you will, he is no longer virtuous. What we are trying to do here is to understand ourselves, for self-knowledge alone brings reality. We are not trying to discover who knows, who can help, and who does not know. After all, what is it that we really know? Very little, I think. We may have a lot of technical knowledge, we may know how to build a bridge, how to paint, and so on, but we know very little about ourselves, about the ways of the mind and the urge of ambition, envy. Only the mind that is aware that it does not know, that is totally aware of its own ignorance—only such a mind can be at peace. The mind that has merely gathered experience, accumulated knowledge, or acquired a lot of technical information is everlastingly in conflict.


When the mind is no longer burdened with the memory of the things it has learned, when it is willing to die to all the knowledge it has accumulated, only then can it know what it is to have peace. I think this is a state which most of us have experienced occasionally, a state when the self is entirely absent. But we are so occupied most of the time with superficialities that the real things of life pass us by.




Question: I have read an American book which certainly seems to prove through hypnosis that reincarnation is a fact. What comment will you make on this?


KRISHNAMURTI: This is rather a complex question, and I think one has to go into it fairly deeply. We all know that there is death. The physical organism will come to an end because it has been used up and is finished, and we want to know if there is continuity after death. The things that we have known and experienced will all come to an end, and so we ask what will happen to us then. This is a problem all over the world. In the East reincarnation is accepted as a belief, and the questioner says a book has been written which proves, through hypnotism, that a person has lived before, and we want to know whether reincarnation is a fact. I do not know if you have ever felt that thought is independent of the body, independent of the physical organism. We have the organism, the nervous responses, and thought; and so we ask if thought continues after death.


Now, what happens when we ask that question? The fact is that we want to continue, do we not?—or else we say we would like to put an end to everything. In both cases the mind is selecting a theory which suits it. Whether you believe or disbelieve in reincarnation has little significance, but can we discover the truth of the matter, the truth about death? We all like to think that there is a soul which exists everlastingly, and we accept various beliefs which tell us that the soul is a spiritual entity beyond the physical organism. But belief in an idea, however comforting, however reassuring, does not give us the full understanding of what death is. Surely, death is something totally unknown; it is something completely new, and however anxiously we inquire, we cannot find an answer that will satisfy. All that we know is within the field of time, and all that we are is the accumulation of past memories and experiences. We have established our own identity through memory, as “my house,” “my name,” “my family,” “my knowledge,” “my country,” and we want this ‘me’ to continue in the future. Or else we say, “Death is the end of everything,” which is no solution either.


So, can we discover what is the truth about death? We know that we seek the continuity of the ‘me’. Thought is ever seeking permanency, and hence we say that there must be some form of continuity. Thought is continuous, is it not, and so long as there is the desire to continue, we give strength to the idea of the ‘me’ and “my importance.” Thought may continue, it may take another shape and form, which is called reincarnation, but does that which continues ever know the immeasurable, the timeless? Can it ever be creative? Surely, God, or truth, or what you will is not to be found in the field of time. It must be entirely new, not something out of the past, not something created out of our own hopes and fears. And yet the mind wants permanency, does it not? And so it says, “God is permanent,” and “I shall continue hereafter.”


So you see, the problem is not whether or not there is reincarnation, but the fact that we are all seeking permanency, security, here and hereafter. So long as the mind is seeking security in any direction, whether it be through name, family, position, virtue, or what you will, suffering must continue. Only the mind which dies from day to day, from moment to moment, to all that it has accumulated, can know what the truth is. And then perhaps we shall discover that there is no division between life and death, but only a totally different state in which time, as we know it, does not exist.


May 15, 1956


Third Talk in Stockholm


To those of us who are serious, it must be a real problem to find out how to bring about a fundamental change in ourselves. It is obvious that such a change is necessary, and not merely a change forced by circumstances, which is no change at all. The pressure of circumstances may bring about a change, but such change invariably leads to further conflict and stagnation. But if one is concerned with a fundamental change, how is it to be brought about?


One sees in the world a great deal of misery, not only physical, but psychological—the limitations of the conditioned mind, the constant threat of war, the national and racial divisions, as well as those which the organized religions create with their dogmatism and vain, repeated rituals—we all know of these things. And seeing all this, it must surely be a matter of serious concern for each individual to find out for himself how he can bring about a fundamental, radical change within himself, a change that will set free the mind from the constant pressure of conflict, suffering, and limitation. It is obvious that there must be a change, but the difficulty with most of us is, I think, that we do not know how to change.


Now, what I mean by change is not merely conforming to a new pattern of thinking, to a new ideology, but a change that is brought about without any form of compulsion or pressure, without influence, and even without motive. Because if one has a motive in bringing about a change, one is back in the old pattern of achievement, ambition. So it must be our concern, I think, to inquire into this question and find out for ourselves how a deep, inward transformation can be brought about.


I am going to talk as usual this evening for about twenty or thirty minutes, and then I suggest that we discuss together. You ask me questions, and there will be an exchange between us so that you and I will get to know what we actually feel and think about this problem. I hope you will agree to this.


We think ideals are necessary to bring about this change, do we not? Being violent, we say that the ideal of nonviolence will help us to put away that which is violent; we seek to replace violence by what we call nonviolence, to replace greed by generosity, and so on. But to me, ideals do not bring about a change; on the contrary, ideals are impediments to a fundamental, radical change. Ideals are merely a means of postponing, an excuse to avoid bringing about a real change. So long as we have an ideal, there is always a conflict between what is and ‘what should be’, and we spend a great deal of energy in this inward conflict, through which we hope to bring about a fundamental change. If we are envious, we set up the ideal of nonenvy, hoping thereby to free the mind from envy. But if you examine closely this whole process, you will see that the ideal actually prevents the understanding of what is, which is envy. So the ideal is not important, it is an impediment, a thing to be put away completely.


Now, what is it that will bring about a change? Can the mind which has been conditioned in a particular pattern bring about a change? Or does such a mind merely modify the pattern of its thinking and imagine that it has thereby radically changed? Does not a fundamental change come about only in understanding the whole background in which one has been brought up? Surely, so long as the mind operates within the pattern of a particular society or a particular religion, there can be no change. However much we may struggle within the pattern, however much we may suffer, a change is not possible so long as we do not understand the pattern in which we live and in which our whole being is caught. The desire to change within the pattern only creates further complications. We spend our time in ceaseless struggle, making vain efforts to change, and there is constant friction between what is and ‘what should be’, which is the ideal.


So it seems to me that if we are to bring about a fundamental change, it is first necessary to understand the background in which we have been brought up, the pattern in which the mind operates. If we do not understand that pattern, if we are not familiar with our own conditioning, if the whole trend of our education, in which the mind is caught, is not understood, then we merely follow a tradition, which invariably leads to mediocrity. Tradition inevitably cripples and dulls the mind. So it is imperative, surely, to bring about a fundamental change within ourselves because, though we may be very clever and know a great deal, most of us are very mediocre, empty, shallow, inwardly insufficient, are we not? And to bring about such a change, it is necessary to understand the totality of our background. Until we understand that background, however much we may struggle to change ourselves, it will lead us nowhere.


