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Action is relationship, and we cannot live or exist without action.
Action seems to produce constant friction, constant
misunderstanding and anxiety; and we see in the world that all
organized action has most unfortunately led to a series of disasters.
We see in the world about us confusion, misery and conflicting
desires; and realizing this world chaos, most thoughtfull and
earnest people - not the people who are playing at make believe,
but people who are really concerned - will naturally see the
importance of thinking out the problem of action. There is mass
action and individual action; and mass action has become an
abstraction, a convenient escape for the individual. By thinking
that this chaos, this misery, this disaster that is constantly arising,
can somehow be transformed or brought to order by mass action,
the individual becomes irresponsible. The mass is surely a
fictitious entity; the mass is you and I. It is only when you and I do
not understand the relationship of true action that we turn to the
abstraction called the mass - and thereby become irresponsible in
our action. For reform in action, we look either to a leader, or to
organized, collective action, which again is mass action. When we
turn to a leader for direction in action, we invariably choose a
person we think will help us to go beyond our own problems, our
own misery. But, because we choose a leader out of our confusion,
the leader himself is also confused. We do not choose a leader
unlike ourselves; we cannot. We can only choose a leader who,
like ourselves, is confused; therefore, such leaders, such guides and

so-called spiritual gurus, invariably lead us to further confusion, to
further misery. Since what we choose must be out of our own
confusion, when we follow a leader we are only following our own
confused self-projection. Therefore, such action, though it may
produce an immediate result, invariably leads to further disaster.
So, we see that mass action, though in certain cases it may be
worthwhile, is bound to lead to disaster, to confusion, and bring
about irresponsibility on the part of the individual; and that the
following of a leader must also increase confusion. And yet we
have to live. To live, is to act; to be, is to be related. There is no
action without relationship, and we cannot live in isolation. There
is no such thing as isolation. Life is to act and to be related. So, to
understand the action which does not create further misery, further
confusion, we have to understand ourselves, with all our
contradictions, our opposing elements, our many facets that are
constantly in battle with each other. Till we understand ourselves,
action must inevitably lead to further conflict, to further misery.
So, our problem is to act with understanding; and that
understanding can come about only through self-knowledge. After
all, the world is the projection of myself. What I am , the world is;
the world is not different from me, the world is not opposed to me.
The world and I are not separate entities. Society is myself, there
are not two different processes. The world is my own extension,
and to understand the world I have to understand myself. The
individual is not in opposition to the mass, to society, because
society is the individual. Society is the relationship between you
and me and another. There is opposition between the individual
and society only when the individual becomes irresponsible. So,

our problem is considerable. There is an extraordinary crisis which
faces every country, every person, every group. What relationship
have we, you and I, to that crisis, and how shall we act? Where
shall we begin so as to bring about a transformation? As I said, if
we look to the mass, there is no way out, because the mass implies
a leader; and the mass is always exploited by the politician, the
priest and the expert. And since you and I make up the mass, we
have to assume the responsibility for our own action, that is, we
have to understand our own nature, we have to understand
ourselves. To understand ourselves is not to withdraw from the
world; because to withdraw implies isolation, and we cannot live in
isolation. So, we have to understand action in relationship, and that
understanding depends on awareness of our own conflicting and
contradictory nature. I think it is foolish to conceive of a state in
which there is peace and to which we can look. There can be peace
and tranquillity only when we understand the nature of ourselves,
and not presuppose a state which we do not know. There may be a
state of peace, but mere speculation about it is useless.
So, in order to act rightly, there must be right thinking; to think
rightly, there must be self-knowledge; and self-knowledge can
come about only through relationship, not through isolation. Right
thinking can come only in understanding ourselves, from which
there springs right action. So, right action is that which comes out
of the understanding of ourselves, not one part of ourselves, but the
whole content of ourselves, our contradictory natures, all that we
are. As we understand ourselves, there is right action, and from that
action there is happiness. After all, it is happiness that we want,
that most of us are seeking through various forms, through various

escapes - the escapes of social activity, of the bureaucratic. world,
of amusement, of worship and the repetition of phrases, of sex, and
innumerable other escapes. But we see these escapes do not bring
lasting happiness, they give only a temporary alleviation.
Fundamentally, there is nothing true in them, no lasting delight;
and I think we will find that delight, that ecstasy, that real joy of
creative being, I only when we understand ourselves. This
understanding of ourselves is not easy, it needs a certain alertness,
awareness. That alertness, that awareness, can come only when we
do not condemn, when we do not justify; because, the moment
there is condemnation or justification, there is a putting an end to
the process of understanding. When we condemn someone, we
cease to understand that person; and when we identify ourselves
with that person, we again cease to understand him. It is the same
with ourselves. To observe, to be passively aware of what you are,
is most difficult; but out of that passive awareness there comes an
under, standing, there comes a transformation of what is, and it is
only that transformation which opens the door to reality.
Our problem, then, is action, understanding and happiness.
There is no foundation for true thinking unless we know ourselves.
Without knowing myself, I have no foundation for thought - I can
only live in a state of contradiction, as most of us do. To bring
about a transformation in the world, which is the world of my
relationship, I must begin with myself. You may say, `To bring
about transformation in the world that way will take an infinitely
long time'. If we are seeking immediate results, naturally we will
think it takes too long. The immediate results are promised by the
politicians; but I am afraid for the man seeking truth there is no

immediate result. It is truth that transforms, not the immediate
action; it is only the discovery of truth by each one that will bring
about happiness and peace in the world. To live in the world and
yet not be of the world is our problem, and it is a problem of
earnest pursuit; because, we cannot withdraw, we cannot renounce,
but we have to understand ourselves. The understanding of oneself
is the beginning of wisdom. To understand oneself is to understand
one's relationship with things, people and ideas. Until we
understand the full significance and meaning of our relationship
with things, people and ideas, action, which is relationship, will
inevitably bring about conflict and strife. So, a man who is really
earnest must begin with himself, he must be passively aware of all
his thoughts, feelings and actions. Again, this is not a matter of
time. There is no end to self-knowledge. Self-knowledge is only
from moment to moment, and therefore there is a creative
happiness from moment to moment.
So, as all of us are concerned with right action, with peace and
happiness, these things can come about only through the
understanding of our own complex natures. That understanding is
not of great difficulty, but it demands a certain earnestness, certain
pliability of mind. When there is constant, passive awareness of
our speech, of cur thoughts and feelings, without condemnation or
justification, that very awareness brings its own action and
therefore its own transformation - which is not a result of our
efforts to transform ourselves. But for that truth to be, there must
be a quality of receptivity in which there is no demand, no fear, no
desire; and that can come into being only when there is passive
awareness.

We will discuss all these things during the next few weeks, but
now I will answer some questions. To have the right answer, there
must be a right question. Anybody can put a question. But to find
the answer to a question, we must study the problem itself and not
the answer, because the answer is contained in the problem. There
is an art in looking into a problem and understanding it. So, when I
deal with your questions, please do not wait for an answer;
because, you and I are going to think out the problem together and
find the answer in the problem. But if you merely wait for an
answer, I am afraid you will be disappointed. Life has no
categorical `yes' or `no" although that is what we would like. Life
is more complex than that, more subtle. So, to find the answer we
must study the problem, which means we must have the patience
and intelligence to go into it.
Question: What place has organized religion in modern society?
Krishnamurti: Let us find out what we mean by religion and
what we mean by modern society. What do we mean by religion?
What does religion mean to you? It means, does it not?, a set of
beliefs, ritual, dogmas, many superstitions, puja, the repetition of
words, vague, unfulfilled, frustrated hopes, reading certain books,
pursuing gurus, going to the temple occasionally, and so on.
Surely, all that is religion to most of our people. But is that
religion? Is religion a custom, a habit, a tradition? Surely, religion
is something far beyond all that, is it not? Religion implies the
search for reality, which has nothing whatever to do with organized
belief, temples, dogmas, or rituals; and yet our thinking, the very
fabric of our being is enmeshed, caught up in beliefs, superstitions,
and so on. So, obviously, modern man is not religious; therefore,

his society is not a sane, balanced society. We may follow certain
doctrines, worship certain pictures, or create a new religion of the
State; but obviously, all these things are not religion. I said that
religion is the search for reality; but that reality is unknown, it is
not the reality of the books, it is not the experience of others. To
find that reality, to uncover it, to invite it, the known must stop; the
significance of all the traditions and beliefs must be gone into,
understood and discarded. For this, the repetition of rituals has no
meaning. So, a man who is reli- gious, obviously does not belong
to any religion, to any organization; he is neither Hindu nor
Muslim, he does not belong to any class.
Now, what is the modern world? The modern world is made up
of technique and efficiency in mass organizations. There is an
extraordinary advancement in technology, and a maldistribution of
mass needs, the means of production are in the hands of a few,
there are conflicting nationalities, constantly recurring wars
because of sovereign governments, and so on. That is the modern
world, is it not? There is technical advancement without an equally
vital psychological advancement, and so there is a state of
unbalance; there are extraordinary scientific achievements, and at
the same time human misery, empty hearts and empty minds.
Many of the techniques we have learned have to do with building
airplanes, killing each other, and so on. So, that is the modern
world, which is yourself. The world is not different from you. Your
world, which is yourself, is a world of the cultivated intellect and
the empty heart. If you look into yourselves, you will see that you
are the very product of modern civilization. You know how to do a
few tricks, technical, physical tricks, but you are not creative

human beings. You produce children, but that is not creative. To be
able to create one needs extraordinary inward richness, and that
richness can come about only when we understand truth, when we
are capable of receiving truth.
So, organized religion and the modern world go together - they
both cultivate the empty heart. and that is the unfortunate part of
our existence. We are superficial, intellectually brilliant, capable of
great inventions, producing the most destructive means of
liquidating each other, and creating more and more division
between ourselves. But we do not know what it means to love, we
have no song in our hearts. We play the gramophone, listen to the
radio; but there is no singing, because our hearts are empty. We
have created a world that is utterly confused, miserable, and our
relationships are flimsy, superficial. Yes, organized religion and
the modern world go together, because both lead to confusion; and
this confusion of organized religion and the modern world is the
outcome of ourselves. They are the self-projected expressions of
ourselves. So, there can be no transformation in the world outside
unless there is a transformation within the skin of each one of us;
and to bring about that transformation is not the problem of the
expert, of the specialist, of the leader or the priest. It is the problem
of each one of us. If we leave it to others, we become irresponsible,
and therefore our hearts become empty. An empty heart with a
technical mind is not a creative human being; and because we have
lost that creative state, we have produced a world that is utterly
miserable, confused, broken by wars, torn by class and racial
distinctions. So, it is our responsibility to bring about a radical
transformation within ourselves.

Question: I am in conflict and suffering. For thousands of years
we have been told of the causes of suffering and the way of its
cessation, and yet we are where we are today. Is it possible to end
this suffering?
Krishnamurti: I wonder how many of us are aware that we are
suffering. Are you aware, not theoretically but actually, that you
are in conflict? And if you are, what do you do? You try to escape
from it, don't you? The moment one is aware of this conflict and
suffering, one tries to forget it in intellectual pursuits, in work, or
in seeking enjoyment, pleasure. One seeks an escape from
suffering; and all escapes are the same, are they not? whether they
are cultured or crude. What do we mean by conflict? When are you
aware that you are in conflict? Conflict arises, surely, when there is
the consciousness of the `me'. There is awareness of the conflict
only when the `me' suddenly becomes conscious of itself;
otherwise, you lead a monotonous, superficial, dull, routine life,
don't you? You are aware of yourself only when there is conflict,
and as long as everything is moving smoothly without a
contradiction, without a frustration, there is no consciousness of
yourself in action. As long as I am not pushed around, as long as I
am getting what I want, I am not in conflict; but the moment I am
blocked, I am aware of myself and become miserable. In other
words, conflict arises only when there is a sense of `myself' facing
a frustration in action. So, what do we want? We want to have an
action which is constantly self-fulfilling, without frustration, that
is, we want to live without being blocked. In other words, we want
our desires fulfilled; and as long as those desires are not fulfilled,
there is conflict, there is contradiction. So, our problem is how to

fulfil, how to achieve self-fulfilment without frustration. I want to
possess something - property, a person, a title, or what you will - ,
and if I can get it, and go on getting what I want, then I am happy,
there is no contradiction. So, what we are seeking is selffulfilment, and as long as we can achieve that fulfilment, there is
no friction.
Now, the question is, is there such a thing as self-fulfilment?
That is, can I achieve something, become something, realize
something? And iii that desire, is there not a constant battle? That
is, as long as I crave to become something, to achieve something to
fulfil myself, there must be frustration, there must be fear, there
must be conflict; and therefore, is there such a thing as selffulfilment? What do we mean by self-fulfilment? By selffulfilment we mean self-expansion, the `me' becoming wider,
greater, more important, the `me' becoming the governor, the
executive, the bank manager, and so on. Now, if you go into it a
little more deeply you will see that as long as there is this action of
the self, that is, as long as there is self-consciousness in action,
there must be frustration, therefore there must be suffering. Hence
our problem is, not how to overcome suffering, how to put aside
conflict, but to understand the nature of the self, the `me'. I hope I
am not making this too complicated. If we merely try to overcome
conflict, try to put sorrow aside, we do not understand the nature of
the creator of sorrow.
As long as thought is concerned with its own improvement, its
own transformation, its own advancement, there must be conflict
and contradiction. So, we come back to the obvious fact that
conflict, suffering, will exist as long as I do not understand myself.

Therefore, to understand oneself is more important than to know
how to overcome sorrow and conflict. We can go further into all
this later. But to escape from sorrow through rituals, through
amusements, through beliefs, or any other form of distraction, is to
take your thought further and further away from the central issue,
which is to understand yourself. To understand suffering, there
must be the cessation of all escapes, for only then are you able to
face yourself in action; and in understanding yourself in action,
which is relationship, you will find a way of completely freeing
thought from all conflict and living in a state of happiness, of
reality.
Question: We live, but we know not why. To so many of us, life
seems to have no meaning. Can you tell us the meaning and
purpose of our living? Krishnamurti: Now, why do you ask this
question? Why are you asking me to tell you the meaning of life,
the purpose of life? What do we mean by life? Does life have a
meaning, a purpose? Is not living in itself its own purpose, its own
meaning? Why do we want more? Because we are so dissatisfied
with our life, our life is so empty, so tawdry, so monotonous, doing
the same thing over and over again, we want something more,
something beyond what we are doing. Since our everyday life is so
empty, so dull, so meaningless, so boring, so intolerably stupid, we
say life must have a fuller meaning; and that is why you ask this
question. Surely, Sir, a man who is living richly, a man who sees
things as they are and is content with what he has, is not confused;
he is clear, therefore, he does not ask what is the purpose of life.
For him the very living is the beginning and the end. So, our
difficulty is that, since our life is empty, we want to find a purpose

of life and strive for it. Such a purpose of life can only be mere
intellection, without any reality; and when the purpose of life is
pursued by a stupid, dull mind, by an empty heart, that purpose
will also be empty. Therefore, our problem is how to make our life
rich, not with money and all the rest of it, but inwardly rich - which
is not something cryptical. When you say that the purpose of life is
to be happy, the purpose of life is to find God, surely that desire to
find God is an escape from life, and your God is merely a thing
that is known. You can only make your way towards an object that
you know; and if you build a staircase to the thing that you call
God, surely that is not God. Reality can be understood only in
living not in escape. When you seek a purpose of life, you are
really escaping and not understanding what life is. Life is
relationship, life is action in relationship; and when I do not
understand relationship, or when relationship is confused, then I
seek a fuller meaning. Why are our lives so empty? Why are we so
lonely, frustrated? Because we have never looked into ourselves
and understood ourselves. We never admit to ourselves that this
life is all we know, and that it should therefore be understood fully
and completely. We prefer to run away from ourselves, and that is
why we seek the purpose of life away from relationship. But if we
begin to understand action, which is our relationship with people,
with property, with beliefs and ideas, then we will find that
relationship itself brings its own reward. You do not have to seek.
It is like seeking love. Can you find love by seeking it? Love
cannot be cultivated. You will find love only in relationship, not
outside of relationship; and it is because we have no love that we
want a purpose of life. When there is love, which is its own