What do we mean by the background? The background is made up of the traditions, the influences in which we have been raised, and the education, the theories, the formulas, the conclusion that we have acquired. If we are not free of all that, which is mere occupation with ideas, any effort to change ourselves must invariably lead to the same kind of respectability or mediocrity; and this struggle, in which we are all caught, can only bring about noncreative thinking.


It is only the free mind, surely, that can find out what is true, not the mind that is conditioned by beliefs, ideals, and compulsions. If we want to find out if there is a reality beyond the limitations and projections of thought, surely the mind must first be free of all the beliefs, dogmas, and traditions, of all the patterns in which it is caught. For it is only the free mind that can discover, and not the mind that is constantly struggling to adjust itself to a particular pattern or ideal, whether imposed upon it by society or by the mind itself.


It seems to me that one of our main difficulties is that we really want to live casual, sluggish, dull lives, with perhaps a little excitement now and then. Our pattern of existence is very shallow, and we are everlastingly struggling in a superficial way to deepen this shallowness through various formulas. I think this shallowness, this emptiness within ourselves, is brought about by not understanding the whole background in which we live, the habitual ways of our thinking; we are not aware of that at all. We are not aware of our thoughts, we do not see from whence they come, what their significance is, what values we are giving to them, and how the mind is caught in dead dreaming, in competition, in ambition, in trying to be something, in adjusting to all the narrow formulas of society.


Therefore it is really important, if one would bring about a fundamental change, to be totally free of society. And that is the real revolution—the revolution which comes when we begin to understand the whole pat tern of society, of which we are a part. We are not different from society, we are the result of social influences, and we cannot be free from the stamp of social influences so long as we do not understand the whole composition of society. The composition of society is a mixture of greed, envy, ambition, and of all those conditioning beliefs based on fear, which are called religion. So it is only the man who steps out of society, who is free from the compulsion of neighbors and tradition, as well as from his own inward envy and ambition—it is only such a man who is really revolutionary, really religious, and only he can find out if there is a reality beyond the projections of our petty, little minds.


I think this is a very important problem, especially in our world today, which is facing such great crises. Science and so-called civilization may bring about a change, but any such change is invariably superficial; it is merely a yielding to the pressure of circumstances, and so it is no real change at all. Therefore there is no creative release but merely the pursuit of a routine which is called virtue. But if we can go very deeply into this problem, as we should, then I think we shall be able to understand the background of which we form a part. The background is not different from ourselves because we are the background. Our minds are a result of the past, with all its traditions, beliefs, and dogmas, both conscious and unconscious. And can such a mind ever be free? It can be free only when it begins to understand the whole structure of this background, of the society in which we live. Then only is it possible for the mind to be truly religious, and therefore truly revolutionary.


To go into this a little more, verbally at least—and nonverbally also—perhaps we can try discussing it together. What I have said may be contradictory to what you think, and it might be profitable if we could discuss it easily, naturally, and in a friendly manner, so as to find out more about this problem. But to discuss it is going to be quite difficult. We must all stick to the point and not bring in various issues which are irrelevant. And obviously, to discuss wisely we must not make long speeches.




Question: Can we reach an understanding of ourselves other than by conscious effort?


KRISHNAMURTI: Do we understand anything through effort? If I make an effort to understand what you say, do you think I shall understand? All my attention is given to making the effort, is it not? But if one can listen effortlessly, then perhaps there is a possibility of understanding.


In the same way, how am I to understand myself? First of all, surely, I must not assume anything about myself, I must not have a mental picture of myself. I must look at my thoughts, at the way I talk, at my gestures, at my beliefs, as easily as I look at my face in a mirror—just watch them, be aware of them without condemnation, because the moment I condemn, there is no furthering of understanding. If I want to understand, I must look, and I cannot look if I condemn. If I want to understand a child, it is no good comparing him with his older brother, or condemning him. I must watch him when he is playing, crying, eating; and I can watch him only if I have no sense of condemnation or evaluation. In the same way, I can watch myself—not little bits of myself, but the totality of myself—only when there is an awareness in which there is no choice, no condemnation, no comparison.




Question: Is it possible for any of us, who are living in this particular society, to bring about the change of which you are talking?


KRISHNAMURTI: If we as individuals do not bring about this change, how is it to be done? If you and I, living in this society, do not do it, who will? The powerful, the millionaires, the people of great possessions are not going to do it. It must surely be done by ordinary people like you and me—and I am not saying this rhetorically, stupidly. If you and I see the importance of this change, then it is not courage but the very perception of the importance of change which will bring it about. A man may have the courage to stand against the dictates of society, but it is the man who understands the complex problem of change, who understands the whole structure of society—which is himself—it is he alone who becomes an individual and is not merely a representative of the collective. Only the individual who is not caught in society can fundamentally affect society. You think that courage, strength, conviction, is necessary to understand and withstand society. I think that is entirely false. If one deeply feels it is important to effect a real change, that very feeling brings about such a change within oneself.




Question: A man has a right to go his own way, and if he does so, will not this change come about?


KRISHNAMURTI: Are you suggesting, sir, that there can be change through an action of will? Most of us are accustomed to the idea that through will we can bring about a change. Now, what do we mean by will? We generally mean, do we not, making an effort in one particular direction, suppressing what is in order to reach something else. We exercise will in order to achieve or to bring about a certain desired change. Will is another word for desire, is it not? Each one of us has many contradictory desires, and when one desire dominates other desires, this domination of one desire over the others we call will. But it is still the domination of one desire over other desires, so there is contradiction, suppression, a ceaseless conflict going on between the dominant desire, which we call will, and the other desires.


Now, this conflict can never bring about a change—which is psychologically obvious. So long as I am in conflict within myself, there can be no change. There can be a change, not by one desire dominating other desires, but only when I understand the whole structure of desire. That is why it is important to understand the background, the values, the influences, the motives in which the mind is caught.




Question: You say that in order to bring about a change we must understand the background. Do you mean by this that we must understand reincarnation and karma?


KRISHNAMURTI: Karma is a Sanskrit word which means action. And reincarnation—you know what that means!


I think it is fairly clear that a mind that believes in anything, that adheres to any psychological wish or hope—which comes from fear—lives always within the pattern of that belief, and to struggle within the pattern of any belief is no change at all. A man who merely believes in reincarnation has not understood the whole problem of death and sorrow, and when he believes in that particular theory, he is trying to escape from the fact of death.


The word karma has many problems involved in it. One has to understand the motives of one’s actions—the influences, the compulsions, the causes which have brought about the action. Surely, all this is part of the background which must be understood, and belief in reincarnation is also part of the background. The mind that believes is not capable of understanding because belief is obviously an escape from reality.




Question: I think it is rather important to know what we mean by seeing and watching. You have said that there is no motive or center, but only a process. How can a process watch another process?


KRISHNAMURTI: This is like a cross-examination! Surely you are not trying to trap me, and I am not trying to answer cleverly. What we are trying to do is to understand the problem, which is very complex, and one or two questions and responses are not going to solve it. But what we can do is to approach it from different directions and look at it as patiently as possible.


So the question is this: If there is only a process, and not a center which observes the process, then how can a process observe itself? The process is active, moving, changing, all the time in motion, and how can that process watch itself if there is no center? I hope the question is clear to you; otherwise, what I am going to say will have no meaning.


If the whole of life is a movement, a flux, then how can it be watched unless there is a watcher? Now, we are conditioned to believe, and we feel we know, that there is a watcher as well as a movement, a process, so we think we are separate from the process. To most of us there is the thinker and the thought, the experiencer and the experience. For us that is so; we accept it as a matter of fact. But is it so? Is there a thinker, an observer, a watcher apart from thought, apart from thinking, apart from experience? Is there a thinker, a center without thought? If you remove thought, is there a center? If you have no thought at all, no struggle, no urge to acquire, no effort to become something, is there a center? Or is the center created by thought, which feels itself to be insecure, impermanent, in a state of flux? If you observe, you will find that it is the thought process that has created the center, which is still within the field of thinking. And is it possible—this is the point—to watch, to be aware of this process, without the watcher? Can the mind, which is the process, be aware of itself?


Please, this requires a great deal of insight, meditation, and penetration because most of us assume that there is a thinker apart from thinking. But if you go into it a little more closely, you will see that thought has created the thinker. The thinker who is directing, who is the center, the judge, is the outcome of our thoughts. This is a fact, as you will see if you are really looking at it. Most people are conditioned to believe that the thinker is separate from thought, and they give to the thinker the quality of eternality, but that which is beyond time comes into being only when we understand the whole process of thinking.


Now, can the mind be aware of itself in action, in movement, without a center? I think it can. It is possible when there is only an awareness of thinking, and not the thinker who is thinking. You know, it is quite an experience to realize that there is only thinking. And it is very difficult to experience that because the thinker is habitually there, evaluating, judging, condemning, comparing, identifying. If the thinker ceases to identify, evaluate, judge, then there is only thinking without the center.


What is the center? The center is the ‘me’—the ‘me’ that wants to be a great person, that has so many conclusions, fears, motives. From that center we think, but that center has been created by the reaction of thinking. So, can the mind be aware of thinking without the center—just observe it? You will find how extraordinarily difficult it is just to look at a flower without naming it, without comparing it with other flowers, without evaluating it out of like or dislike. Experiment with this and you will see how really difficult it is to observe something without bringing in all your prejudices, all your emotions, and evaluations. But however difficult, you will find that the mind can be aware of itself without the center watching the movement of the mind.




Question: If anyone wishes to find freedom along the lines you have spoken of is it not also necessary for that person to renounce the church or whatever other religious organizations he is taking an interest in?


KRISHNAMURTI: If one wishes to free oneself, should one give up, renounce, or set aside organizations that demand belief? Obviously. If one belongs to an organization which demands belief, which is based on fear, on dogma, then the mind is a slave to that organization and cannot be free. Only the mind that is free—and this is an extraordinarily complex and difficult problem—can find out if there is reality, if there is God, not the mind that believes in God.


Now, why do we cling to the dogmas, beliefs, and rituals which religions introduce? When we understand that, then they will drop away like leaves in the autumn, without any effort.


Why do you belong to any particular religious organization? We must obviously have organizations to deliver letters, milk, and so on, but why does the mind cling to dogmas? Does it not cling because in dogma, in belief, it finds security, something to rely on? Being uncertain, fearful, insecure, it projects a belief or clings to a dogma that some church or other organization offers. The mind clings to dogma, to belief, as an escape from its own uncertainty, its inward poverty, insufficiency. It tries to fill that emptiness with dogmas, beliefs, superstitions, rituals. You may renounce a belief and put aside a dogma, but so long as you have not understood this inward poverty, insufficiency, so long as the mind has not understood its own emptiness, merely relinquishing organized religion has no meaning. It will have meaning only when you understand the inward nature that forces you to cling to a conclusion, a belief. That is why it is very important to have knowledge of oneself, to know why one believes, rejects, renounces. It is only through self-knowledge that there is wisdom—not in beliefs, not in books, but in understanding the whole structure of the mind. Only the free mind can understand that which is beyond time.
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I think it is important to consider the negativeness of experience because our whole life is a series of accumulated experiences, and a false center forms around these accumulations. Whether experience is destructive or so-called creative, what is it that nevertheless makes the mind insensitive and brings about deterioration? Does experience liberate the mind from the deteriorating factor? Or must there be freedom from this craving for experience, from the accumulative process of experience? We take experience as a necessary factor for the enrichment of life, and I think it is, at one level. But experience nearly always forms a hardened center in the mind, as the self, which is a deteriorating factor. Most of us are seeking experience. We may be tired of the worldly experiences of fame, notoriety, wealth, sex, and so on, but we all want greater, wider experience of some kind, especially those of us who are attempting to reach a so-called spiritual state. Being tired of worldly things, we want a more extensive, a wider, deeper experience; and to arrive at such an experience, we suppress, we control, we dominate ourselves, hoping thereby to achieve a full realization of God, or what you will. We think the pursuit of experience is the right way of life in order to attain greater vision, and I question whether that is so. Does this search for experience, which is really a demand for greater, fuller sensation, lead to reality? Or is it a factor which cripples the mind?


In our search for sensation, which we call experience, we do various things, do we not? We practice so-called spiritual disciplines; we control, suppress, put ourselves through various forms of religious exercise—all in order to arrive at a greater experience. Some of us have actually done all this, while others only play with the idea. But through it all, the fundamental desire is for greater sensation—to have the sensation of pleasure extended, made high and permanent, as opposed to the suffering, the dullness, the routine and loneliness of our daily lives. So the mind is ever seeking experience, and that experience hardens into a center, and from this center we act. We live and have our being in this center, in this accumulated, hardened experience of the past. And is it possible to live without forming this center of experience and sensation? Because it seems to me that life will then have a significance quite different from that which we now give it. At present we are all concerned, are we not, with the extension of the center, recruiting greater and wider experience which ever strengthens the self, and I think this invariably limits the mind.


So, is it possible to live in this world without forming this center? I think it is possible only when there is a full awareness of life—an awareness in which there is no motive or choice, but simple observation. I think you will find, if you will experiment with this and think about it a little deeply, that such awareness does not form a center around which experience and the reactions to experience can accumulate. Then the mind becomes astonishingly alive, creative—and I do not mean writing poems or painting pictures, but a creativeness in which the self is totally absent. I think this is what most of us are really seeking—a state in which there is no conflict, a state of peace and serenity of mind. But this is not possible so long as the mind is the instrument of sensation and is ever demanding further sensation.


After all, most of our memory is based on sensation, either pleasurable or painful; from the painful we try to escape, and to the pleasurable we cling; the one we suppress or seek to avoid, and the other we grope after, hold on to, and think about. So the center of our experience is essentially based on pleasure and pain, which are sensations, and we are always pursuing experiences which we hope will be permanently satisfying. That is what we are after all the time, and hence there is everlasting conflict. Conflict is never creative; on the contrary, conflict is a most destructive factor, both within the mind itself and in our relationship with the world around us, which is society. If we can understand this really deeply—that a mind which seeks experience limits itself and is its own source of misery—then perhaps we can find out what it is to be aware.