eternity, then there is no search for God, because love is God.
It is because our minds are full of technicalities and
superstitious muttering's that our lives are so empty, and that is
why we seek a purpose beyond ourselves. To find life's purpose we
must go through the door of ourselves; but consciously or
unconsciously we avoid facing things as they are in themselves,
and so we want God to open for us a door which is beyond.This
question about the purpose of life is put only by him who does not
love, and love can be found only in action, which is relationship.
Question: The only thing that gives zest to life is the desire to
do something worthwhile. You tell us that this is a false step. If this
incentive to work is removed, what is left?
Krishnamurti: Sir, why do we want an incentive,to work, why
do we want an incentive to do any- thing? What do we mean by,
`incentive'? We want a reward for our action, do we not? We may
not seek money, an objective reward, but we want a psychological
reward, a psychological incentive for what we do. That is why we
go to a guru. It is incentive that makes us act, otherwise
psychologically we would not live at all. That is, psychologically,
inwardly, we want rewards - reward for our search, reward for our
thinking, for our feeling. That is a fact, is it not? And what is the
reward that we want? Inevitably it is gratification. As long as we
can find psychological gratification, we will do something. So,
what we are seeking is constant gratification, constant satisfaction;
and when that is denied, we feel frustrated.
Now, is there gratification, is there ever a lasting gratification?
Or is there only temporary gratification that inevitably brings
conflict, pain? So, we have to find out for ourselves if there is a

permanent gratification. We may put aside the obviously
temporary gratifications because we see that they bring
misfortunes, frustrations, anxieties, fear, and so on; but we think
we can find a lasting, an enduring gratification, which we call
truth, God, and for that we want to work. But is there such a thing
as permanent gratification? That is, is there permanent
psychological security? You have invented the permanent
psychological security as God, as a continuous living after death,
and so on. But is there such complete gratification, security? Or is
it that the mind, not knowing what is in the future, - the future
being uncertain, - projects its own creation as a certainty? That is,
the mind moves from the known to the known; it cannot move to
the unknown, therefore it wants an assurance of the next known;
and when the next known is questioned, we become anxious.
So, while physical security is necessary, there is no such thing
as permanent psychological security; and the moment you have
that security, which is self-projected, you become lazy, contented
and stagnant. But when there is no security, then you must have a
mind that is living from moment to moment, therefore living in
uncertainty; and the mind that is uncertain, the mind that does not
know, that is not seeking gratification, is creative. That creative
state of being comes about only when the mind is completely
silent, when it is not seeking, when it is not looking for a reward.
Then there is abiding peace; and because we do not know how to
arrive at that state, we seek gratification and hold it, and that
gratification becomes the incentive for action. But gratification,
however refined, entails endless fear, anxiety, doubt, violence, and
all the rest. But if the mind understands itself and thereby finds that

state in which there is complete tranquillity, then creation takes
place; and that creation is itself the total end of all existence.
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To continue what we were talking about last Sunday, it seems to
me that it is important to understand that conflict of any kind does
not produce creative thinking. Until we understand conflict and the
nature of conflict, and what it is that one is in conflict with, merely
to struggle with a problem, or with a particular background or
environment, is utterly useless. Just as all wars create deterioration
and inevitably produce further wars, further misery, so to struggle
with conflict leads to further confusion. So, conflict within oneself,
projected outwardly, creates confusion in the world. It is there- fore
necessary, is it not?, to understand conflict and to see that conflict
of any kind is not productive of creative thinking, of sane human
beings. And yet all our life is spent in struggle, and we think that
struggle is a necessary part of existence. There is conflict within
oneself and with the environment, environment being society,
which in turn is our relationship with people, with things, and with
ideas. This struggle is considered as inevitable, and we think that
struggle is essential for the process of existence. Now, is that so? Is
there any way of living which excludes struggle, in which there is a
possibility of understanding without the usual conflict? I do not
know whether you have noticed that the more you struggle with a
psychological problem, the more confused and entangled you get;
and that it is only when there is cessation of struggle, of all thought
process, that understanding comes. So, we will have to enquire if
conflict is essential, and if conflict is productive.
Now, we are talking about conflict in ourselves and with the

environment. The environment is what one is in oneself. You and
the environment are not two different processes; you are the
environment, and the environment is you - which is an obvious
fact. You are born into a particular group of people, whether in
India, America Russia or England, and that very environment with
its influences of climate, tradition, social and religious custom,
creates you - and you are that environment. To find out if there is
something more than merely the result of environment, you have to
be free of the environment, free of its conditioning. That is
obvious, is it not? If you look carefully into yourself, you will see
that, being born in this country, you are climatically, socially,
religiously and economically its product or result. That is, you are
conditioned; and to find out if there is something more, something
greater than the mere result of a condition, you have to be free of
that condition. Being conditioned, merely to enquire if there is
something more, something greater than the mere product of
environment, has no meaning. Obviously, one must be free of the
condition, of the environment, and then only can we find out if
there is something more. To assert that there is or is not something
more, is surely a wrong way of thinking. One has to discover, and
to discover, one has to experiment.
So, to understand this environment and be free of it in
ourselves, not only is it necessary to know all the hidden, stored up
influences in the unconscious, but to know what we are in conflict
with. As we have seen, each one of us is the result of environment,
and we are not separate from environment. So, what is it that we
are in conflict with? What is it that responds to environment? What
is the thing we call struggle? We are in constant battle - but with

what? We are struggling with the environment; and yet, since we
are part of the environment, our struggle is only a process
separating us from the environment. Therefore, there is no
understanding of the environment, but merely a conflict. That is, to
put it differently, if there is understanding of the environment
without struggle, there is no self-consciousness. After all, you are
self-conscious only when there is conflict. If there is no conflict,
you are not conscious of yourself in action. You are conscious of
yourself in action only when there is a conclusion, when there is
frustration, when you want to do something but are prevented.
When you want to achieve something and are blocked, there is
frustration, and then only there is awareness of conflict or selfconsciousness.
Now, what is it that we are struggling with? With our problems,
are we not? What are the problems? The problems arise only in
relation- ship, they do not exist independently of relationship. So,
as long as I do not understand myself in relation to environment,
which is my relationship with things, with property, with ideas, and
with human being, whether my wife, my neighbour, or my
particular group - as long as I do not understand my relationship
with environment, there must be conflict. Environment is
relationship, which is action with regard to things, people, and
ideas. As long as I do not understand relationship, there must be
conflict, and this conflict separates me as an entity different from
the environment. I do not know if this is a little too abstract, and in
any case we will discuss it further on Tuesdays, Thursdays and
Saturdays. But I think it is important to understand this point;
because, if we can understand the significance of conflict, perhaps

we shall approach the problem differently.
So, we do not understand environment, environment being
relationship in action; and relationship exists only between yourself
and things, people, and ideas. Since we do not understand
environment, there is conflict, that is, self-consciousness, and
therefore there is a process of separation between you and the
environment. It is this conflict that creates separation; the
individual as the `I' is born out of the conflict, and then the `I'
wants to achieve, positively or negatively. So, conflict inevitably
creates a separative process, creates the individual as apart from
the group, from the community, and so on. This separative process
of the `I' only emphasizes and strengthens the conflict which we
see in daily life.
Now, is it possible to live without conflict? Because, conflict
invariably increases the separative process, and therefore there is
no way out of it. There is a way out only when conflict ceases. Is it
possible to live without conflict? To find out if it is possible to live
without conflict, we must understand what we mean by living.
What do we mean by living? Surely, we mean the process of
relationship, because there is no living in isolation. Nothing can
live in isolation. By living we mean, do we not?, the extensive
process of relationship, relationship in action. Now, is it possible to
understand relationship, and not create out of relationship a
conflict? Is it possible for relationship to be without conflict?
please see the importance of this, that as long as there is conflict,
there is no creative thinking and living. Conflict only accentuates
separation and further strengthens the conflict. Is it possible to live,
to be in relationship, without conflict? I say it is possible only if

you understand relationship and do not resist it. That is, I have to
understand my psychological relationship with things, with people,
and with ideas. Is it possible to understand that conflict, and is
conflict necessary for understanding? That is, do I have to struggle
with the problem to understand the problem? Or is there a different
approach?
I say there is a different approach to the problem of conflict,
with which you can experiment for yourself, and that is to
understand the significance of conflict. That is, when I struggle
with a problem, a human problem or even an abstract problem of
mathematics or physics, the mind is kept in agitation, it is worried.
Surely an agitated, worried mind is incapable of understanding.
Understanding comes when the mind is non-violent, not when it is
in battle with a problem. We have problems with regard to
property, with regard to people, and with regard to ideas, and shall
deal with these on the following Sundays; but the first thing to
realize, it seems to me, is that no form of conflict produces right
understanding. It is only when I understand a problem that it
ceases, and to understand a problem I must not only think about it,
but be capable of leaving it alone. I do not know whether you have
noticed that when you have a problem you worry over it like a dog
over a bone. You think about it all day long, and at the end of the
day you are exhausted and you put it aside, you sleep on it; and
then suddenly you find the answer. This happens to most people.
Surely, it is very simple. The conscious mind, worrying over the
problem, is not capable of looking at it completely without seeking
an answer. The conscious mind wants an answer to that problem;
therefore, it is not concerned with the problem, but with the

answer. The conscious mind not only wants an answer, but it does
not want to go into the whole problem itself. Therefore, the
conscious mind is avoiding the problem, and looking for an
answer. But the answer is in the problem, not away from it. So,
there must be the investigation of the problem completely, without
seeking an answer, so that the mind can be quiet, still. I will
presently take this up with regard to our relationship with people,
with things, and with ideas, and see if we cannot be free of our
problems immediately without going through the conflict which
only confuses the problem.
Now I am going to answer the questions given to me. The
repetition of truth prevents the understanding of truth, which means
that repetition of truth is a hindrance. Truth cannot be repeated.
You can read a book about truth, but mere repetition of a statement
from the book is not truth. The word `truth' is not truth, the word is
not the thing. To find that which is truth is to experience directly,
independently of the word. So, in considering these questions,
please let us bear in mind that we are undertaking a journey
together to discover things together; therefore, there is no danger of
the relationship of pupil and teacher. You are not here as the
spectator to watch me play; we are both playing, therefore neither
of us is exploiting the other.
Question: What is meditation, and how to do it?
Krishnamurti: As it is an enormous and very complex problem,
let us go very carefully into the whole question. First of all, let us
approach it negatively; because, to think positively about
something we do not know is to continue the problem, and we do
not know what meditation is. We have been told the way we

should meditate, how we should concentrate, what we should do
and not do, and all that; but that cannot be meditation. So, we must
approach the problem of meditation negatively to find out what it
is. To approach it positively and say this or that is meditation, is
obviously repetition, because you have been told what meditation
is and you are merely repeating what you have been told. Therefore
it is not meditation, but mere repetition. I do not know if you
follow what I am talking about. Perhaps it will be clearer as we go
along. If we can see what meditation is not, then there ii a
possibility of finding out what meditation is. Surely, that is the way
of investigation and rational approach. So, let us find out.
Now, concentration is not meditation. We shall see what that
means. Concentration implies exclusiveness, I hope you are
interested in all this, because to discuss with somebody who is not
interested is rather a trial for me as well as for you who are not
interested. I shall tell you why you should be interested in this
question: because it opens up an enormous field in human
consciousness. Without understanding that consciousness, you
have no basis for action. To me, to join parties, repeat slogans, and
so on, has no meaning. In understanding this problem of
meditation, I am understanding the whole problem of living.
Meditation is not apart from living, as I shall show presently.
I said that concentration is not meditation. What do we mean by
concentration? I do not know if. you have ever tried to concentrate.
When you try to concentrate, what are you doing? You are
choosing one interest among a great many, and trying to focus your
attention on that particular interest. It is not an interest really, but
you think you ought to be interested in it. That is, you think you

ought to meditate about higher things and that is one interest
among a great many; so, you choose to concentrate on it and
exclude all other interests. That is what actually takes place when
you concentrate. Therefore, such concentration is an exclusive
process. Now, what happens when you are trying to concentrate on
a picture, an image or an idea? What is happening? Other thoughts
come in, and you try to brush them aside; and the more you brush
them aside, the more they come in. So, you spend your time in
resisting, and in trying to develop a particular idea. This process is
called concentration, the effort to fix your mind on one interest
which you have chosen and exclude all other interests. That is what
we mean by concentration.
Now, to understand something you must give your full attention
to it, full attention being attention that has no obstruction. You
must give your whole being, and then you understand something.
But what happens when you try to concentrate and at the same time
resist? You are trying to follow along a certain track, but your
mind is continually going off in another direction, and you are not
giving your full attention. You are giving only partial attention, and
therefore there is no understanding. Therefore, concentration does
not help towards understanding, and it is very important to
understand this point. Where there is exclusiveness of attention,
there must be distraction. If I try to force my attention to focus on
one thing, then the mind is resisting something else. That resistance
is distraction. Therefore, where there is conflict between attention
and distraction, there is no concentration at all. It is a battle, and
that battle goes on until the mind, weary of the struggle, settles
upon the chosen interest. Surely, to settle upon the chosen interest

is not meditation. It is merely craving, the resistance and
exclusiveness of choice. Such a mind is a dull mind. Such a mind
is insensitive, it is incapable of response, because it has spent itself
in resisting, excluding, wasted its energy in the conflict between
distraction and attention. It has lost its elasticity, the power to
reveal glory; therefore it is a decadent mind and is incapable of
quickness and pliability. So, meditation is not concentration.
Now, meditation is not prayer. Let us examine what we are
doing when we pray. What actually takes place, psychologically,
when we pray? What do we mean by prayer? The repetition of
certain phrases, supplication and petition. When I pray, I petition a
higher entity, a higher intelligence, to clear up my vision, to free
me from a difficulty, to help me to understand a problem, or to
grant me comfort or happiness. So, prayer generally implies
supplication or petition either to be helped out of one's difficulty,
or to receive a response - which I shall explain presently. Now, I
do not know if you have prayed. Probably some have. What
happens when you pray? Don't deny it by saying it is nonsense,
because millions pray, and they must receive a response, otherwise
they would not do it. Whether or not that response is truth, we are
going to find out. Now, what happens when you pray? By
repeating certain phrases or words, by repeating certain charms, the
mind becomes quiet. So, part of the function of prayer is to drug
the mind into quietness, because when the mind is quiet, it is able
to receive. That is, by sitting down or kneeling, by clasping one's
hands and repeating certain phrases, the mind naturally subsides;
and in that quiet state, it is capable of receiving. Now, what does it
receive? It receives the answer it is seeking; and then I say that