Being aware does not mean learning and accumulating lessons from life; on the contrary, to be aware is to be without the scars of accumulated experience. After all, when the mind merely gathers experience according to its own wishes, it remains very shallow, superficial. A mind which is deeply observant does not get caught up in self-centered activities, and the mind is not observant if there is any action of condemnation or comparison. Comparison and condemnation do not bring understanding, rather they block understanding. To be aware is to observe—just to observe—without any self-identifying process. Such a mind is free of that hard core which is formed by self-centered activities.


I think it is very important to experience this state of awareness for oneself, and not merely to know about it through any description which another may give. Awareness comes into being naturally, easily, spontaneously, when we understand the center which is everlastingly seeking experience, sensation. A mind which seeks sensation through experience becomes insensitive, incapable of swift movement, and therefore it is never free. But in understanding its own self-centered activities, the mind comes upon this state of awareness which is choiceless, and such a mind is then capable of complete silence, stillness.


The capacity of the mind to be still, which is so essential, is not of the Occident or the Orient, though in the Orient some people may talk about it more. Without this extraordinary stillness of the mind which is not seeking further experience, all our activities will merely add to the dead center of accumulation.


Only when the mind is completely still can it know its own movement—and then its movement is immense, incalculable, immeasurable. Then it is possible to have that feeling of something which is beyond time. Then life has quite a different significance, a significance which is not to be found through capacities, gifts, or intellectual gymnastics.


Creative stillness is not the end result of a calculating, disciplined, and widely-informed mind. It comes into being only when we understand the falsity of the whole process of endlessly seeking sensation through experience. Without that inward stillness, all our speculations about reality, all the philosophies, the systems of ethics, the religions, have very little significance. It is only the still mind which can know infinity.




Question: Can you tell us more clearly what it is you mean by consciousness?


KRISHNAMURTI: What is consciousness? Is it not everything that we think and everything that we have thought in the past? Is it not the past which we project through the present into the future? Are not both the conscious and the unconscious mind within the field of time? Consciousness is made up, is it not, of the responses of the past propelled into the present through memory, as the ‘I’, as the mind, which then seeks further forms of fulfillment in the future. The whole of that is consciousness, is it not? It is the result of inherited ideas, of accumulated experiences, of fears, inspirations, motives, beliefs, hopes, and innumerable other influences. All that is what we are. We may divide ourselves into the ‘I’ and the ‘not-I’, into the lower self and the higher self, but this whole field of consciousness, you will find, is made up of reactions, of the past, of conditioned thinking, and is therefore obviously limited.


After all, it is only because we are forever thinking about something, pursuing something, or running away from something that we know we are alive. We search for reality, for permanence, and because we want it, we say we know of it. But our search is merely the outcome of desire, is it not? It is conditioned, limited, a product of time. All this is part of consciousness.


So the question is: Can the mind, being conditioned, limited, free itself from the past, from its own center of experience which is based on like and dislike? You cannot answer yes or no. You can only find out for yourself whether the mind can be free. But to find out, you must first know that you are conditioned; you must first be aware of the compulsions, the fears, the beliefs, and traditions which now corrupt the mind. This means, does it not, that one must watch oneself in relationship—not merely with people, but also in one’s relationship with things and with ideas. Then you will understand, if you really observe it, the whole process of conditioning, and can perhaps be free of it forever.




Question: Is it possible for the ordinary person to come to this freedom without special training and knowledge?


KRISHNAMURTI: What does special training imply? It implies, does it not, continually conditioning the mind to a certain practice, to a certain discipline, to various forms of conformity and compulsion. When you say that special training is necessary to achieve this freedom, what is implied is the practice of a method, and can any method bring about freedom? Or is the practice of a method the very denial of freedom? Surely, when you practice a method, you become a slave to that method, to a technique, and therefore there is no freedom. The practice produces a result, but the result is not freedom.


We think that by careful training of the mind, by certain practices, by observing certain rules, we will come to freedom, but the only result is to make ourselves prisoners of the method. Freedom is in the beginning, not at the end. We think that inner freedom is to be achieved only at the end because from the very beginning we have denied ourselves freedom. We do not see that only from the very beginning can freedom be realized. Anyone with enough intelligence, diligence, and patience can be free. Freedom comes to all of us if we give our time to it, if we dedicate ourselves to seeking out and understanding our own conditioning. But if one relies on a method, on training, one becomes a follower, one needs a teacher, and therefore one becomes a slave to that teacher. By becoming a follower, one has denied the whole experience of freedom.




Question: One finds that one makes the same mistakes repeatedly. Are there those who have been able to break this pattern?


KRISHNAMURTI: I wonder why we ask if there is anybody else who has broken the pattern of habit. Why? Is it because if others have broken the pattern, it may help and encourage us? Or are we asking a vain question which has no meaning at all? Surely what has importance is not whether X or Y has broken the pattern but whether we can break it, you and I. And that means, first of all, being aware of the pattern, of the prison in which the mind is held, knowing it for oneself—the racial prejudices, the educational ignorance, the religious limitations, the hopes, the fears, and all the rest of it. Then we will find out for ourselves whether we can break the pattern or not; we will not have to look to anybody else. Then we will know what it is to be free, to live, to be creative.




Question: Would you kindly explain what you mean by negative thinking?


KRISHNAMURTI: Before we inquire into the problem of positive and negative thinking, let us ask ourselves, what is thinking? When I put you a question with which you are familiar, the response is immediate; you do not have to think. For example, if I ask you where you live, you reply without having to think about it. But if a more complicated question is asked, there is hesitation, which indicates that you are looking for an answer; the mind is then seeking an answer in the cupboard of memory. That is what we call thinking. I do not know, but I am trying to find an answer in all the memories, the knowledge that I have accumulated, and finding it, I verbally respond. This response, which is a reaction of memory, is what we call positive thinking, is it not? We are al ways thinking from our background of knowledge and experience, so our thinking is very limited, and such thinking can never be free. In that process there is no freedom of thought, in the fundamental sense of the word. You may change your opinions, your conclusions, but so long as you draw upon knowledge, which is what we are accustomed to doing, you are not really thinking at all. In that there is no freedom of thought because memory and knowledge have already conditioned your thinking. Negative thinking may be, and probably is, freedom from knowledge as conclusions. After all, everything we know is of the past. The moment we say, “I know,” knowledge has already moved away from the present and established itself in memory, in the past.


So, can the mind be in a state of not-knowing? Because only then can the mind inquire, not when it says, “I know.” Only the mind which is capable of being in a state of not-knowing—not merely as a verbal assertion, but as an actual fact—is free to discover reality. But to be in that state is difficult, for we are ashamed of not-knowing. Knowledge gives us strength, importance, a center around which the ego can be active. The mind which is not calling upon knowledge, which is not living in memory, which is totally emptying itself of the past, dying to every form of accumulation from moment to moment—it is only such a mind that can be in a state of not-knowing, which is the highest form of thinking, and then thinking has a different meaning altogether. It may not be thinking at all, as we know it, but a state of being which is not merely the opposite of not-being.




Question: Would you please give us some practical way of getting free from our conditioned minds? You say that any particular training, such as yoga or other spiritual exercises, only makes us slaves, but I still think we have to use some kind of method. You say that to have this freedom, we must devote our lives to it, but how are we to do this without a method or a system?


KRISHNAMURTI: This is rather a complex question, and I hope you will listen with attention to what is being said. By attention I do not mean waiting in your mind for the answer you wish to receive—which is, is it not, the assurance that some kind of help, some kind of discipline or practice is necessary if we would be free. We are used to the idea of getting results through practice and moving from results to further results. But there is a limit to what can be known by the mind through practice, through discipline; and we are now trying to find out, are we not, what is truth, what is reality, what is God. To do that, the mind must first be made limitless, capable of receiving the unknown. The mind cannot go to truth, it cannot invite truth into its enclosure. Truth is immeasurable, it is too immense to be captured by any amount of practicing on the part of the limited mind.


And is it not true that your motive in asking this question is to gain something, to attain or capture truth? But truth must come to you; the mind cannot go to meet it. You think that if you practice overcoming your passions, it is going to lead you to reality; and so for you the method is very important; but such a mind, which is always hoping, inviting, expecting, can never under any circumstances reach that which is beyond the mind. There is no path, no yoga, no discipline which will lead you to it. All that the mind can do is to know itself. It must know its own limitations—the motives, the feelings, the passions, the cruelties, the lack of love—and be aware of all its many activities. One must see all that and remain silent, not asking, not begging, not putting out a hand to receive something. If you stretch out your hand, you will remain empty-handed forever. But to know yourself, the unconscious as well as the conscious, is the beginning of wisdom; and knowing yourself in that sense brings freedom—which is not freedom for you to experience reality. The man who is free is not free for something or from something; he is just free, and then if that state of reality wishes to come, it will come. But for you to go seeking it is like a blind man seeking light; you will never find it. The man who understands himself seeks nothing; his mind is limitless, undesirous, and for such a mind the immeasurable can come into being.


May 22, 1956


Fifth Talk in Stockholm


It might be profitable this evening if we could spend the time really discussing. By this I do not mean that you should merely ask questions and wait for my answer, but let us exchange ideas and think things out together. Perhaps it will be worthwhile, in a smaller group like this one, to try to go more deeply into what we have been talking about during the last four meetings.


We have been talking about how important it is that individual creativity should somehow come out of the chaos and confusion which exists in us and in the world today. And we have seen how essential it is, in this connection, to understand the background in which the mind is caught—the background which conditions us and limits our thinking. For it seems to me that, however much capacity we may have, the mind is nevertheless caught in the background, in the traditions, the experiences which it has stored up. It is fairly obvious that all experience tends to condition the mind, and I think it would be worthwhile to find out if it is possible for the mind not to be conditioned, not to build up a center out of experience from which every judgment, every act then takes place because that center is inevitably self-enclosing, limited, and narrow. If one thinks about it deeply, that is fairly clear.


Several questions have been asked as to why experience is a limitation, and I thought we might try to go into this matter rather thoroughly this evening. So, instead of my just talking about it, or our discussing merely as a verbal exchange, let us see if we can feel out this problem together.


Most of us think that experience is necessary, for our lives are full of experiences, both pleasant and unpleasant. One’s memory is crowded with the residue of experience, and according to this accumulated experience, we judge or evaluate life. Such evaluation, judgment, is invariably limited. The mind is bound by centuries of slavery to experience, and the question is: Can it free itself? Can it be in that state of awareness which is entirely different from the state of accumulation? Can it be free of all accumulations so that it never deteriorates but is fresh and, in that sense, innocent? For I think only such a mind can discover—not a mind that is loaded with experience.


So, can we go into this matter? Is it possible for us to find out together whether the mind can break through all this accumulation, which we call knowledge, experience? Can the mind also be free of the urge for further experience, which is really the pursuit of sensation, and thereby make itself new, fresh? Surely it is only the fresh, uncontaminated mind that is free to observe and discover for itself if there is something beyond its own creations.


In discussing all this, please do not treat me as an authority. You are not asking, and I am not telling you, which would be absurd, because that kind of exchange can only lead to authority and the crippling of the mind. What we are trying to do is to go seriously into this whole matter without verbally blocking each other or asking irrelevant questions, but really sticking to the point. Can we do that this evening?


Audience: Yes.




Comment: To observe is to be free already, and to understand is also to be free—if I have understood you rightly. So it seems to be a real problem to know how to begin.


KRISHNAMURTI: Let us bear in mind that you are not just asking questions for me to reply to. We are putting our minds together to try to find out whether experience helps man to be free from the limitations he has imposed upon himself. And it has been suggested that to understand is to be free, to observe is the beginning of freedom.


Now, what is our problem? What is actually happening with each one of us? Please examine your own mind and see what is happening to you. We have had very many experiences, both pleasant and unpleasant. To some we cling, while others we reject, but they are all held in our consciousness; we cannot build a wall and shut out any of them. They are there, whether we like it or not. And do these experiences help man or hinder him? Will they bring freedom, or do they prevent freedom from taking place? This is really an important question because psychologists say that every experience is retained by the mind. The death of a son leaves a mark—the hurts, the insults to our vanity—it is all held there in the mind. And what we are actually discussing is: Can the mind free itself? If it can, then what is it that sets going this movement of freedom? Can you and I discover it for ourselves? Is it possible for the mind to break through its limitations and find true freedom? And is this to be done through observation? Is it to be done through some analytical process, or through confession, introspection, and so on?




Question: Experience which is in the deepest conformity with our innermost wishes will, I think, help us to free our minds. I personally have found that fasting and the vegetarian way of living are helping me to free my mind When the stomach is empty, the mind is set free. Should one give up such experience?


KRISHNAMURTI: What do we mean when we say that vegetarianism, or certain other practices, will help us to be free? And what do we mean by “being free”? We say that some things free us and some things bind us. When there is suffering, pain, we want to be free of it, but we do not want to be free of pleasure, do we? Our minds are only concerned with directing our activities in accordance with the pattern of satisfaction which the ‘I’ has established.


We are not talking merely about vegetarianism or yoga, and whether those practices bring freedom; we are inquiring to find out whether it is possible to be free from all experience. For example, the mind which is conditioned by Christianity, Hinduism, or what you will may have visions, and the visions will be according to its particular background. All experience is both conditioned and conditioning, is it not? And we are discussing whether or not experience is helping us to be fundamentally free.


Comment: Such things are not helpful


KRISHNAMURTI: Please do not agree with me. I do not mean this sarcastically or ironically, but the problem is much too fundamental for us merely to agree or disagree. We must go into it.