God has spoken to me, that my prayers have been answered and I
have found a way out of my difficulties. Therefore I say that in
prayer I find reality. But what has actually happened? The
superficial conscious mind, which has been agitated, becomes
quiet; and in that quiet state it is capable of receiving the
intimations of the hidden, of the unconscious mind, and those
intimations are the things which I want. Can these answers be from
God or reality? Surely, it is a most extraordinary idea we have, that
God is so awfully interested in us that when we have by our greed,
envy and violence created a mess in the world, we have only to
pray and he will answer. That is the way a Hitler prays, the
Catholics pray, the Allies pray - and this country also prays to God.
Where is the difference? We all want an answer that will be
gratifying; and since prayer is a means of gratification, the answer
will be gratifying. Whether you call it the inner voice, or the voice
of reality, it is always gratifying. Therefore, prayer is a means of
quietening the mind in order to find or receive gratification. As
long as the mind is seeking gratification, it is not in search of
reality. As long as the mind is seeking comfort, refuge, it is not
capable of receiving the unknown; it is capable of receiving only
that which is known, which is its own self-projection. That is why
prayer is gratifying and why it finds a gratifying answer.
So, concentration is not meditation, and prayer is not
meditation. Nor is devotion meditation, obviously. What are you
devoted to? When you say, 'I am of a devotional nature, I am
devoted to something', what do you mean by devotion? You are
devoted to something which in return gratifies you; you are not
devoted to something which creates trouble. You are devoted to

something that pleases you, that brings satisfaction, a sense of
security, of well being, that makes you sentimental; and that thing
which you are devoted to is a projection of yourself. What you are
devoted to gives you subtle satisfaction, positively or negatively,
and therefore your devotion is not meditation.
Then what is meditation? If concentration, prayer, and devotion
are not meditation, then what is meditation? Obviously, meditation
begins with the understanding of oneself. To understand yourself is
to be aware of yourself in action, which is to see what is actually
taking place when you concentrate, when you pray, when you are
devoted. It is a process in which you are discovering yourself. You
can discover yourself only in relationship, which is action. After
all, if you see what is happening when you concentrate, then you
are discovering the ways of your own thinking; when you look into
concentration, you begin to discover yourself in operation, and
therefore through concentration you are beginning to understand
yourself. Similarly, you begin to see yourself in operation when
you are praying, or when you are feeling devotion. As you discover
all the implications of prayer and devotion, you begin to
understand yourself. So, when you trace the process of thought
with regard to concentration, with regard to prayer, with regard to
devotion, you are discovering yourself in relation to those things;
and all this is a process of meditation.
So, meditation is the beginning of self-knowledge - knowledge
of oneself as one is, and not as one should be. The desire to be
something else is a barrier to seeing yourself as you are. Meditation
is awareness, without condemnation, of every thought, every
feeling, every word. The moment you condemn, you put into

motion another thought process, and self-discovery ceases. After
all, as I said, meditation is a process of self-discovery, and that selfdiscovery is without an end. Therefore, meditation is an eternal,
timeless process. To understand that which is timeless, which is
unknown, which is real, which cannot be put into words - to realize
that, the thought process must be completely understood; and it can
be understood, not in abstraction, not in isolation, but only in
relationship. There is no such thing as isolation. A man who sits in
an enclosed room, or withdraws to a jungle or a mountain, is still
related, he cannot escape relationship. And it is only through
relationship that I am capable of knowing myself, and therefore
knowing how to meditate.
Meditation, then, is the beginning of understanding, meditation
is the beginning of self-knowledge. Without meditation, there is no
self-knowledge; without self-knowledge, there is no meditation.
So, you must begin to know what you are. You cannot go far
without beginning near, without understanding your daily process
of thought, feeling and action. In other words, thought must
understand its own working; and when you see yourself in
operation, you will observe that thought moves from the known to
the known. You cannot think about the unknown. That which you
know is not real, because what you know is only in time. To be
free from the net of time is the important concern, not to think
about the unknown; because you cannot think about the unknown.
The answers to your prayers are of the known. To receive the
unknown, the mind itself must become the unknown. The mind is
the result of the thought process, the result of time, and this thought
process must come to an end. The mind cannot think of that which

is eternal, timeless; therefore the mind must be free of time, the
time process of the mind must be dissolved. Only when the mind is
completely free from yesterday, and is therefore not using the
present as a means to the future, is it capable of receiving the
eternal. That which is known has no relationship with the
unknown. Therefore you cannot pray to the unknown, you cannot
concentrate on the unknown, you cannot be devoted to the
unknown. All that has no meaning. What has meaning, is to find
out how the mind operates, it is to see yourself in action.
Therefore, our concern in meditation is to know oneself, not only
superficially, but the whole content of the inner, hidden
consciousness. Without knowing all that and being free of its
conditioning, you cannot possibly go beyond the mind's limits.
That is why the thought process must cease, and for this cessation
there must be knowledge of oneself. Therefore meditation is the
beginning of wisdom, which is the understanding of one's own
mind and heart.
This is a matter of life and death; because, if you understand
what I have been saying, it will produce a revolution in your life, a
devastating experience. But if it is merely verbal, a casual
amusement instead of going to the cinema, then you can go on
merely listening without disturbance. But if you know how to
listen, you will be tremendously moved, and therefore a revolution
is possible. So, Sir, please do not merely listen to the words, for
words have very little meaning. But most of us are fed on words
without any substance, we cannot think without words; and to
think without words is negative thinking, which is the highest form
of thinking. That is not possible when words are important, when

the word is the end. Take the word God. When the word God is
used you get very excited, you get psychologically thrilled, which
means that the word is important, and not the thing the word
represents. So, you are caught in the net of words. The man who is
seeking the real does not confuse the word, the language, with that
which it represents.
I hope you don't mind if I answer another question.
Question: Does not interest in a thing, a person, or an idea,
bring about an effortless but none-the-less exclusive concentration
on the object of interest?
Krishnamurti: I have not seen the question before, so I am going
to think it out with you. The questioner wants to know, if I
interpret him rightly, when one is interested in something, is there
not effortlessness and at the same time exclusive attention? That is,
when I am interested in understanding a problem and pay attention
to it, is that attention not exclusive? The second point is, if one has
interest, is there not effortlessness?
Now, what do we mean by interest? Can we honestly say that
we are interested in only one thing? Obviously, that would not be a
true statement. We are interested in many things. Our attention is
focussed sometimes on one thing, sometimes on another.
Whenever a particular interest attracts our attention it creates a
disturbance, and then we pay attention. That is what actually takes
place. That is, I have many interests, I am an entity of many masks.
From among these entities with many interests, I choose one,
thinking that it will help me. What happens when I do so? When I
am concentrating my attention, I am really excluding other
interests. Surely, when I focus my attention on one interest, my

attention is exclusive; therefore, though I am interested in other
things, I try to shut them out. That is, I have many interests, and I
choose one interest and try to fix my attention on it; and when I do
that, I create resistance, which means a state of struggle, of pain.
There is effortlessness only when there is an understanding of all
the interests, and not the exclusive choice of one interest; because,
after all, you are not made up of one interest. You are the total of
many variable and multiple interests, and these are being modified
all the time; and to choose one interest and focus your mind upon it
is to make the mind narrow, petty and exclusive. Such a mind
cannot understand. Whereas, a mind that sees the significance of
each interest as it arises from moment to moment is capable of
extensive awareness, extensive feeling. Look at what is happening
in the hall right now. You are paying attention to what I am saying.
You are not exclusive, are you? You are listening to the truth of
what is, which is an obvious fact, so your awareness is extensive
and not limited. You are just allowing yourself to see and enjoy.
There is no effort, but your attention is fully focussed without any
resistance or exclusion. It is an extraordinary thing if you go into it.
We are extensive, and yet we can pay attention to the particular.
Concentration on the particular destroys extensive awareness,
whereas if you are capable of being extensively aware, then you
can give attention to the particular without resistance. I do not
know if you see the beauty of it. Sir, that is love, isn't it? Love is
extensive, therefore you can give love to the particular. But most of
us have not this extensive love, and therefore we go to the
particular, and the particular destroys us.
So, there is attention which is effortless, which alone brings

about understanding, when the multiple and variable interests are
taken together and understood. But when the attention is focussed
on one interest to the exclusion of other in- terests, such attention is
exclusive and destructive, it makes the mind narrow and is
therefore a deteriorating factor. The narrow mind may produce
immediate results, but it cannot understand extensively; but when
the mind is extensive, it can include the particular also. This
elasticity, pliability, swiftness of the mind, cannot come about if
there is resistance; therefore, one has to be aware of and understand
the many interests, and not resist them. As each interest comes up,
look at it; don't condemn or justify it, but go into it, absorb it fully
and completely. It does not matter whether it is a sexual interest,
the desire to be somebody, or any other interest. Go into each
interest and feel its implications, think it out; and then you will find
that the mind is capable of being extensively aware of every
interest, seeing the implications of it immediately without going
into it step by step. Surely, such a mind is essential for
understanding the real, because the real, that which is true, is not
exclusive. The mind is exclusive because we have trained it to deal
only with the particular, forced it to focus on one interest and
exclude other interests. Therefore, it is incapable of receiving that
which is limitless. Though you may read about the limitless, and
repeat what you read, by doing so you are merely hypnotizing
yourself. Whereas, if you can look at each interest without
condemnation or justification, without identifying yourself, if you
can be aware of its whole content, then you will see that the mind,
being free, is both swift and very slow. It is like a high-powered
and perfectly balanced engine - though it can run at great speed, it

can go very slowly also. It is only then that the mind is capable of
receiving the intimations of the real. Whereas, a mind that is
exclusive, limited, conditioned, can never understand that which is
eternal. To understand the eternal is to understand oneself. When
there are multiple interests, we have to understand each interest as
it arises, and only then can there be that freedom in which the real
is discovered.
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As we are to have several talks during the coming weeks, I think it
is important to understand the relationship between the speaker and
yourself. First of all, we are not dealing with ideas, nor with
opinions. I am not trying to convince you of any particular point of
view, nor am I trying to convey any idea, because I do not believe
that ideas, opinions, can bring about a fundamental change in
action. What brings about a radical change is understanding the
truth of what is. So, we are not dealing with opinions or with ideas.
Ideas always meet with resistance; one idea can be opposed by
another idea, and an opinion can create a contradiction. Therefore,
to seek the solution to a problem through an idea is utterly futile.
As I say, ideas do not bring about a radical transformation; and at
the present time in world affairs, and in our individual lives, a
radical transformation, a revolution of values, is essential. Such a
change of values is not brought about by merely changing ideas, or
by substituting systems. So, I am not trying to persuade you or
dissuade you on any particular point of view. Nor am I acting as a
guru to anybody, because I do not think that a guru is necessary in
the discovery of truth. On the contrary, a guru is an impediment to
the discovery of the real. Nor am I acting as a leader, creating an
opinion, an organization; for a leader is a deteriorating factor in
society.
So, we must be very clear, both you and I, as to the nature of
our relationship; and you must know what is the attitude of the
speaker before you can reject or accept what he says. If I may

suggest, before you reject any of the things I say, first very
carefully examine them, without any bias. It is very difficult to out
prejudice; but if we are to understand something, there must be no
prejudice, and we cannot merely relegate what is being said to
some ancient authority. That is merely another form of escape.
What I want to try to do during these discussions and talks is to
point out certain things; and while I point them out, please do not
become mere observers, spectators, listeners. Because, you and I
are going to undertake a journey to see if we can discover the
whole sequence of modern civilization, its splendour and its
catastrophe, in which both the East and the West are involved. It is
a voyage of discovery which you and I are going to undertake
together in order to see very clearly and directly what is taking
place. For that, you do not want a leader, you do not want a guru,
you do not need an organization, or any opinions. What you do
need is clarity of perception to see things as they are; and when
you see things thus clearly, truth comes into being. To see clearly,
you must give, not sporadic attention, but sustained, direct, positive
attention, without any distraction - and that is going to be our
difficulty.
We have so many problems, political, economic, social and
religious, all demanding action; but before we can act, we must
know what the problem is. It would be really absurd merely to act
without knowing the whole sequence of a problem. But most of us
are concerned with action, we want to do something. There are
communal problems, national problems, problems of war,
problems of starvation, of linguistic differences, and innumerable
other problems; and being confronted with them, we want to know

what to do. Our whole impulse, our motive, is not to study the
question or the problem, but to do something about it. After all, a
problem like starvation requires a great deal of study, a great deal
of understanding. In understanding, there is action. Merely to act
on some superficial response is utterly futile, leading to greater
confusion.
Now, if you will, what you and I are going to do is to examine
very clearly, sanely and rationally the whole problem of our
existence. I am not going to tell you what to think - which is what
the propagandists do; but in examining what is, we are going to
learn how to think about a problem, which is far more important
than to be told what to think. The world problem at the present
time is so grave, the catastrophe so imminent, the disaster so
rapidly spreading, that to think merely according to a formula,
whether of the left or of the right, is utterly futile. A formula
cannot produce an answer; it can only produce action according to
its own limited standard. So, what is important in these discussions
and talks is first of all to realize that we are confronted with
problems which need very careful study, not according to any
premeditated plan or preconceived idea. I am not giving you a
plan, nor am I telling you what to do, but you and I together are
going to find out what the problem is. In understanding the
problem, we shall understand the truth with regard to the problem
which is the only rational approach, If you are looking for a
formula, for a system, I am afraid you will be disappointed,
because I do not propose to give you a formula. Life has no
formula. It is the intellectual people who have a formula which
they want to superimpose on life. We must be very clear about this.

If you have come to this meeting out of curiosity because you have
read something about my supposed position, you may be either
satisfied or dissatisfied; but without serious intention, you will
never understand the whole problem of existence, The problem is
not merely Indian, Maharashtra or Gujarat, which is all childish;
the problem is universal. the problem of every individual, whether
in Europe, America, or Russia.
So, I am going to help you to think rightly; you and I are going
to undertake a journey into the problems of the present world
crisis. To do that, I must invite your cooperation. Cooperation in
this case consists in right listening; that is, you must experience
what is being said as we go along together, and not merely listen to
the lecture and then go away with certain set ideas of acceptance or
denial. You and I together are to undertake a journey; and to
undertake the journey, you must be prepared to experience, to
observe, to watch, and to be aware of the implications of that
journey. So, if I may say so, to understand you must not merely
listen objectively to what is being discussed, but inwardly
experience it. I am not being dogmatic - it is stupid to be dogmatic,
and people who are dogmatic are intolerable. The man who says he
knows, does not know - one should beware of such people. In
undertaking the journey, we must be very, clear about what is
necessary. The first essential is that we should not be tethered to
any past experience, whether national, religious, or personal. If we
undertake a journey of real investigation, we must set aside all
those bondage's that are holding us. That is difficult, especially for
the older people who are more firmly rooted in tradition, in family,
and for people with a bank account; and the young will come

forward if there is any reward, if they are guaranteed a joy, a
position, an immediate answer. So, we are beset with many
difficulties.
Now, what is our problem? The common daily problem of
existence is obviously one of suffering, is it not? Suffering in
different forms is the common lot of all of us, whether it be
economic, social, the suffering that death brings, and so on. There
is naturally a desire to be secure in the midst of the insecurity, the
uncertainty about us. We want to have security with regard to food,
clothing, and shelter; we want security in our relationships, in our
ideas. Is that not what we are seeking? We want to be certain in our
possessions, whether those possessions be things, people, or ideas;
and for our possessions we are willing to battle, maim, destroy. In
order to be secure in our relationships, secure in our possessions,
secure in our ideas, we have created national frontiers, beliefs,
Gods, leaders, and so on. When each one of us is thus seeking
security, naturally there must be opposition, and this opposition
creates conflict in our life. When we are seeking security, existence
is one constant battle, one constant conflict; and being in conflict,
being in misery, we want to find the truth. Put succinctly, that is
our position, and we will work out the details as we go along. The
important thing in our life is how to avoid conflict, how to have no
resistance - surely, that is our problem, is it not?
Throughout the world there are wars, starvation, strife, conflict
between peoples, between families, in the family and outside the
family; there is division between Brahmins and non-Brahmins,
between Indians and Europeans, between Japanese and Americans,
and so on and on. Our immediate problem is that of food, clothing