Comment: I think that, living in this world of time and space, it is impossible to escape from experience. If we fight against our experiences, or cling to them, then they leave a hardened residue in the mind. But I think it is possible to go through experiences and still keep oneself absolutely free. I have done something like this myself. If one does not fix one’s position in an experience but just allows it to pass over one like a wave, then something happens—one will be changed and one will be free.


KRISHNAMURTI: But you see, sir, when we say, “If I do this, then something else will happen,” all discussion stops. Surely, suppositional thinking is not thinking at all. What we are trying to go into is this: When there is some accident in life, a death or a hurt, it leaves a mark on the mind, and is it possible not to have that mark from an experience? Experience is going on all the time. Our whole life is a series of experiences, conscious or unconscious. The mind is like a sieve; some things we let go through it, and some are held. If you will observe your own mind you will see this as an obvious fact. So the experiences of yesterday condition the experiences of today—which is again a fact, surely. And can the mind be free of experience so that experience does not leave a mark upon it which gives a bias to the oncoming experiences?


Comment: But you can never get away from it!


KRISHNAMURTI: If we say that, then all discussion ceases. Can we remove the “never” and go into the problem more deeply? After all, a mind which has conclusions and thinks only from those conclusions is thinking no longer; it has stopped thinking.




Comment: It seems fairly clear that when we are caught in a certain experience, the mind is not free. But when we live, as it were, in the dance of experience, then experience brings us to a point where we look at things differently and the mind has a chance to be free.


KRISHNAMURTI: We all have conclusions, have we not?


Audience: No.


KRISHNAMURTI: You mean to say you have no conclusions?—that there is life after death, that you are Swedish, that your friends are like this or like that, that experience has led you to a certain point, that there is a God, or no God, and so on? We are a mass of conclusions, are we not? And from this background we judge, we look at and evaluate life. Your conclusions are based on your experiences and on the conventions of society which the collective has impressed upon you, and you are thinking from these conclusions. Now, someone comes along and points out that when you are thinking from conclusions, from past experiences, you are not thinking at all. And is it possible for the mind not to think from conclusions and yet to act, to live, to function, to think? Because only such a mind is capable of looking, observing very keenly.




Comment: I can follow you to the extent of seeing that it is a hindrance to accumulate knowledge for the sake of knowledge, and I also see the futility of disciplines, methods, and of striving for more and more sensation. But I cannot understand why you say we must not collect any experiences. You yourself must have had many experiences, for you have traveled and given lectures for over thirty years. You say we should free our selves from religions, dogmas, and conventional biases. To do that we must know the structure of society, and we cannot get to know that structure without a great deal of penetrating personal experience, such as you certainly have had


KRISHNAMURTI: I do not think we are quite understanding what the problem is. The gentleman says that I have had lots of experience and implies that it must have left a great deal of knowledge and many impressions; the cupboard must be full of riches. I do not think so. What we are talking about is this: All of us have a center, either a solid kernel or a fluidic one, but still a center—a center of hurts, fears, of wanting something, of pettiness, frustration, lack of love, and so on. This center is the result of our experiences, and it is always accumulating through further experiences. It is alive with memories, with various hopes and fears, and the mind is acting from this center. And we are trying to find out whether the mind can ever be free from this center, which is a vast bundle of experiences.


My son is dead. That leaves a tremendous wound, does it not? War is a terrible experience, and it leaves a scar, a mark on the mind. These marks direct all our thinking, do they not? They determine our attitude, our way of thinking and living, and they shape our future experiences. If I believe in Christ, in Buddha, or in some other person, that belief is an experience which will govern other experiences.


So, do we know, all of us, that we have such a center? And is it possible to break it down, or does it have to go on?—which may be the process of life; we are going to find out. Is it inevitable that the process of life should form a center, which then governs and directs further experience? Or is there something else, something entirely different, which will break down this center of accumulation?


That is, acting from your center, you are ambitious—you want to be a great architect, a painter, a poet. There is always something we want to be, either positively or negatively, and this center invites future experience according to its conditioning. Am I making it clear?


Audience: Yes.




Question: But without a center which accumulates memories, I would be lost; I would not even know where I lived Surely it is right to remember and store up memories; otherwise, how can I live?


KRISHNAMURTI: That is the whole problem, is it not? If I forget where I live, there is something wrong with me mentally. At one level there must obviously be the retention of certain experiences, but they will be only those experiences which do not condition my thinking and feeling. Whereas, if I have been brought up as a Hindu or a Catholic, that background is surely going to condition my whole outlook. Living in a particular society and conforming to its sanctions, I am conditioned in that particular way, and I look at everything from a certain fixed point of view.


So, we are talking about the possibility of removing its conditioning from the mind—the conditioning which causes conflict, which perverts the mind and makes it really insane. When I call myself a Hindu, a communist, a Catholic, or what you will, it is not sanity; that is insanity because it divides human beings and sets man against man. Naturally it would be absurd to forget where I live, or if I am, say, a physicist, to forget what I know. We are not talking about that. But a physicist who calls himself an American, a Russian, or a Swede and uses his knowledge from that center perverts life, does he not? That is the kind of thing we are talking about.


So let us proceed to investigate whether you and I have in fact got these accumulated experiences, these conclusions which are perverting thought. We obviously have got them, so the question is how to deal with them. How is the mind, which has certain dominant beliefs, to be free of them? I do not know if you have ever thought about this problem, but it is surely important. The mind has a background of belief, of conclusion, of experience, both pleasurable and painful, and this background is so strong, so corroding. How is the mind to be free of it? Or is this not a problem to you?


Comment: I do not think we can do anything except let it pass away.


KRISHNAMURTI: No, sir, we cannot do that.


Comment: But we do not have to dwell on it.


KRISHNAMURTI: But we do! I do not think we are meeting the problem. You have had certain experiences, and you have certain beliefs, conclusions, have you not? These conclusions, beliefs, and experiences direct your life, and according to them you have further experiences. You may have visions of Christ or visions of a future utopia, of this or of that. And we are trying to find out whether the mind is not very harmful, very destructive, when its thoughts spring from conclusions, beliefs. If I believe in nationalism—which is one of the causes of war—if I feel myself to be an Englishman, an Indian, a Russian, and so on, from that crystallized thinking, I will inevitably create war. So, can the mind be free from conclusions—that is my problem. Is it not yours also? I am sure it is. I am not pushing you into a corner, but you will have to face it. As long as you have any conclusions, you are one of the causes of war. If you realize this, then how are you to be free from conclusions?




Question: If we can reason freely, we may be able to find a way of freeing our minds from the conclusions which lead us in the wrong direction. The fact that we have flags shows that we are on the wrong path; we think as Swedes instead of as human beings. Perhaps it will free us if we can ask: Will this deed, which is the result of my thinking, benefit those among whom I live, or will it not?


KRISHNAMURTI: I am afraid the problem is not quite so simple. If I merely say, “I am going to live by what I think is good,” where does it lead? A dictator, a tyrant, thinks he is doing good, so do the exploiter and the imperialist. “Doing good” cannot be the criterion by which the mind can free itself. If it were as simple as that, it would be very easy. I have to know myself first, do I not? I have to know all my hidden motives, my desires, my tendencies, the totality of myself. Whether I am doing good or doing harm depends, surely, on whether I know and understand myself.