and shelter, and whether these necessities can be produced for
everybody so that there is no starvation in the world. Each party,
each system, whether of the left or of the right, offers a conflicting
solution, and you and I are equally in the strife, politically,
economically, and socially. Our life is one of constant struggle to
maintain our position, to accumulate money and to hold on to it;
and we are beset with innumerable other problems - the problem of
death and what happens after death, the problem of whether there
is God, what truth is, and so on. How are you and I to approach
these complex problems? All the intellectual people of the world,
who have gone into these problems and have tried to show us the
way, have failed. That is the calamity of modern civilization, is it
not? The intellectual people have collapsed, their formulas are
unworkable, and we are directly confronted with the problem of
starvation and of right relationship. So, our concern is with action,
with relationship, with finding out how you and I can approach
anew all these problems. We have seen that approaching them
along the old and routine lines has not produced any fundamental
change, but has only increased the confusion. So, how can you and
I approach these problems anew? Obviously, we cannot wait for
somebody else, a guru or a leader, to resolve our difficulties. That
is infantile, it is immature thinking. The responsibility is yours and
mine; and since leaders have failed, since system and formulas
have no meaning, we cannot sit back as onlookers and expect to be
told what to do. So, how are you and I going to act with regard to
these problems?
Before we can act, we must know how to think. There is no
action without thought. Most of us do act without thought, and

acting without thought has led us to this confusion. So, we must
find out how to think before we can know how to act. You and I
must find out the right way to think, must we not? If we merely
quote the Bhagavad Gita, the Bible, or Koran, it has no meaning quoting what somebody else has said is of no value. Repeating a
truth is to repeat a lie. By repeating, we think we have solved the
problem. How absurd! Authority, whether modern or ancient, has
no relation to right thinking. Only when you and I find out how to
think rightly can we solve the colossal problems that confront us. If
we wait for other people to do the work, they will be- come
leaders, and leaders inevitably lead us to catastrophe.
Now, how do you set about thinking rightly? To think rightly,
you must know yourself, must you not? If you do not know
yourself, you have no basis for right thinking, and therefore what
you think has no value. You are not different from the world; the
world problem is your problem, and the process of yourself is the
total process of the world. That is, you have created the problem,
which is both individual and universal, and to bring about the right
action which will solve it, you must be able to think rightly; and to
think rightly, you must obviously know yourself. So, our chief
concern is not mere personal salvation, but to know how to think
rightly through self-knowledge. Individuals, you and I, create the
world; therefore, the individual is of the highest importance. You
and I are responsible for the brutal confusion in the world - the
patriotism, the conflicting nationalism's, the absurd divisions of
people. We will go into all this later. But obviously, you and I are
responsible for the world's misery, not some mysterious force. It is
our direct responsibility, and to bring about the right action, there

must be right thinking. Therefore, you and I are of the utmost
importance. As I said, as long as you do not know what you are,
you have no basis for right thinking; and that is why it is essential
to know yourself before you do something. The clever people who
are here may say, `We know all about the world's problem'. When
they say that, it is because they do not want to act. To offer a
solution for the world's problem without knowing oneself is merely
a postponement of the inevitable, because the world's problem is
one's own problem, and the individual is not apart from the world.
In understanding yourself, you are not withdrawing from the
world. There is no such thing as existence in isolation. Nothing
lives in isolation, and I am not proposing an escape from life, an
avoidance or a withdrawal from life. On the contrary, you can
understand yourself only in relationship with things, with people,
and with ideas, and that relationship is always in existence, it is
never absent. Relationship is a process of self-revelation. You
cannot deny relationship; if you deny it, you cease to be. So, what I
am saying is practical, it is not something vague. But you must first
see the problem, and then find out how to approach it; and in
approaching it rightly, you will be able to solve the problem. That
is why you are of the highest importance.
I am going to talk to you during the next six weeks on how to
understand oneself in order to have right thinking and therefore
right action with regard to the problems that confront us. There is a
difference between right thinking and right thought. Right thought
is static, whereas right thinking is pliable and in constant
movement. Right thinking leads to discovery, to direct knowledge,
and it comes through the observation of oneself. The individual is

constantly varying, and therefore you require a mind that is
extraordinarily swift. That is the only way to right thinking, and
hence to the right action which alone can solve this present
confusion.
Three or four questions have been given to me, and I shall try to
answer them.
Question: In view of the impending war and the atomic
devastation of humanity, is it not futile to concentrate on mere
individual transformation?
Krishnamurti: It is a very complicated question and needs very
careful study; I hope you will have the patience to go step by step
with me, and not leave off halfway. We know what are the causes
of war; they are fairly obvious, and even a schoolboy can see them
- greed, nationalism, the search for power, geographical and
national divisions, economic conflicts, sovereign states, patriotism,
one ideology, whether of the left or of the right, trying to impose
itself upon another, and so on. These causes of war are created by
you and me. War is the spectacular expression of our daily
existence, is it not? We identify ourselves with a particular group,
national, religious, or racial, because it gives us a sense of power;
and power inevitably brings about catastrophe. You and I are
responsible for war, not Hitler, Stalin, or some other super-leader.
It is a convenient expression to say that capitalists, or insane
leaders, are responsible for war. At heart, each one wants to be
wealthy, each one wants power. These are the causes of war, for
which you and I are responsible. I think it is fairly clear that war is
the result of our daily existence, only more spectacularly, more
bloodily so. Since we are all trying to accumulate possessions, pile

up money, naturally we create a society with frontiers, boundaries,
tariff walls; and when one isolated nationality comes into conflict
with another, inevitably war results - which is a fact. I do not know
if you have thought of this problem at all. We are confronted with
war, and must we not find who is responsible for it? Surely, a sane
man will see that he is responsible and will say, `Look, I am
creating this war, therefore I shall cease to be national, I shall have
no patriotism, no nationality, I shall not be Hindu, Muslim, or
Christian, but a human being'. That requires a certain clarity of
thought and perception, which most of us are unwilling to face. If
you personally are opposed to war - but not for the sake of an ideal,
because ideals are an impediment to direct action - , what are you
to do? What is a sane man to do who is opposed to war? First, he
must cleanse his own mind, must he not? - free himself from the
causes of war, such as greed. Therefore, since you are responsible
for war, it is important to free yourself from the causes of war.
That means, among other things, that you must cease to be
national. Are you willing to do that? Obviously not, because you
like to be called a Hindu, a Brahmin, or whatever your label is.
That means that you worship the label and prefer it to living sanely
and rationally; so you are going to be destroyed, whether you like
it or not.
What is a person to do if he wants to free himself from the
causes of war? How is he to stop war? Can the coming war be
stopped? The momentum of greed, the power of nationalism,
which every human being has set in motion - can they be stopped?
Obviously they cannot be stopped. War can be stopped only when
Russia, America, and all of us transform ourselves immediately

and say that we will have no nationalism, we will not be Russians,
Americans, Hindus, Muslims, Germans or Englishmen, but human
beings; we will be human beings in relationship, trying to live
happily together. If the causes of war are eradicated from the heart
and mind, then there is no war. But the momentum of power is still
going on. I will give you an example. If a house is burning, what
do we do? We try to save as much of the house as possible, and
study the causes of the fire; then we find the right kind of brick, the
proper fire-resisting material, improved construction, and so on,
and we build anew. In other words, we leave the house that is
burning. Similarly, when a civilization is crumbling, is destroying
itself, sane men who see they cannot do anything about it, build a
new one that will not burn. Surely, that is the only way to act, that
is the only rational method - not merely to reform the old, to patch
up the burning house.
Now, if I were to collect together, at this meeting and
elsewhere, all who feel they are really free from the causes of war,
then what would happen? That is, can peace be organized? Look at
the implications of it, see what is involved in organizing peace.
One of the causes of war is the desire for power - individual,
group, and national. What happens if we form an organization for
peace? We become a focal point of power; and the pursuit of
power is one of the causes of war. There are continued wars; and
yet, when we organize for peace, we are creating an organization
for power, which is one of the causes of war. The moment we
organize for peace, we inevitably invite power; and when we have
power, we are again creating the causes of war. So, what am I to
do? Seeing that one of the causes of war is power, am I to oppose

war, which means further power? In the very process of opposition,
am I not creating power? Therefore, my problem is quite different.
It is not an organizational problem. I cannot talk to a group, but
only to you as an individual, showing you the causes of war. You
and I as individuals must give our thought to it, and not leave it to
somebody else. Surely, as in a family, when there is affection,
when there is mercy, we need no organization for peace, what we
need is mutual understanding, mutual cooperation. When there is
no love, inevitably there is war. To understand the complex
problem of war, one must approach it very simply. To approach it
simply is to understand one's own relationship to the world. If in
that relationship there is a sense of power, a sense of domination,
that relationship inevitably creates a society based on power, on
domination, which in turn brings about war. I may see that very
clearly, but if I tell ten people about it and organize them, what
have I done? I have created power, have I not? Because I have the
support of ten people who are in opposition possible for creating
war. No organization is necessary. The organization is the power
element that brings about war. There must be individuals who are
opposed to war; but when you gather them into an organization, or
represent a creed, the moment you do it you are in the same
position as the warmonger. Most of us are satisfied with words, we
live on words without meaning; but if we examine the problem
very closely, very clearly, then the problem itself yields the
answer, you do not have to seek it. So, each one of us must be
aware of the causes of war, and each one must be free of them.
Question: Instead of having hairsplitting discussions on the
question of being and becoming, why do you not apply yourself to

some of the burning questions of the country and show us a way
out? What is your position, for instance, on the questions of HinduMuslim unity, Pakistan-India amity, Brahmin and non-Brahmin
rivalry, and whether Bombay should be a free city or part of
Maharashtra? You will do a great service if you can suggest an
effective solution to these difficult problems.
Krishnamurti: Whether Bombay should be a free city or not,
whether there should be unity among Hindus and Muslims - are
problems like those which human beings throughout the world are
having. Are they difficult problems - or are they childish, immature
problems? Surely, we ought to have outgrown this childish kind of
business; and do you call these the burning problems of the day?
When you call yourself a Hindu and say you belong to a particular
religion, are you not quarrelling over words? What do you mean by
Hinduism? A group of beliefs, dogmas, traditions and
superstitions. Is religion a matter of belief? Surely, religion is the
search for truth, and religious people are not those who have these
stupid ideas. The man who is searching for truth is a religious man,
and he has no need for labels, Hindu, Muslim, or Christian. Why
do we call ourselves Hindus, Muslims, or Christians? Because we
are not really religious people at all. If we had love, mercy in our
hearts, we would not care two pins what we called ourselves - and
that is religion. It is because our hearts are empty that they are
filled with things which are childish - and which you call the
burning questions! Surely, that is very immature. Whether Bombay
should be a free city, whether there should be Brahmins and nonBrahmins - are these the burning problems, or are they a front
behind which you are hiding? After all, who is a Brahmin? Surely,

not he who wears the sacred thread. A Brahmin is a person who
understands, who has no authority in society, who is independent
of society, who is not greedy, who is not seeking power, who is
outside all power - such a person is a Brahmin. Are you and I such
people? Obviously we are not. Then why call ourselves by a label
which has no meaning? You call yourself by that label because it is
profitable, it gives you a position in society. A sane man does not
belong to any group, he does not seek position in a society, which
only breeds war. If you were really sane, it would not matter what
you are called; you would not worship a label. But labels, words,
become important when the heart is empty. Because your heart is
empty, you are frightened, and are willing to kill others. It is really
an absurd problem, this matter of Hindus and Muslims. Surely,
Sirs, it is childish, unworthy of mature people, is it not? When you
see immature people making a mess of things, what do you do? It
is no use hitting them on the head. You either try to help them, or
you withdraw and leave them entirely free to make their mess.
They like their toys, so you withdraw and build a new culture, a
new society. Nationalism is a poison, patriotism is a drug, and the
world conflicts are a distraction from direct relationship with
people. If you know that, can you indulge in them any more? If
you see that clearly, there will be no division between Hindu and
Muslim. Our problem then is much vaster than the question of
whether Bombay should be a free city, and we will not therefore
lose ourselves in stupid problems in the face of the real issues of
life. Sirs, the real issues of life are near at hand, in the battle
between you and me, between husband and wife, between you and
your neighbour. But of our personal lives we have created this

mess, these quarrels between Brahmin and non-Brahmin, between
Hindu and Muslim; you and I have contributed to this mess, and
we are directly responsible, not some leaders. Since it is our
responsibility. we have to act; and to act, we must think rightly;
and to think rightly, we have to put away childish things, all that
we know to be utterly false and without meaning. To be mature
human beings, we must put away the absurd toys of nationalism, of
organized religion, of following somebody politically or
religiously. That is our problem. If you are really earnest, serious
about all this, then you will naturally free yourself from infantile
acts, from calling yourself by particular labels, whether national,
political, or religious; and only then shall we have a peaceful
world. But if you merely listen, you will go out and do exactly the
same thing that you have done before. (Laughter.) I know you
laugh - and that is where the tragedy lies. You are not interested in
stopping war, you are not really interested in having peace in the
world. In Poona, perhaps, you are for the moment living
peacefully, and you think you will somehow survive. You are not
going to survive. You are talking of war between Hyderabad and
new India, of communal problems, and so on. We are all on the
brink of a precipice. This whole civilization which man has
believed in, may be destroyed; the things which we have produced,
tenderly cultivated - everything is now at stake. For man to save
himself from the precipice, there must be a real revolution - not a
bloody revolution, but a revolution of inward regeneration. There
cannot be regeneration without self-knowledge. Without knowing
yourself, there is nothing you can do. We have to think out every
problem anew; and to do that, we must free ourselves from the

past, which means that the thought process must come to an end.
Our problem is to understand the present in its enormity, with its
inevitable catastrophes and miseries - we must face it all anew.
There can be no newness if we merely carry on with the past, if we
analyze the present through the thought process. That is why, to
understand a problem, the thought process must cease. When the
mind is still, quiet, tranquil - only then is the problem resolved.
Therefore it is important to understand oneself. You and I must be
the salt of the earth, professing a new thought, a new happiness.
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It is especially difficult to understand the intricacies and the
complexities of human relationship, is it not? Even when one is
very familiar with a person, it is often very arduous and almost
impossible to find out what his feelings and thoughts are. This
becomes comparatively easy when there is affection, love between
two people, for then there is immediate communion at the same
time and on the same level; but that communion is denied when we
are merely discussing or listening on the verbal level. To establish
that communion between you and me is extremely difficult,
because there is no communion, there is no real understanding.
Communion ceases to exist when there is fear or prejudice,
because then the defence mechanism is at work. Perhaps I see
things in a way different from that to which you are accustomed,
and I want to be in communion with you, I want to communicate to
you what I see. I may not see truly or completely; but, if you want
to examine what I am communicating, you on your side must be
open, receptive.
I am not dealing with ideas. To me, ideas have no meaning at
all. Ideas do not produce revolution, ideas do not produce
regeneration; and it is regeneration that is essential. The
communication of ideas is comparatively easy, but to commune
with each other beyond the verbal level is extremely arduous. What
we have to establish between us is not some imaginative, mystic
communion, but a communion that is possible only when both of
us are intent on discovering the truth which will solve our

problems. For myself, I feel that there is a reality which is from
moment to moment, which is not in the realm of time at all. That
reality is the only solution to the innumerable problems of our life.
When one perceives that reality, or when that reality comes, it is a
liberating factor; but no amount of intellectual argumentation, of
disputation, of conflict, whether economic, social or religious, will
resolve the problems that the mind itself creates.
We have met to commune with each other, and to do that one
must be open and receptive, not accepting or denying, but
enquiring. You and I are related, we are not living in isolation.
Truth is not something apart from relationship. Relationship is
society, and in understanding the relationship between yourself and
your wife, between yourself and society, you will find truth, or
rather, truth will come to you, and it will bring liberation from all
problems. You cannot find truth, you must let it come to you; and
for that there must be a mind that is no longer haunted by
ignorance. Ignorance is not the lack of technical knowledge, the
lack of having read many philosophical books; ignorance is lack of
self-knowledge. Though one may have read many philosophical
and sacred books and be able to quote them, mere quotations,
which are the accumulated words and experiences of others, do not
free the mind from ignorance. Self-knowledge arises only when
there is the searching out and experiencing of the ways of one's
own thoughts, feelings, and actions, which is to be aware of the
total process of oneself in relationship, from moment to moment.
Self-knowledge, which we will discuss presently, gives the right
perspective in approaching any of our problems, the right
perspective being the understanding of the truth of the problem;

and that understanding will inevitably bring about action in
relationship. So, self-knowledge is not opposed to, nor does it
deny, action. Self-knowledge reveals the right perspective or the
truth of the problem, from which action arises - these three are
always interrelated, they are not separate. There is no true action
without self-knowledge. If I do not know myself, obviously I have
no basis for action; what I do is mere activity, it is the response of a
conditioned mind, and therefore has no meaning. A conditioned
response can never liberate, or produce order out of this chaos.
Now, the world and the individual are one process, they are not
opposed; and a man who is trying to solve his own problems,
which are the problems of the world, must obviously have a basis
for his thought. I think this is fairly clear. If I do not know myself, I
have no basis for thinking; if I do not know myself and merely act,
such action is bound to produce misery and confusion - which is
exactly what is taking place in the world at the present time. So, an
enquiry into self-knowledge is not a process of isolation, it is not
the fancy or luxury of an ascetic. On the contrary, it is an obvious
necessity for the man of the world, for the poor and for the rich,
and for him who wants to solve the problems of the world; because
man is the world, he is not apart from the world. I think it is very
important to realize that this world is the product of our everyday
existence, and that the environment which we have created is not
independent of us. The environment is there, and you cannot
change it without changing yourself; and to change yourself, you
must understand your own thoughts, feelings and actions in
relationship. Economists and revolutionary people seek to alter the
environment without altering the individual; but mere alteration of

environment without understanding oneself has no meaning.
Environment is the product of the individual's effort, the two are
interrelated; and you cannot alter the one without altering the other.
You and I are not isolated; we are the result of the total process, the
outcome of the whole human struggle, whether we live in India,
Japan, or America. The sum total of humanity is you and me.
Either we are conscious of that, or we are unconscious of it. To
bring about a revolutionary change in the structure of society, each
one must understand himself as a total process, not as a separate,
isolated entity. If this is very clear, we can proceed with the
investigation into the nature of man's mind and what he is. But it
must be very clear to the earnest man that there cannot be a
complete revolution in the world merely on one level, either
economic or spiritual. A total, an enriching revolution cannot take
place unless you and I understand ourselves as a total process. You
and I are not isolated individuals, but are the result of the whole
human struggle with its illusions, fancies, pursuits, ignorance,
strife, conflict and misery. One cannot begin to alter the condition
of the world without understanding oneself. If you see that, there is
immediately within you a complete revolution, is there not? Then
no guru is necessary, because knowledge of oneself is from
moment to moment, it is not the accumulation of hearsay, nor is it
contained in the precepts of religious teachers. Because you are
discovering yourself in relationship with another from moment to
moment, relationship has a completely different meaning.
Relationship then is a revelation, a constant process of the
discovery of oneself; and from this self-discovery, action takes
place.

So, self-knowledge can come only through relationship, not
through isolation. Relationship is action, and self-knowledge is the
result of awareness in action. It is like this; Suppose you had never
read any books, and you were the first person to seek the meaning
of existence. There is nobody to tell you how to start; there is no
guru, no book, no teacher, and you have to discover the whole
process for yourself. How would you set about it? You would have
to begin with yourself, would you not? That is our problem.
Merely to quote authority is not self-knowledge, it is not the
discovery of the process of the self, therefore it has no value. You
have to start as though you knew nothing, and only then is there a
discovery which is creative, releasing; and only then does your
discovery bring happiness and joy. But most of us are living on
words; and words, like memory, are the outcome of the past. A
man who lives in the past cannot understand the present. So, you
have to discover the process of yourself from moment to moment,
which means you have to be aware, conscious of your thoughts,
feelings and actions. Be aware, and then you will see how your
thoughts, feelings and actions are not only based on the pattern
created by society, or by the religious teachers, but are the outcome
of your own inclinations. To be aware of your thoughts, feelings
and actions is the process of self-knowledge. All of us are aware in
the sense that we are conscious that we are doing or thinking
something; but we are not conscious of the motive or the urge that
lies behind what we think and do. We try to alter the framework of
thought, but we never understand the creator of the framework.
So, it is essential to understand ourselves; for without
understanding ourselves, without the process of self-discovery,

there is no creative revolution. To understand oneself is to be
aware of every thought and feeling without condemnation. When
you condemn, you put a stop to your feelings and thoughts; but if
you do not condemn, justify or resist, then the content of your
thought will reveal itself. Experiment, and you will see. This is
very important; because, to bring about a creative revolution or
regeneration, the first essential is to understand oneself. Without
understanding oneself, merely to bring about an economic change,
or introduce new patterns of action, has very little value. If we do
not understand ourselves, we will merely proceed from conflict to
conflict. Nothing can be created in conflict; creation can take place
only with the cessation of conflict. For a man constantly in battle
with himself and his neighbour, there can never be regeneration he can only go from reaction to reaction. Regeneration can come
only when there is freedom from all reaction, and that freedom
takes place only when there is self-knowledge. The individual is
not an isolated process, apart from the whole, but is the total
process of mankind; therefore, those who are in earnest, and who
desire to bring about a radical and fundamental revolution of
values, have to begin with themselves.
I have several questions, and I will try to answer as many as
possible.
Question: Image-worship, puja, and meditation, are natural and
obviously useful to man. Why are you denying them and taking
away the consolation in suffering which they offer?
Krishnamurti: Let us understand what we mean by meditation.
As it is a complex subject, you will have to pay continued
attention, otherwise you will miss the point. Let us first get the

main points clear to ourselves. First of all, I am not saying that
meditation is not necessary. But before we say whether it is
necessary or not, we must understand what it means. My guru, my
traditions, say `meditate', so I sit in a room and meditate. Surely,
that has no meaning. I must understand what is meant by
meditation.
What do we mean by meditation? In meditation, several things
are involved: prayer, concentration, the search for truth, or what we
call understanding, the desire to seek consolation, and so on. Let us
take prayer. What do we mean by it? Prayer is a form of
supplication. One is in difficulty, and one looks to somebody to
help one out. You and I may not pray, but millions do; and when
they pray, obviously they receive an answer, otherwise they
wouldn't do it. They receive a certain consolation. In prayer, does
the answer come from God, a superior entity, or does the answer
come from somewhere else? What is involved in prayer? First, you
repeat certain words; you are a Hindu, and you repeat certain
words, mantrams. By repeating words over and over again. you
induce quietness in the mind. If you endlessly repeat something,
obviously the mind is made dull, quiet; and when the conscious
mind is quiet, then it receives an answer. Where does the answer
come from? Does it come from what you call God, or does it come
from somewhere else? Why do you pray? Obviously, you pray
because you are in some sort of difficulty, there is a state of pain
and suffering, and you want an answer. That is, you have created a
problem; and by praying, which is a repetition of words, you quiet
the mind, and then the mind receives an answer. When you do that,
what is actually taking place? The superficial mind is in a quiet,

inactive state; then the unconscious projects itself, and you have an
answer. Or, to put it differently, you have a problem which you
worry and puzzle over for a long time, but you do not find an
answer. Then you say, `I will sleep on it'. When you wake up the
next morning, you have the solution. How does it take place? The
conscious mind, after worrying over a problem, puts the problem
aside and says, `I will leave it alone; and when the conscious mind
is quiet with regard to the problem, the unconscious is able to
project itself into the conscious, and the answer is there. You may
call it the still, small voice, the voice of God, or what you will - the
name does not matter. It is the unconscious that gives the
intimation, that gives an answer to the problem; and prayer is
merely a trick to make the conscious mind quiet, so that it can
receive the answer. But the conscious mind receives an answer
according to its conscious desire. As long as the mind is
conditioned, its answer will inevitably be conditioned. That is, if I
am nationalistic, and through prayer I reduce the conscious mind to
stillness, I receive an answer according to my nationalistic
conditioning. Therefore a Hitler can say, `I hear God's voice'. That
is one part of this question of meditation.
Then there is the problem of con- centration, which is a little
more difficult; it requires more application of thought and
attention. What do you mean by concentration? By concentration,
you mean exclusion. To concentrate upon an object, an idea, an
image, means to resist and exclude all other thoughts encroaching
upon your mind. To resist the flow of other ideas, to try to force
your mind to dwell upon one idea, is a constant battle, is it not?
You choose an idea, and you try to focus your mind on that idea

and resist all other thoughts; and when you are able to concentrate
on that idea to the exclusion of all others, you think you have learnt
complete concentration. When you do this, what is actually taking
place? Concentration becomes a constant conflict of resistance.
Why do you choose one thought, and deny all other thoughts?
Because you think that one particular thought is more important
than all the others, which you consider to be lesser ones. So, there
is a conflict, a constant battle between the lesser thoughts and the
more important thought. But if you follow and understand each
thought as it arises, whether important or unimportant - all
thoughts are important - , then there is no necessity for focussing
your thought on one idea. Then concentration is no longer
narrowing, but strengthening, creative. Look at a child. Give him a
toy, a plaything, something in which he is interested. The child will
be completely absorbed in it, you do not have to tell him to
concentrate. It is the grown - up people who are not interested and
who force themselves to concentrate. The man who makes an
effort to concentrate, has no interest in what he is doing. If he is
interested, concentration is no effort at all. Most of you indulge in
meditation because you are not interested in what you are doing
every day. So meditation carries you away from life, it is not a part
of your daily existence. Therefore, concentration, which you call
meditation, is merely an escape from life; and if you can escape
from life completely, you think you have gained something. But if
you examine every thought, every feeling as it arises, without
condemnation, justification, or resistance, then out of that constant
understanding, constant rediscovery, the mind becomes very quiet,
till and free. So, meditation is not concentration, meditation is not

prayer.
Then there is the performance of rituals. Why do you perform a
ritual? What is the truth behind it? My mother dies, and I do it for
no valid reason. Sirs, this introduces the question of sanity. To do
something without thinking, is insanity; to use words without a
referent, without meaning, is a state of unbalance. Why do you
perform rituals for the dead? If it gives you comfort, you are
seeking comfort and not understanding. If you know that, why are
you doing it? Do you know the full significance, the whole
implication of performing rituals? If you do not, obviously you
should not do it. Why do you do it, Sirs? Some people do it
because they have nothing else to do, especially women, and it
indicates the state of unbalance in which we are living. The
performance of rituals is a marvellous escape from the brutality of
life, from a brutal husband, the constant bearing of children; and
you condemn those who do not do it. To some it is an escape, to
others it is a matter of tradition, of authority. Surely, to perform a
ritual for the father or mother who has died because it is the
tradition to do so, is a state of unbalance. You do not know what it
means, but it will please the mother, or the father, or the neighbour.
He who does something he does not understand is an unbalanced
person. Surely, to quote authority, to do something you do not
understand because it gives you comfort, is not the action of a
balanced person.
Finally, there is the worshipping of an image, sitting in front of
a picture and losing yourself. Why do you worship dead things?
Why don't you worship your wives, your children and neighbours?
You worship dead things because they cannot respond, and you

can attribute to them what you want. It is a marvellous escape. You
do not worship the living because they can respond and tell you
how silly you are.
Now, if meditation is not prayer, is not concentration, is not
rituals and the repetition of words, is not the worship of images,
then what is meditation? To understand anything, obviously, a
quiet mind is necessary. What do we mean by meditation? If you
see that meditation is not the mere repetition of words, is not sitting
and looking at a picture and getting hypnotized - if you see the
truth of this, what happens to your mind? If you see the truth about
prayer, about image-worship, if you see the truth about rituals and
their fallacies, what then is the state of your mind? Obviously, if
you have seen the truth about all these things, you are free of them,
are you not? Being free of them, your mind becomes much more
clear, more tranquil, very quiet; and in that tranquillity, reality
comes into being. Meditation, then, is not a disciplining of the
mind and heart according to any particular pattern, but meditation
is a constant process of understanding from moment to moment.
Understanding comes only when there is perception of the truth not some abstract truth, but the truth of what is actual. If I mistake
a rope for a snake, there is a state of falsification; but when I see
the rope as a rope, there is truth. There is truth only when I see
things as they are, in their right perspective; and this whole process
of seeing things as they are, clearly and without distortion, is
meditation. But it is extremely difficult to see what is, not to
mistake the rope for the snake, because most of us are incapable of
perceiving without distortion. Therefore, meditation is the process
of de-conditioning the mind; it means being aware, without

condemnation, justification, or resistance, of every thought, every
feeling, every fancy that arises according to one's idiosyncracies
and particular tendencies. So, meditation means freedom from the
past. It is memory of the past that conditions your response, and
meditation is the process of freeing the mind from the past.
But here a difficulty arises. It is necessary for the mind to free
itself from the past in order not to distort what is, in order to see
things clearly as they are; and how can the mind, which is the
result of the past, free itself from the past? Mind can free itself
from the past only when you recognize that every thought is the
product of the past, and you are fully aware that thought cannot
solve any problem. The problem is a challenge, and a challenge is
always new; and to translate the new according to the terms of the
old is to deny the new. When the mind sees itself as the centre of
distortion and is free, clear and unfettered by the past, when it is no
longer separating itself as the `you', the `I', then it is still; and in
that stillness there is understanding, recognition, reality. It is an
experience which must be felt by each one, it cannot be repeated. If
you repeat it, it is the old. But if you are interested in solving
human problems, there must be meditation of this kind; and when
the mind becomes naturally quiet, as a pool becomes quiet when
the winds cease, then reality comes into being.
Question: Men are born unequal, and any intelligence test will
prove it. Our shastras recognize this fact by dividing men into three
types, satva, rajas and tamas. Why then do you say that your
message is for all, irrespective of differences in temperament and
intelligence? Are you not shirking your duty by pre- suming that
all are equal? Is it not a bit of demagogy?

Krishnamurti: Sir, it is an obvious fact that we are all unequal.
There is extraordinary difference between man and man, between
woman and woman. But is there a difference when you love
somebody? Is there any inequality? Is there any nationality? When
the heart is empty, then types become very important; then we
divide human beings into classes, colours, races. But when you
love, is there any difference? When there is generosity in your
heart, do you distinguish? You give yourself. It is the man who is
not generous, who is concerned with his bank account, that wants
to keep these differences and divisions. To a man who is seeking
the truth, there are no divisions; to seek the truth is to be active, to
have wisdom, to know love. The man who is pursuing a particular
path can never know the truth, because to him that path is
exclusive. When I say this is applicable to all, it is not to flatter
democracy - which is non-existent in the world. To appeal to the
common man is a cheap trick, the work of the politician. What I
am saying is applicable to everyone irrespective of his station in
life, whether he be rich or poor, and whatever his temperament
may be. We are all suffering, we all have our problems, we are
burdened by worries and in ceaseless conflicts; death, sorrow and
pain are our constant companions. The hierarchical principle is
clearly detrimental to spiritual thought. To divide man as the high
and the low indicates ignorance. Since we are all suffering on
different levels of consciousness, what I say is applicable to all.
We all want to be free from suffering whether rich, poor, or in
between. Suffering is our common lot; and as we are all seeking a
way out of suffering, what I say is applicable to all.
Now, as we are suffering, it is no good merely escaping from it.