And how am I to know myself? Can I know myself on the basis of a conclusion—the conclusion that there is in me a divine spark or that I am only the result of environmental influences or any other conclusion? To know myself, surely, I must have no preconceptions, no assumptions. I must see those hopes and fears which are dictating my thoughts about myself; I must know the conclusions, the fixed points to which the mind clings—and the very knowing of them may be the action of breaking them down. The moment I know I am talking as a Hindu, and understand the significance of it, the thought that I am a Hindu has lost its influence; but if I profit by it, if I find security in it, then I will cling to it.


We have to know the total content of our being, and we cannot know it if we start from any fixed point. If we have a fixed point built up through fear, through hope, through dogma, then when we try to look at ourselves, that fixed point is always coloring, distorting what we see.




Comment: All that I can do with a conclusion is to become aware of it, to question it; and when I do that, I find that I do not know.


KRISHNAMURTI: We are touching now upon a very complex problem, and it has taken one and a half hours to come to this point. The problem is whether we can find out how our thinking is actually conditioned, and whether to go beyond that conditioning will take time.


To know for oneself very clearly in what way one is conditioned, to what beliefs the mind is clinging, and of what one is afraid—to know all this and then discover how to go much deeper needs patient inquiry, and perhaps we can go further into it tomorrow. The brain will not take more than a certain amount.


May 24, 1956


Sixth Talk in Stockholm


I think we should continue with what we were talking about yesterday. I do not know whether it is a problem for each one of us, this question of experience. Life is a continuous series of experiences; it is an endless process of challenge and response, and there is always a conflict when our response is inadequate to the challenge. Invariably this conflict, this inadequacy of response, is the result of the background, of tradition, of the previous experiences we have had. Following tradition inevitably leads to mediocrity, and most of our minds, it seems to me, fall into habits, into reactions based on tradition. We dwell in our past experiences, and we use the present as a means to the future. Few of us live to break out of this circle of unrealities and ghosts; and our future is merely the result of projections from the past.


I feel that if we can approach this inquiry with a mind that is not conditioned, that is not held, bound by the past, then there is a possibility of understanding, of seeing and feeling something which is not merely the outcome of the conditioned center. But most of us live and work from that center, which is the residue of all human experience, both individual and collective, and therefore all new experience is bound to condition our thinking further. The mind never goes beyond its own conditioning, and that is why it is never free.


So the question is: Can the mind be free from its own self-centered activity? Is it possible for the mind not to be self-centered? And what is such a state of mind?


After all, we can see that we are the result of our education, of our particular society, of the religion in which we have been brought up, and of the many other influences bearing upon us. Whether we are atheists or believers, we repeat what we have learned, what we have been taught, what we have accepted. A man who believes does not necessarily know more of the reality of God than a nonbeliever because both are conditioned—which is fairly obvious. So the question is: Can the mind free itself from all these influences, from all this accumulated experience? That is what we are trying to find out. There are those who maintain that such a thing is impossible and who think that all we need do is to find a better form of conditioning, so they turn from worshiping the dictates of a church to worshiping the dictates of a state, a party, or a government. But if we would seriously inquire into whether it is possible to free the mind from all conditioning, how are we to set about it? Can we discuss and go further into this problem?




Comment: I think one must begin by discovering a means.


KRISHNAMURTI: Can we not dispose of all the means which the mind invents in order to free itself? One means is the will—using the action of will to break down our conditioning. Another means is analysis. You go to an analyst or analyze yourself; you try to interpret your dreams, you carefully investigate each layer of memory, you examine every reaction, and so on. That is not the way, surely. And when we try to break down our conditioning through the action of will, what happens? One desire becomes dominant and resists the various other desires—which means that there is always the whole problem of suppression, resistance, and so-called sublimation. Does any of this free the mind from conditioning?


I wonder if we fully understand the implication of using the will to get rid of something or to become something. What is will? Surely will is, in itself, a way of conditioning the mind, is it not? In the action of will, one dominant desire is imposing itself upon other desires, one wish is overriding other motives and urges. This process obviously creates inward opposition, and hence there is ever conflict. So will cannot help us to free the mind.


Probably you have not thought about all this before and are therefore finding it rather difficult. But let us take a simple example and go into it, and we shall see.


Supposing I am violent or envious, how is the mind to be free of that—totally free, not just in little bits? Will the exercise of will free the mind from anything? If I am envious and, feeling that envy is wrong, I resist it, push it away, does that get rid of it? It does not, does it? And if the will does not help me, then how is the mind to be totally free from envy or anything else? It is really a very interesting problem. We are all consumed with something, whether it be envy, fear, ambition, or what you will; and can the mind be totally free of these things, or must we go on chopping at them little by little until we die and still not be free at the end of it all?


If we see that will does not free the mind from envy, then what is the next thing to try? Will analyzing oneself, introspection, get rid of envy? In analysis there is always the possibility of misinterpretation, and the question of whether the analyzer himself is free.


We saw yesterday that each one of us is a bundle of experiences, of reactions, and we asked ourselves: How is one to be free from this complex center? I am now trying to take one thing out of that bundle and look at it. It is an experience which we all have—envy. By what process can this experience be totally rooted out, eradicated? Is this a problem to everyone?


Audience: Yes.


KRISHNAMURTI: Then how would you tackle it?




Comment: One can learn to accept oneself.


KRISHNAMURTI: But one is still envious!




Comment: Truth will make us free.


KRISHNAMURTI: That is perfectly true. But to see what is true, and not merely repeat phrases, the mind must be very alert, vivid, sensitive—it must be in a state to see the truth.




Comment: We must be able to conquer envy by some sort of feeling of brotherhood


KRISHNAMURTI: The problem is much more complicated than that. Conquering does not solve it. It is like putting a bandage over a wound. The wound is still there.




Comment: If we understand our envy, we see how it inhibits us.


KRISHNAMURTI: But do we? Most of us know the experience of envy, and we have created a society in which envy is very dominant, have we not? Our education, our religious ambitions, our whole lives are based on it—“You know, I do not; I must also know.” This process breeds a competitive, ruthless society. Envy is an extraordinarily strong feeling, and having it, we function from that center. If there were no envy at all, what would be the state of the mind? And would it not then be possible to create quite a different society, quite a different kind of education? As individual human beings, is it not important that we should understand this problem and find out for ourselves if it is possible for the mind to be free of envy in its entirety?


Comment: If we stop wishing, stop desiring….


KRISHNAMURTI: How is one to stop desire? By will? By tearing it to pieces? By discipline? By resisting, suppressing it? If you do any of these things, there is a conflict.


Comment: By studying it in all its forms.


KRISHNAMURTI: You can intellectually study all the various forms of envy and still suffer from it.




Comment: We must try to look at envy very calmly when it comes into our minds, and not hope too much to get rid of it.


KRISHNAMURTI: If I am envious, how am I to look at it?