Suffering cannot be understood through escape, but through loving
and understanding it. You understand something when you love it.
You understand your wife when you love her, you understand your
neighbour when you love him - which is not merely being carried
away by the word `love'. Most of us run away from suffering
through the innumerable clever tricks of the mind. Suffering is
understood only when we are face to face with suffering, not when
we are ceaselessly trying to avoid it. Through the desire to avoid
suffering we have developed a culture of distraction, of organized
religion with its ceremonies and pujas; and we accumulate wealth
by exploiting people. All these are indicative of the avoidance of
suffering. Surely, you and I, the man in the street, anyone can
understand suffering, only we must give our attention to it. But,
unfortunately, modern civilization merely helps us to escape
through amusements, through distractions, or through illusions, the
repetition of words, and so on. All this helps us to avoid what is,
and therefore we have to be aware of these innumerable escapes. It
is only when man is free from escapes that he will dissolve the
cause of suffering. To a happy man, a man who loves, there are no
divisions, he is neither a Brahmin nor an Englishman, neither a
German nor a Hindu. To such a man there is no division of high
and low. It is because we do not love that we have all these
invidious divisions. When you love, there is a sense of richness,
that perfume of life, and you are willing to share your heart with
another. When the heart is full, the things of the mind fall away.
Question: Maharashtra is the land of saints. Dyaneswari,
Tukaram, and a host of others belonging to Maha- rashtra, have
striven through Bakthi Marga to proclaim the truth and give

assistance to millions of common men and women, who still visit
Pandharpur temple year after year in devout faith. These saints
have given mantrams. Why do you not simplify your message and
bring it to the level of the common man?
Krishnamurti: Most of us are devout and want to worship
something; and as the mantrams have simplified life and helped the
millions, why do I not make my teaching simple? That is the gist of
the question. Sir, by repeating words, by repeating a name, do you
think you can give sustenance to the soul? Or do you merely dull
the mind? Surely, anything that is repeated over and over again
makes the mind insensitive. Is this constant repetition of words not
a trick to make the mind dull so that all revolution, all enquiry and
sensitive response are destroyed? It has become one of the
functions of governments to make the mind dull by constant
repetition; `We are right, and other parties are wrong'. By your
endless repetition of a name, by your constant performance of a
ritual, surely the mind, which should be sensitive and pliable,
becomes dull. Most of us have an inclination to live a kind of
devout life; but unfortunately, these repetitive exercises destroy it.
It is important to understand that the path of devotion and the path
of wisdom are not separate.Relationship, which is a process of selfrevelation, is not understood through any one path. If I want to
understand life, I must live it, I must be active, I must he full of
wisdom concerning life. To follow one path at the expense of the
other is distortion, a state of contradiction within oneself.
The questioner wants to know why I cannot make my teaching
simple enough for the common man. This is an extraordinary thing.
Why are you concerned about the common man? Are you really

concerned about the common man? I doubt it very much, If you
were concerned about the common man, then you would not
worship any system, there would be no political party, either left or
right. A system becomes important when you do not love the
common man but only love the system, am ideology for which you
are willing to kill and destroy the common man. After all, the
common man is you and I. What is the difficulty in understanding
what I say? The first difficulty is that you do not want to
understand. If you understood, you would have a revolution, and
this would disturb you, it would upset your father, your mother, or
your wife; so you say, `Your teachings are too complex'. In other
words, Sir, when you do not want to understand a thing, you make
the thing complex. When you want to understand something, you
love it; and when you love, life becomes simple. It is because you
have no love for your wife or for anything that this becomes a
complicated philosophy which you are finding extremely difficult.
When you love one person you love others, the heart is warm
towards everyone. Then you are in a sensitive, pliable state.
Because we have not that pliable, warm affection, we live on
words, we are sustained by words. We worship a system, with its
appalling class and racial divisions, with its economic frontiers,
because our hearts are empty. To understand, you must have love
in your hearts. Love is not a thing to be cultivated; it comes into
being swiftly and directly when it is not hindered by the things of
the mind. Our hearts are empty, and that is why there is no
communion between you and me. We listen, we have words, we
have argumentation, but there is no communion between us
because between us there is no love. When there is love - that

warmth, that generosity, that kindliness, that mercy - , there is no
need for philosophy, there is no need for teachers; for love is its
own truth.
September 5, 1948

POONA INDIA 3RD PUBLIC TALK 12TH
SEPTEMBER, 1948
Since all of us are concerned with action, and without action we
cannot live, we ought to go into this question fully and try to
understand it comprehensively. It is a difficult question, and we
will have to follow it at its different levels; because, most of us live
unintegrated lives, we live in departments, our life is
compartmental. Philosophies, actions and activities exist at
different levels, unconnected with each other; and such living
inevitably leads to confusion and disorder. So, in trying to
understand the complex problem of action, we must find out what
is activity, and what is action. There is a vast difference between
activity and action. We live an unintegrated life at different levels,
and try to solve the many problems each on its own level. The
economist tries to solve the whole problem of existence on the
economic level, the religious person on the psychological or socalled spiritual level, and the man who believes in social reform is
concerned with outward transformation, with change, the
modification of social standards, and so on.
So, we see that most of us are acting departmentally, isolating
the problem and trying to solve it as if it were wholly an economic
problem, or wholly a psychological or spiritual problem, wholly
inside the skin or outside the skin. Surely, this unrelated action is
unintegrated action, and such departmental action is mere activity.
That is, when we try to solve a problem on its own level, as if it
were unrelated to other issues of life, then such treatment is mere
activity. Activity is action unrelated to the whole. When we say,

`Change the environment first, and everything will follow', surely
such an idea reveals compartmental thinking, leading to mere
activity. Ma does not live on one level alone, he lives at different
levels of consciousness; and to separate his life into compartments,
into different unrelated levels, is obviously detrimental to action. It
is important to understand the distinction between activity and
action. I would call activity the conduct of life based on unrelated
or unintegrated levels - trying to live as though life were merely on
one level, and not be concerned with other levels, with other fields
of consciousness. If we examine such activities, we will find that
they are based on idea, and idea is a process of isolation; therefore,
activity is always a process of isolation, not unification. If you look
into activity, you will find that it is the outcome of an idea; that is,
the idea is considered the most important thing, and such an idea is
always separative. An idea which brings forth activity, or activity
based on the pattern of an idea, must inevitably be the cause of
conflict - and that is what is happening in our life. We have an
idea, and then conform to that idea; but if you will examine it
closely, you will find that the idea is separative. An idea can never
be integrating; idea is always separative, dividing. He who
indulges in mere activities based on idea, is obviously creating
mischief, causing misery, bringing about disorder. Integrated
action is not born of an idea; it comes into being only when we
understand life as a total process, not broken up into separate
departments, separate activities apart from the whole of existence.
Integrated action is action not is based on idea. It is comprehension
of the whole, of the total process; and what is a total process has
not the limitation of an idea. So, he who wants to act seriously,

earnestly and fully, without bringing about disorder, must
comprehend action as a whole, not based on idea. When action is
based on idea, it is mere activity; and all activity is separative,
exclusive.
Our problem, then, is how to act integrally, as a whole, not on
different unrelated levels. To act as a whole, to act integrally, the
obvious necessity is self-knowledge. Self-knowledge is not an
idea: it is a movement. An idea is always static; and without selfknowledge, mere action based on an idea obviously leads to
disorder, suffering and pain. So, for action, there must be selfknowledge. Self-knowledge is not a technique, it is not to be learnt
from a book. One discovers the process of self-knowledge through
relationship, relationship with one or with society. Society is the
relationship of myself with another. There can be integrated action
only when there is self-knowledge; and self knowledge is the
outcome, not of an idea, but of relationship, which is in constant
movement. If you observe, you will see that relationship can never
be fixed, can never be bound by an idea; relationship is in constant
movement, it is never static. Therefore, to understand relationship
is arduous, extremely difficult, and that is why we turn to mere
activity, ideation as a pattern of action. So, the earnest man
obviously must not be caught in activity, but understand
relationship through the process of self-knowledge. Understanding
the process of the `me', of the `mine', in its entire field, brings
about integrated action; and such action is complete, such action
will not create conflict.
Now, I have several questions, and I will try to answer as many
of them as I can. I have looked over these questions, but I have not

thought about them. I have had to choose a few questions ut of
many, and the rest we will deal with another week. So, I am
answering without premeditated response; and if you also will
think out each problem, we can proceed together and find the truth
of the question. If you merely listen to the response and wait for a
solution from me, this gathering will mean very little; but if we can
think out the problems and find the truth together, then the meeting
will have great significance. It is the truth that you want to find;
and for truth to come into being, your mind must be prepared. To
receive the truth, the mind must be swift, pliable and alert. If you
merely wait for an answer from me, obviously your mind is dull,
insensitive; and it is essential that the mind be swift and sensitive.
The mind is not sensitive when you are merely in a state of
receiving. Let us think out the problems, the manner of approach to
each question, and try to find the true answer together.
Question: What are the duties of a wife?
Krishnamurti: I wonder who has put this question, the wife or
the husband? If the wife has put it, it demands a certain response,
and if the husband has put it, it demands a certain other response.
In this country, a husband is the boss; he is the law, the master,
because he is economically dominant, and it is he who says what
the duties of a wife are. Since the wife is not dominant and is
economically dependent, what she says are not duties. We can
approach the problem from the point of view of the husband, or of
the wife. If we approach the problem of the wife, we see that
because she is not free economically her education is limited, or
her thinking capacities may be inferior; and society has imposed
upon her regulations and modes of conduct determined by the men.

Therefore, she accepts what are called the rights of the husband;
and as he is dominant, being economically free, and has the
capacity to earn, he lays down the law. Naturally, where marriage
is a matter of contract, there is no limit to its complications. Then
there is `duty' - a bureaucratic word that has no significance in
relationship. When one establishes regulations and begins to
enquire into the duties and rights of husband and wife, there is no
end to it. Surely, such a relationship is an appalling affair, is it not?
When the husband demands his `rights' and insists on having a
dutiful wife, whatever that may mean, their relationship is
obviously merely a business contract. It is very important to
understand this question; for surely, there must be a different
approach to it. As long as relationship is based on contract, on
money, on possession, authority, or domination, then inevitably
relationship becomes a matter of rights and duties. One can see the
extreme complexity of relationship when it is the result of a
contract - determining what is right, what is wrong, what is duty. If
I am the wife and you insist on certain actions, not being
independent naturally I have to succumb to your wishes, you
holding the reins. You impose on the wife certain regulations,
rights and duties, and therefore relationship becomes merely a
matter of contract, with all its complexities.
Now, is there not a different approach to this problem? That is,
when there is love, there is no duty. When you love your wife, you
share everything with her - your property, your trouble, your
anxiety, your joy. You do not dominate. You are not the man and
she the woman to be used and thrown aside, a sort of breeding
machine to carry on your name. When there is love, the word `duty'

disappears. It is the man with no love in his heart who talks of
rights and duties, and in this country duties and rights have taken
the place of love. Regulations have become more important than
the warmth of affection. When there is love, the problem is simple;
when there is no love, the problem becomes complex. When a man
loves his wife and his children, he can never possibly think in
terms of duty and rights. Sirs, examine your own hearts and minds.
I know you laugh it off - that is one of the tricks of the thoughtless,
to laugh at something and push it aside. Your wife does not share
your responsibility, your wife does not share your property, she
does not have the half of everything that you have, because you
consider the woman less than yourself, something to be kept and to
be used sexually at your convenience when your appetite demands
it. So you have invented the words `rights' and `duty; and when the
woman rebels, you throw at her these words. It is a static society, a
deteriorating society, that talks of duty and rights. If you really
examine your hearts and minds, you will find that you have no
love. If you had love, you would not have put this question.
Without love, I do not see the point of having children. Without
love, we produce ugly, immature, thoughtless children; and they
will be immature, thoughtless, all their lives, because they never
had affection and were merely used as toys and amusements, as
something to carry on your name. For a new society, a new culture
to come into being, obviously there cannot be domination either by
the man or by the woman. Domination exists because of inward
poverty. Being psychologically poor, we want to dominate, to
swear at the servant, at the wife or husband. Surely, it is the sense
of affection, that warmth of love, which alone can bring about a

new state, a new culture. The cultivation of the heart is not a
process of the mind. The mind cannot cultivate the heart; but when
the process of the mind is understood, then love comes into being.
Love is not a mere word. The word is not the thing. The word
`love' is not love. When we use that word and try to cultivate love,
it is merely a process of the mind. Love cannot be cultivated; but
when we realize that the word is not the thing, then the mind, with
its laws and regulations, with its rights and duties, ceases to
interfere, and then only is there a possibility of creating a new
culture, a new hope, and a new world.
Question: What is that quality which gives us the perception of
the whole?
Krishnamurti: Let us first understand the question. Most of us
act without integration. We perceive only a part of any problem,
and then act; and when our activity is based on the perception of
only a part and not the whole of a problem, obviously there must
be confusion and misery. So, the question is, how to perceive in its
entirety any human problem? Because, when we perceive a
problem in its entirety and act upon it as a whole, the problem is
solved. such action does not create further problems. If I can see as
a whole, and not merely partially, the problem of greed, of
violence, of nationalism, of war, then my action will not produce
further catastrophe, further misery. So, the question is, `What is
that quality which gives us the perception of the whole?'
Now, how do you approach a problem? When you approach a
problem seeking an answer, or trying to find the cause of the
problem, or trying to resolve it, you approach it with a very
agitated mind, don't you? You have a problem, and you want to

find an answer; therefore you are concerned with the solution, and
your mind is already occupied with finding that solution. That is,
you are not interested in the problem, you are only concerned to
find an answer to the problem. So, what happens? Because you
want an answer to the problem, you are not aware of the
significance of the problem itself. Since your mind is agitated, you
cannot possibly see the problem in its entirety; for you can see a
problem in its entirety only when the mind is still. There is
perception of the whole only when the mind is utterly silent. But
this silence, this stillness, is not induced, is not brought about
through discipline or control. Stillness comes only when
distractions cease, that is, when the mind is aware of all
distractions. The mind is interested in many things, in multifarious
problems, and if it chooses one interest and excludes other
interests, then it is not aware of the entire problem, and therefore
there is distraction; but if the mind is aware of every interest as it
arises and sees its meaning, there is no distraction. There is
distraction only when you choose a central interest, for then
anything away from the central interest is distraction. When you
choose a central interest, is the mind consumed, absorbed in that
interest? Obviously it is not. You may choose a central interest, but
if you examine your mind you will see that it is not consumed in
any one thing. If it were consumed in one thing, there would be no
distraction; but your mind is not consumed in one thing, it has
many interests. The implication of a distraction is that there is a
central interest, and therefore anything that competes with the
central interest is a distraction. A mind which has a central interest
and is resisting the so-called distractions, is not a still mind. Such a

mind is merely fixed in an idea, in an image or a formula, and a
fixed mind is not a quiet mind - it is merely held in bondage.
So, a still mind is essential for the perception of the whole; and
the mind is still only as it understands each thought and each
feeling as it arises. That is, the mind becomes still when the
thought process stops. Merely to resist, to build a wall of isolation
and live in that isolation, is not stillness, is not tranquillity.
Stillness that is cultivated, disciplined, enforced, tranquillity that is
compelled, is spurious, and such a mind can never perceive the
problem as a whole. Sir, living is an art, and art is not learnt in a
day. The art of living cannot be found in books, no guru can give it
to you; but since you have bought books and followed gurus, your
mind is full of false ideas, full of discipline, regulations and
restrictions. Because your mind is never quiet, never still, it is
incapable of perceiving any issue as a whole. To see anything
fully, completely, there must be freedom, and freedom does not
come through compulsion, a process of discipline, of suppression,
but only when the mind understands itself, which is selfknowledge. That higher form of intelligence which is negative
thinking comes only when the thought process has stopped and the
mind is fully aware, alert; and in that alert stillness, the whole of
the problem is perceived. Then only is there integrated action,
action which is full, right, and complete.
Question: You say that repeating mantrams and performing
rituals makes the mind dull. Psychologists tell us that when the
mind is concentrated on one thing, or on an idea, it becomes sharp.
A mantram is supposed to purify the mind. Is not your statement
contradictory to the findings of modern psychologists?

Krishnamurti: If you are going to depend on authorities, you are
lost, A specialist is an unintegrated person, and what he says about
his specialty cannot lead to integrated action. Besides, if you quote
one psychologist and somebody else quotes another contradicting
him, where are you? What you and I think is much more important
than all the psychologists put together. Let us, you and I, find out
for ourselves, and not quote what the psychologists or experts say.
That way leads to complete confusion and ignorant strife. The
question is, does the repetition of a mantram, or the performance of
a ritual, dull the mind? And the other question is, does
concentration on an idea sharpen the mind? Let us find out the
truth about it.
The repetition of a word, however well-sounding, is obviously a
mechanical process, is it not? Look at your own mind. When you
take the word Aum and keep on repeating it, what happens to your
mind? When you keep on repeating that word day after day, you
have a certain stimulation, a certain sensation, which is the
outcome of repetition. It is a mechanical response; and do you
think a mind that keep on repeating a word or a phrase is capable
of sharpness or swift thought? You have repeated mantrams; and is
your mind sharp, pliable, swift? You can see whether your mind is
swift or not, only in your relationship with another. If you observe
yourself in your relationship with your wife, your children your
neighbour, you will see that your mind is dull. You just imagine
that your mind is `sharp' - a word that has no referent in your
action, in your relationship, which is never clear, complete, full.
Such an imaginative mind is an unbalanced mind. The mere
repetition of words obviously gives a certain stimulation, a certain

sensation, but that is bound to make the mind dull.
Similarly, when you perform rituals, ceremonies, day after day,
what is happening? The regular performance of a ritual obviously
gives a certain stimulation, like going to the cinema; and you are
satisfied with that stimulation. When a man takes a drink, a
cocktail, for the moment he may feel uninhibited; but let him keep
on drinking, and he gets more and more dull. It is the same when
you keep on repeating rituals; you pour into your rituals an
enormous significance which they do not have. Sir, it is your mind
that is responsible for making itself dull, thereby making your life a
mechanical process. You do not know what it means. If you
thought it out, if you started all over again, you would not go on
repeating words. You do so because somebody has said that
repeating these words, these mantrams, will help you. To find truth
you need no guru, no book; to have a clear mind you have to think
out every issue, every movement of thought, every flutter of
feeling. Since you do not want to find truth, you have this
convenient dope, and the dope is the mantram, the word. I know
you will go on doing these rituals, because to break away from this
practice would create disturbance in the family, it would upset the
wife or the husband. There would be trouble in the family, so you
carry on. A man who carries on, not knowing what he does, is
obviously an unbalanced person; and I am not at all sure that those
who perform rituals are not unbalanced. If these rituals have any
meaning, they must have a response in daily life. If you are a
factory manager or owner and do not share your profits with the
workmen, do you think you will get peace by repeating that word
umpteen times? Men who are using people, monstrously exploiting

their servants and employees, perform rituals and repeat the word
`peace, peace' - it is a marvellous escape. Such a man is an ugly,
unbalanced entity, and no amount of talking about purity of life,
performing rituals, repeating the word Aum, changing the clothes
of his God, is going to alter it. What is the good of your mantrams
and rituals? You are talking of peace on the one hand, and causing
misery on the other. Do you think such action is balanced? You
will do innumerable rituals, but you will not act with generosity
because there is no spark of life in you. Most of us want to be dull
because we do not want to face life, and a dull mind can go to sleep
and live happily in a semi-comatose condition. Mantrams, the
performance of rituals, help to produce that sleeping condition and that is what you want. You are listening to words, but you are
not going to do a thing. That is what I am objecting to. You do not
drop your rituals, you won't stop exploiting, you will never share
your profits with others, you have no interest in raising the
standard of the underprivileged. It is all right for you to live in a
big house, but it is all wrong for them. Since you are not going to
do a thing, I do not see why you listen so raptly.
The second problem is whether concentration on an idea can
produce clarity or sharpness of the mind. It is a complex problem
and many things are involved in it, so let us think it out. What do
you mean by concentration? A child does not talk about
concentration when he has an interest. Give him a watch, a toy,
anything in which he takes interest - he will be completely
absorbed in it, nothing else exist for him. You are not interested,
therefore you make an effort to concentrate. That is, you choose a
pleasurable or gratifying idea which you call truth, a quality which

gives you a sense of well being, and try to fix your mind on it.
Other thoughts creep in and you push them aside, and you spend
your time battling against them in an effort to concentrate. If you
can concentrate and fix your mind on one idea, if you are able to
exclude other thoughts and isolate yourself with that one idea, you
think you have achieved something. In other words, your
concentration is merely exclusion. Life is too much for you,
therefore you concentrate on an idea; and then you think your mind
will be sharp. Will it? Can the mind ever be sharp if it lives in
isolation, in exclusion? The mind is sharp, clear, swift, only when
it is inclusive, when it does not live in isolation, when it is capable
of following every thought completely through and seeing its
consequences. Then only is the mind capable of being sharp - not
when concentrating on an idea, which is an exclusive process.
There is another question involved in this. What do you mean
by `idea'? What is an idea? Obviously, a fixed thought. What is
thought? Thought is the response of memory. There is no thought
without memory, there is no thought without the past; so thought
comes into being as the response of memory. And what is
memory? Memory is the residue of incomplete experience, of
experience which is not completely understood; so memory is the
product of incomplete action. Naturally I cannot go into it fully, as
it would take a great deal of time; but briefly, memory is
incomplete experience, and that incomplete experience which you
call memory produces thought, from which there is an idea. So,
idea is incomplete, and when you concentrate, your mind is
incomplete; and a mind that is incomplete must always be dull. The
mind becomes sensitive only when it is swift, clear, when it is

aware of its own response and is free of the response. When you
want to understand something, you love it; you watch that
something very intently, without condemnation, without
justification, without blame, without response. Then your mind is
swift, then your action is not based on an idea - which is merely the
continuation of memory, and therefore incomplete. A mind that is
forced to concentrate, that is immolated to an idea, identified with
an idea, is a dull mind, because an idea can never be complete; and
as most of us live on ideas, our minds are dull. Only when the mind
is free, capable of extraordinary pliability, can there be the
understanding of truth.
Question: Does a man go to sleep when his body is asleep?
Krishnamurti: This is an extraordinarily complex problem. If
you have the inclination and the interest, and are not too tired, we
can go into it. What do you mean by sleep? Do you mean the body
going to sleep? Are we asleep when we think we are sleeping? Are
not most of us living in a state of dreams in which we do things
automatically? When environmental influences compel you to
certain forms of action, are you not asleep? Surely, merely going to
bed is not the only form of sleep that most people aim at. Most of
us want to forget, we want to be dull, undisturbed, we want an
easy, comfortable life; so we put ourselves to sleep mentally and
emotionally while we are actively doing things.
To understand this problem we have to understand the question
of consciousness. What do we mean by consciousness? Do not
quote what somebody has said about it, either a Shankara or a
Buddha. Think it out for yourselves. I have not read any sacred
books, the Bhagvad-gita or the Upanishads, nor any books on

psychology. One has to think anew when one wants to find the
truth, one cannot find the truth through another. What you repeat is
a lie. It may be true for another, but when you repeat it, it becomes
a lie. Truth cannot be repeated, it must be experienced, and you
cannot experience it if you are caught in the net of words. We will
have to find what we mean by consciousness. Surely,
consciousness is a process of response to challenge, which you call
experience. That is, there is a challenge, which is always new; but
the response is always old. The response to the new, the response
to a challenge, is experience. That experience is termed, named,
given a label as good or bad, pleasurable or painful, and then
recorded, put away. So, consciousness at different levels is the total
process of experiencing; responding to a challenge, naming, and
recording. That is actually what is going on at different levels of
our being, a constant process, not a periodic process; response to a
challenge, naming or terming it, and storing it up in order to
communicate or to hold it. That total process at different levels is
called consciousness. I am not inventing - if you observe
yourselves, you will see that this is actually what is taking place.
Memory is the storehouse, the record, and it is memory that
interferes, responds to a challenge; and this process we call
consciousness. This is exactly what is taking place.
Now, when the body goes to sleep, when you are asleep, what
happens? The process is going on, the mind is still active, is it not?
You can often see that the mind is active in sleep when you have a
problem. During the day you think about it, worry about it, but you
cannot find an answer. When you wake up, you have a new way of
looking at the problem. How does that happen? Obviously, when

the conscious mind, after having worried over the problem,
becomes relaxed, into that quiet superficial mind the unconscious
is able to project itself; and when you wake up, you have the
answer. The conscious mind is never still; it is everlastingly active
in all its different layers. It is not possible during the waking hours
to still the mind; but when in sleep the superficial layer of
consciousness is quiet, the unconscious projects itself and gives the
right answer.
It is only when the mind, consciousness, is not naming, not
storing, but merely experiencing - only then is here freedom,
liberation. Sleep has a different meaning. We have no time now to
go into that question, but we will deal with it on another occasion.
The question is, what happens when the body is asleep? Obviously,
the superficial mind is quiet; but the whole consciousness goes on.
The vastness, the deeper significance of sleep is not understood if
we are not fully aware during the waking hours of the process of
consciousness. The process of consciousness is experiencing,
naming, and storing or recording; and as long as that full process is
kept up, there is no freedom. Freedom, liberation can come only
when thought ceases - thought being the product of memory, which
in turn is experiencing, naming, and recording. Freedom is possible
only when there is full, peaceful awareness of everything about
you and in yourself. Again, this brings up the question, what is
awareness? We will have to discuss it another time.
Question: Belief in God has been a powerful incentive to better
living. Why do you deny God? Why do you not try to revive man's
faith in the idea of God?
Krishnamurti: Let us look at the problem widely and

intelligently. I am not denying God - it would be foolish to do so.
Only the man who does not know reality indulges in meaningless
words. The man who says he knows, does not know; the man who
is experiencing reality from moment to moment has no means of
communicating that reality. Let us go into this question. The men
who dropped the atomic bomb on Hiroshima said that God was
with them; those who flew from England to destroy Germany said
that God was their copilot. The Hitler's, the Churchill's, the
generals, all talk of God, they have immense faith in God. Are they
doing service, making a better life for man? The people who say
they believe in God have destroyed half the world, and the world is
in complete misery. Through religious intolerance, there are
divisions of people as believers and nonbelievers, leading to
religious wars. It indicates how extraordinarily politically-minded
you are. And the capitalist has his fat bank account, his dull heart
and empty mind. (Laughter.) Don't laugh, because you do exactly
the same thing. The empty of heart also talk of God. Is belief in
God `a powerful incentive to better living'? Why do you want an
incentive to better living? Surely, your incentive must be your own
desire to live cleanly and simply, must it not? If you look to an
incentive, you are not interested in making life possible for all, you
are merely interested in your incentive, which is different from
mine - and we will quarrel over the incentive. But if we live
happily together, not because we believe in God, but because we
are human beings, then we will share the entire means of
production in order to produce things for all. Through lack of
intelligence we accept the idea of a super-intelligence which we
call `God; but this `God', this super-intelligence, is not going to

give us a better life. What leads to a better life is intelligence; and
there cannot be intelligence if there is belief, if there are class
divisions, if the means of production are in the hands of a few, if
there are isolated nationalities and sovereign governments. All this
obviously indicates lack of intelligence, and it is the lack of
intelligence that is preventing a better living, not non-belief in God.
Now, the other point is, what do you mean by `God'? First of
all, the word is not God, the word is not the thing. When you say
the word `God', it is not God. When you repeat that word, naturally
it produces a certain sensation, a pleasurable response. Or if you
say you do not believe in God, this rejection also has a
psychological significance. That is, the word `God' creates in you a
nervous response, which is also emotional and intellectual,
according to your conditioning; but such responses are obviously
not God. Now, how are you going to find the truth? Not by
isolation, not by withdrawing from life. To find truth, Sir, the mind
must be free from the response of the past; for truth is not seen
when the mind is fixed, it has to see anew from moment to
moment. A mind that is the product of memory, of time, cannot
follow truth. For reality to be seen, the thought process must cease.
Every thought is the product of time, the outcome of yesterday; and
the mind that is caught in the field of time cannot perceive
something beyond itself. What it perceives is still within the field
of time, and that which is in the field of time is not reality. Reality
can be only when the mind which is the product of time, ceases,
and then there is the experiencing of that reality, which is not
fictitious, which is not self-hypnosis. The thought process ceases
only when you understand yourself; and you can understand

yourself completely, fully, not in isolation, not in withdrawal from
life, but only in your relationship with your wife, your children,
your mother, your neighbour. So, reality is not far away,
regeneration is not a matter of time. Regeneration, that inward
revolution of clarity, comes into being only when you perceive
what is. It does not need time, it needs understanding, it needs
clarity of attention. Only when the mind is tranquil does
regeneration come. The experiencing of reality is not a matter of
belief; he who believes it does not know it, and when he talks
about it, he is merely indulging in words. Words are not
experience, they are not reality. Reality is immeasurable, it cannot
be caught in the garland of words, as life cannot be contained
within the walls of possession. Only when the mind is free can
creation come into being.
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It is fairly obvious that most of us are confused intellectually. We
see that the so-called leaders in all departments of life have no
complete answer to our various questions and problems. The many
conflicting political parties, whether of the left or of the right, seem
not to have found the right solution for our national and
international strife, and we also see that socially there is an utter
destruction of moral values. Everything about us seems to be
disintegrating; moral and ethical values have become merely a
matter of tradition, without much significance. War, the conflict
between the right and the left, seems to be a constantly recurring
factor in our lives; everywhere there is destruction, everywhere
there is confusion. In ourselves we are utterly confused, though we
do not like to acknowledge it; we see confusion in all things, and
we do not know exactly what to do. Most of us who recognize this
confusion, this uncertainty, want to do something, and the more
confused we are, the more anxious we are to act. So, for those
people who have realized that there is confusion in themselves and
about them, action becomes all-important. But when a person is
confused, how can he act? Whatever he does, whatever his course
of action may be, it is bound to be confused, and naturally such
action will inevitably create greater confusion. To whatever party,
institution or organization he may belong, until he clears up his
own sphere of confusion, obviously whatever he does is bound to
produce further chaos. So, what is he to do? What is a man to do
who is earnest and desirous of clearing up the confusion about him

and in himself? What is his first responsibility; to act, or to clear up
the confusion in himself, and therefore outside of himself? I think
this is an important question that most of us are unwilling to face.
We see so much social disorder which we feel needs immediate
reform that action becomes an engulfing process. Being anxious to
do something, we proceed to act, we try to bring about reforms, we
join political parties, either of the left or of the right; but we soon
find out that reforms need further reform, leaders need regrouping,
organizations demand more organizing, and so on. Whenever we
try to act, we find that the actor himself is the source of confusion;
so what is he to do? Is he to act when he is confused, or remain
inactive? That is really the problem most of us face.
Now, we are afraid to be inactive; and to withdraw for a period
to consider the whole problem requires extraordinary intelligence.
If you were to withdraw for a time to reconsider, to revaluate the
problem, your friends, your associates, would consider you an
escapist. You would become a nonentity, socially you would be
nowhere. If when there is flag-waving you do not wave a flag, if
when everyone puts on a particular cap you do not have that cap,
you feel left out; and as most of us do not like to remain in the
background, we plunge into action. So, the problem of action and
inaction is quite important to understand. Is it not necessary to be
inactive to consider the whole issue? Obviously, we must carry on
with our daily responsibility of earning bread; all the necessities
must be carried on. But the political, religious, social
organizations, the groups, committees, and so on - need we belong
to them? If we are very serious about it, must we not reconsider,
revalue the whole problem of existence? And to do that, must we