Comment: Very calmly, I said




Comment: Is this not the main difficulty, that we never really meet envy? We are envious, but we do not see our envy, actually.


Comment: We can help our children to be free of it.


KRISHNAMURTI: To help the children, the educator himself must first be free. That seems fairly clear. But as the other gentleman said, “Do we really know what envy is?” Do we know envy as a living thing or merely as a word, a verbal statement? Do we know it as an intimate fact?


Comment: I am afraid most of us know it only as a word, and not as a fact.


KRISHNAMURTI: Of what significance is the word unrelated to the feeling?




Question: How would it be if one studied one’s needs and tried to reduce them?


KRISHNAMURTI: I may become a monk, but I am still envious of another hermit who is holier or more clever than I am.




Comment: I think we must accept envy and give it its right place in our lives. If we can see, without condemning it, that envy does not lead anywhere, we shall get rid of it.


Comment: Perhaps envy is based on fear. If we could believe in ourselves as individuals, then we would not have to be envious.


KRISHNAMURTI: To say one must accept envy, or that envy is based on fear, does not help us. The cause of envy we know, but I am talking of the totality of it, the cause and the effect. After all, I know why I am envious; I am not as beautiful or as clever as you are; I compare myself with you, and I am envious. But is it possible to be free from that whole complex process?




Comment: If I dwell in the self, it is not possible. But by meditating every day, I can find out that the self has no value, and be free from envy.


Comment: If we could live in the now, we should not be attracted by what happened yesterday or what will happen tomorrow.


Comment: We must know that we are envious and live with it, feel it in every cell, and then this envy will absorb itself and something will suddenly happen.


KRISHNAMURTI: Surely we are all merely advising each other what to do, which is rather unfortunate because we shall never find out that way. If you are telling me how to live, what to do, I shall never discover anything, shall I?




Question: Who are we that we should think we can get rid of envy? After all, life has made us envious. We can try to be a little less envious, but even if we do not achieve that aim, life will still go on for many more years.


KRISHNAMURTI: Those for whom envy is not a real problem can chop away at it slowly, but that will never resolve our struggle and sorrow. I am afraid we are not really meeting each other. The problem needs a lot of penetration, and we are just putting out words and ideas. One knows one is envious, and that one’s life is based on envy to a very large extent. From childhood we are brought up in envy, encouraged in it, consciously or unconsciously. On the surface I may be able to brush it aside, but deep inside, envy is still biting and burning. How is that fire to be completely quenched? You are just telling me what to do, you are not following the problem in yourselves. Can we not think it out together?




Question: When you speak of the mind being free, what do you mean by “mind”?


KRISHNAMURTI: I thought we made this whole problem clear yesterday. We have discussed for more than an hour, and unfortunately we have not really touched the subject at all. We can define our terms and so perhaps make verbal communication better, but this problem is not a matter of mere verbal communication or the further definition of terms. Also we have been talking of what to do and what not to do, and that may not be the question at all. It may be that we have to look at the problem in an entirely different manner. To find out, we must think out the problem together.




Question: If I know I am envious and I look at it without any condemnation, would that not be a way to be free of it?


Question: We tried to find out yesterday how to be free of experience and of conclusions. Can we leave envy for a moment and go into the question of what it is to be free? If there is a center, what is it? Is it a spark of God? And is not God free? What does it mean to be free?


KRISHNAMURTI: Has it never happened to you that you have been very angry and wanted to be free from it? Have you never asked yourself whether you can be free from envy, from this everlasting drive after something? When this happens to you, what is your response? You try discipline, suppression, and various other ways to get rid of that feeling, but still it obsesses you wherever you go. So what are you to do? How are you to look at it? What kind of action or nonaction must take place? So long as you are fighting it, one part of the mind resisting another part, envy will continue, will it not?


Audience: Yes.


KRISHNAMURTI: It is not a question of agreeing; you have to see it for yourself. So long as there is conflict, one part of the mind dominating another part, there can be no freedom. Do you see that fact?


Audience: Yes.


KRISHNAMURTI: I wonder if you do. You like this, do you not, because I am doing all the talking and you are just listening.


The problem is this: I am envious, and I see that mere resistance, suppression, bringing the will into action, only creates conflict. So my problem is conflict, not envy. My problem is not envy at all, but the fact that I am always striving in order to arrive somewhere. This striving is the very process of envy. What am I striving after? I am discontented, and I am striving to reach contentment. I think that if I can go to some place or reach some end, I shall be content. So I strive. I am unhappy, I am envious, always wanting more, more, more. My whole outlook on life is based on accumulation because in myself I am discontented, unhappy, lonely, empty. Being empty, I want somehow to enrich myself. I try various activities—painting, writing, worshiping, and many other avenues of self-expression—hoping to cover up this sense of emptiness. Is this not a fact?


Audience: Yes.


KRISHNAMURTI: But can this emptiness ever be filled? Can I enlarge myself inwardly? Please listen. When I try to be like Jesus, like Buddha, or like anybody else, it is because in myself I am nothing, and I am envious. So my problem is: Can I fill this emptiness? Surely, the moment I try to fill my emptiness, there is again the whole problem of struggle, of how to make myself richer. Then I look around to see who is richer, more beautiful, more talented than I am, and immediately I am caught in the field of comparison and struggle.


What then? I know there is an inner insufficiency, and can I look at it without any sense of wanting to enrich myself, without any desire to run away from it? Because the moment I try to escape from it, I enter into all sorts of false pursuits and stupidities through envy and comparison.


So now we are no longer concerned with the question of envy; we are considering the question of emptiness. How do I know that I am empty? Is it a mere verbal recognition, or is it an actual experience? Is the mind really aware of its emptiness? When I am not escaping from it, when I am no longer trying to enrich myself, when the mind is no longer caught in the mere verbal statement that it is empty, then there is only emptiness, the sense of insufficiency, of being inwardly poor. To recognize that fact, to be fully aware of it is what is important—not the question of what to do about it. When I ask what to do about it, I am again in the field of envy. But when one is aware of the simple fact that the totality of one’s being is empty, and that one is constantly trying to find various ways of running away, all of which involve envy, then one no longer seeks to escape from this emptiness.


So, can the mind be aware of the fact of its emptiness without trying to alter it? I think that is the real issue. If the mind is only concerned with the fact that it is empty, then it no longer cares who is more beautiful or more intelligent. But we seem incapable of looking at that fact as it is. We are always translating it; we have opinions about it. We condemn it; we seek to escape from it; we are constantly trying to operate in some way on the fact, and so the fact is prevented from operating of itself. When the fact operates, it is the truth that operates. But we are so afraid of this emptiness that we try to do something about it all the time and thereby create a hindrance between ourselves and the fact.


If the mind can be completely still in front of the fact of emptiness, loneliness, violence, envy, if it does not translate that fact or wish it were different, then the fact operates. But so long as we operate upon the fact, we cannot be free. The man who is conscious that he is free, is not free, any more than the man who is conscious that he is humble, is humble. But to be silently aware of the fact without condemnation, without wanting a result, reveals the truth, which is freedom.


May 25, 1956
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