not for the time being withdraw in order to consider, ponder,
meditate? Is that withdrawal, inaction? Is not that withdrawal really
action? In that so-called inaction there is the extraordinary action
of reconsidering the whole question, revaluing, thinking over the
confusion in which one live? Why are we so afraid to be inactive?
Is it inaction to reconsider? Obviously not. Surely, the man who is
avoiding action is he who is active without reconsidering the issue.
He is the real escapist. He is confused, and in order to escape from
his confusion, from his insufficiency, he plunges into action, he
joins a society, a party, an organization. He is really escaping from
the fundamental issue, which is confusion. So, we are misapplying
words. The man who plunges into action without reconsidering the
problem, thinking that he is reforming the world by joining a
society or a party - it is he who is creating greater confusion and
greater misery; whereas, the so-called inactive man who withdraws
and is seriously considering the whole question - surely, such a
man is much more active.
In these times especially, when the whole world is on the edge
of a precipice and catastrophic events are taking place, is it not
necessary for a few at least to be inactive, deliberately not to allow
themselves to be caught in this machine, this atomic machine of
action, which does not produce anything except further confusion,
further chaos? Surely, those who are in earnest will withdraw, not
from life, not from daily activities, but withdraw in order to
discover, study, explore, investigate, the cause of confusion; and to
find out, to discover, to explore, one need not go into the
innumerable plans and blue prints of what a new society should or
should not be. Obviously, such blue prints are utterly useless;

because, a man who is confused and who is merely carrying out
blueprints, will bring about further confusion. Therefore, as I have
repeatedly said, the important thing, if we are to understand the
cause of confusion, is self-knowledge. Without understanding
oneself, there cannot be order in the world; without exploring the
whole process of thought, feeling and action in oneself, there
cannot possibly be world-peace, order and security. Therefore, the
study of oneself is of primary importance, and it is not a process of
escape. This study of oneself is not mere inaction. On the contrary,
it requires an extraordinary awareness in everything that one does,
awareness in which there is no judgment, no condemnation nor
blame. This awareness of the total process of oneself as one lives
in daily life is not narrowing, but ever expanding, ever clarifying;
and out of this awareness comes order, first in oneself, and then
externally in one's relationships.
So, the problem is one of relationship. Without relationship,
there is no existence; to be, is to be related. If I merely use
relationship without understanding myself, I increase the mess and
contribute to further confusion. Most of us do not seem to realize
this: that the world is my relationship with others, whether one or
many. My problem is that of relationship. What I am, that I project;
and obviously, if I do not understand myself, the whole of
relationship is one of confusion in ever widening circles. So,
relationship becomes of extraordinary importance, not with the socalled mass, the crowd, but in the world of my family and friends,
however small that may be - my relationship with my wife, my
children, my neighbour. In a world of vast organizations, vast
mobilizations of people, mass movements, we are afraid to act on a

small scale; we are afraid to be little people clearing up our own
patch. We say to ourselves, `What can I personally do? I must join
a mass movement in order to reform'. On the contrary, real
revolution takes place, not through mass movements, but through
the inward revaluation of relationship - that alone is real
reformation, a radical, continuous revolution. We are afraid to
begin on a small scale. Because the problem is so vast, we think we
must meet it with large numbers of people, with a great
organization, with mass movements. Surely, we must begin to
tackle the problem on a small scale, and the small scale is the `me'
and the `you'. When I understand myself, I understand you, and out
of that understanding comes love. Love is the missing factor, there
is a lack of affection, of warmth in relationship; and because we
lack that love, that tenderness, that generosity, that mercy in
relationship, we escape into mass action which produces further
confusion, further misery. We fill our hearts with blue prints for
world reform and do not look to that one resolving factor which is
love. Do what you will, without the regenerating factor of love,
whatever you do will produce further chaos. The action of the
intellect is not going to produce a solution. Our problem is
relationship, and not which system, which blue print to follow,
what kind of United Nations Organization to form; it is the utter
lack of good will in relationship - not with humanity, whatever that
may mean, but the utter lack of good will and love in the
relationship between two people. Have you not found how
extraordinarily difficult it is to work with another, to think out a
problem together with two or three? If we cannot think out
problems with two or three, how can we think them out with a

mass of people? We can think out problems together only when
there is that generosity, that kindliness, that warmth of love in
relationship; but we deny love and try to find the solution in the
arid fields of the mind.
So, relationship is our problem, and without understanding
relationship, merely to be active is to produce further confusion,
further misery. Action is relationship; to be, is to be related. Do
what you will, withdraw to the mountains, sit in a forest, you
cannot live in isolation. You can live only in relationship, and as
long as relationship is not understood, there can be no right action.
Right action comes in understanding relationship, which reveals
the process of oneself. Self-know ledge is the beginning of
wisdom, it is a field of affection, warmth and love, therefore a field
rich with flowers.
Question: The institution of marriage is one of the chief causes
of social conflict. It creates a seeming order at the cost of terrible
repression and suffering. Is there another way of solving the
problem of sex?
Krishnamurti: Every human problem requires great
consideration, and to understand the problem there must be no
response, no rejection, no acceptance. That which you condemn,
you do not understand. So, we must go into the problem of sex
very closely, fully and carefully, step by step - which is what I
propose to do. I am not going to lay down what should or should
not be done, which is silly, which is immature thinking. You
cannot lay down a pattern for life, you cannot put life into the
framework of ideas; and because society inevitably puts life into
the framework of moral order, society is always breeding disorder.

So, to understand this problem, we must neither condemn nor
justify, but we will have to think it out anew.
Now, what is the problem? Is sex a problem? Let us think it out
together - do not wait for me to answer. If it is a problem, why is it
a problem? Have we made hunger into a problem? Has starvation
become a problem? The obvious causes of starvation are
nationalism, class differences, economic frontiers, sovereign
governments, the means of production in the hands of a few,
separative religious factors, and so on. If we try to eliminate the
symptoms without eradicating the causes, if instead of tackling the
root we merely trim the branches because it is so much easier, the
same old problem continues. Similarly, why has sex become a
problem? To curb the sexual urge, to hold it within bounds, the
institution of marriage has been created; and in marriage, behind
the door, behind the wall, you can do anything you like and show a
respectable front outside. By using her for your sexual gratification
you can convert your wife into a prostitute, and it is perfectly
respectable. Under the guise of marriage, you can be worse than an
animal; and without marriage, without restraint, you know no
bounds. So, in order to set a limit, society lays down certain moral
laws which become tradition, and within that limit you can be as
immoral, as ugly as you like; and that unrepressed indulgence, that
habitual sexual action, is considered perfectly normal, healthy and
moral. So, why is sex a problem? To a married couple, is sex a
problem? Not at all. The woman and the man have an assured
source of constant pleasure. When you have a source of constant
pleasure, when you have a guaranteed income, what happens? You
become dull, weary, empty, exhausted. Have you not noticed that

people who before marriage were full of vital energy, become dull
the moment they are married? All the springs of life have gone out
of them. Have you not noticed it in your own sons and daughters?
Why has sex become a problem? Obviously, the more intellectual
you are, the more sexual you are. Have you not noticed that? And
the more there is of emotion, of kindliness, of affection, the less
there is of sex. Because our whole social, moral and educational
culture is based on the cultivation of the intellect, sex has become a
problem full of confusion and conflict. So, the solution of the
problem of sex lies in understanding the cultivation of the intellect.
The intellect is not the means of creation, and creation does not
take place through the functioning of the intellect; on the contrary,
there is creation when the intellect is silent. Only when there is
creation does the functioning of intellect have a meaning; but
without creation, without that creative affection, the mere
functioning of the intellect obviously creates the problem of sex.
As most of us live in the brain, as most of us live on words, and
words are of the mind, most of us are not creative. We are caught
in words, in spinning new words and rearranging old ones. Surely,
that is not creation. Since we are not creative, the only expression
of creativeness left to us is sex. In the sexual act there is
forgetfulness, and in forgetfulness alone there is creation. The
sexual act for a split second gives you freedom from that self
which is of the mind, and therefore it has become a problem.
Surely, creativeness comes into being only when there is absence
of thought which is of the `me', of the `mine'. I do not know if you
have noticed that in moments of great crisis, in moments of great
joy, the consciousness of `me' and `mine' which is the product of

the mind, disappears. In that moment of expansive appreciation of
life, of intense joy, there is creativeness. To put it simply, when
self is absent, there is creation; and since all of us are caught in the
arid intellect, naturally there is no absence of self. On the contrary,
in that field, in that striving to be, there is an exaggerated
expansion of the self, and therefore no creativeness. Therefore, sex
is the only means of being creative, of experiencing the absence of
the self; and since the mere sexual act becomes habitual, that too is
wearisome and gives strength to the continuity of the self; so sex
becomes a problem.
In order to solve the problem of sex, we will have to approach
it, not on any one level of thought, but from every direction, from
every side, the educational, religious, and moral. When we are
young, we have a strong feeling of sex attraction, and we marry or are married off by our parents, as happens here in the East.
Parents are often concerned only with getting rid of their boys and
girls, and the pair, the boy and the girl, have no knowledge of
sexual matters. Within the sacred law of society, the man can
suppress his wife, destroy her, give her children year after year and it is perfectly all right. Under the guise of respectability, he can
become a completely immoral person. One has to understand and
educate the boy and the girl - and that requires extraordinary
intelligence on the part of the educator. Unfortunately, our fathers,
mothers and teachers, all need this same education: they are as dull
as dishwater, they only know the do's, don'ts and taboos, they have
no intelligence for this problem. To help the boy and girl we will
have to have a new teacher who is really educated. But through the
cinema and the advertisements, with their half-naked girls, their

luscious women and lavish houses, and through various other
means, society is giving stimulation to sensate values, and what do
you expect? If he is married, the man takes it out on his wife; if he
is not married, he goes to someone under cover. It is a difficult
problem to bring intelligence to the boy and the girl. On every side
human beings are exploiting each other through sex, through
property, through relationship; and religiously, there is no
creativeness at all. On the contrary, the constant meditation, the
rituals or pujas, the repetition of words, are all merely mechanical
acts with certain responses; but that is not creative thinking,
creative living. Religiously, you are merely traditional, therefore
there is no creative enquiry into the discovery of reality.
Religiously, you are regimented, and where there is regimentation,
whether it is in the military or the religious sense, obviously there
cannot be creativeness; therefore you seek creativeness through
sex. Free the mind from orthodoxy from ritual from regimentation
and dogmatism, so that it can be creative, and then the problem of
sex will not be so great or so dominant.
There is another side to this problem: in the sexual relationship
between man and woman, there is no love. The woman is merely
used as a means of sexual gratification. Surely, Sirs, love is not the
product of the mind; love is not the result of thought; love is not
the outcome of a contract. Here in this country, the boy and the girl
hardly know each other, yet they are married and have sexual
relations. The boy and girl accept each other and say, `You give me
this, and I give you that', or, `You give me your body, and I give
you security, I give you my calculated affection'. When the
husband says, `I love you', it is merely a response of the mind;

because he gives his wife a certain protection, he expects of her
and she gives him her favour. This relationship of calculation is
called love. It is an obvious fact - you may not like me to put it so
brutally, but it is the actual fact. Such marriage is said to be for
love, but it is a mere matter of exchange: it is a bania marriage, it
reveals the mentality of the market place. Surely, in such marriage
there cannot be love, can there? Love is not of the mind; but since
we have cultivated the mind, we use that word `love' to cover the
field of the mind. Surely, love has nothing to do with the mind, it is
not the product of the mind; love is entirely independent of
calculation, of thought. When there is no love, then the framework
of marriage as an institution becomes a necessity. When there is
love, then sex is not a problem - it is the lack of love that makes it
into a problem. Don't you know? When you love somebody really
deeply - not with the love of the mind, but really from your heart - ,
you share with him or her everything that you have, not your body
only, but everything. In your trouble, you ask her help, and she
helps you. There is no division between man and woman when you
love somebody, but there is a sexual problem when you do not
know that love. We know only the love of the brain; thought has
pro- duced it, and a product of thought is still thought, it is not
love.
So, this problem of sex is not simple and it cannot be solved on
its own level. To try to solve it purely biologically is absurd; and to
approach it through religion, or to try to solve it as though it were a
mere matter of physical adjustment, of glandular action, or to
hedge it in with taboos and condemnations, is all too immature,
childish and stupid. It requires intelligence of the highest order. To

understand ourselves in our relationship with another requires
intelligence far more swift and subtle than to understand nature.
But we seek to understand without intelligence; we want
immediate action, an immediate solution, and the problem becomes
more and more important. Have you noticed a man whose heart is
empty, how his face becomes ugly, and how the children he
produces are ugly and immature? And because they have had no
affection, they remain immature for the rest of their lives. Look at
your faces sometime in the mirror - how unformed, how undefined
they are! You have brains to find out, and you are caught in the
brain. Love is not mere thought: thoughts are only the external
action of the brain. Love is much deeper, much more profound;
and the profundity of life can be discovered only in love. Without
love, life has no meaning - and that is the sad part of our existence.
We grow old while still immature; our bodies become old, fat and
ugly, and we remain thoughtless. Though we read and talk about it,
we have never known the perfume of life. Mere reading and
verbalizing indicates an utter lack of the warmth of heart that
enriches life; and without that quality of love, do what you will,
join any society, bring about any law, you will not solve this
problem. To love is to be chaste. Mere intellect is not chastity. The
man who tries to be chaste in thought, is unchaste, because he has
no love. Only the man who loves is chaste, pure, incorruptible.
Question: In the modern institution of society, it is impossible to
live without organization. To shun all organizations as you seem to
do is merely escapism. Do you call the postal system a nucleus of
power? What should be the basis of organization in the new
society?

Krishnamurti: Again, Sir, it is a complex question. Surely, all
organizations exist for efficiency. The post office is an
organization for the efficiency of communication; but when the
postmaster becomes a quasi tyrant over his clerks, the post office
becomes a means of power, does it not? The postmaster general is
interested in the efficiency of communication, or he should be; his
position is obviously not intended to be a means of power,
authority, self-aggrandizement - which in fact it is. So, every
institution or organization is used by human beings, not simply for
efficiency of communication, distribution, and so on, but as a
means of power - and that is what I am objecting to. Surely, the
post office, the tramway, and various other public services, are a
necessity in modern society, and they must be organized. The
power house which creates electricity needs careful organization;
but when that organization is used for political purposes as a means
of self-aggrandizement, as a means of exploitation, obviously the
organization becomes the tool of extraordinary brutality.
Now the religious organizations as Hinduism as Catholicism as
Buddhism and so on are not for efficiency and are wholly
unnecessary. They become pernicious; the priest, the bishop, the
church, the temple, are an extraordinary means of exploiting men.
They exploit you through fear, through tradition, through
ceremony. Religion is obviously and truly the search for reality,
and such organizations are unnecessary because the search for
reality is not carried on through an organized group of people. On
the contrary, an organized group of people becomes a hindrance to
reality; therefore, Hinduism, Christianity, or any other organized
belief, is a hindrance to truth. Why do we need such organizations?

They are not efficient, because the search for truth lies in your own
hands, it cannot be realized through an organization, not through a
guru or his disciples when they are organized for power. We
obviously need technical organizations, such as the post office, the
tramway, and so on; but surely, when man is intelligent, every
other organization is unnecessary. Because we ourselves are not
intelligent, we turn over to those people who call themselves
intelligent the power to rule us. An intelligent man does not want
to be ruled; he does not want any organization other than that
which is necessary for the efficiency of existence.
The necessities of life cannot be truly organized when they are
in the hands of a few, of a class or a group; and when the few act as
representing the many, surely there is the same problem of power.
Exploitation arises when organizations are used as a means of
power, whether by the individual, by the group, by the party or the
State. It is this self-expansion through organization that is
pernicious, such as a State identifying itself as a sovereign
government, with which goes nationalism, and in which the
individual is also involved. It is this expansive, aggressive, selfdefending power that is objectionable. Surely, in order for me to
come here, there must be an organization: I must write a letter, and
that letter can reach you only if there is a properly organized
system of postal distribution. All this is right organization. But
when organizations are used by the clever, by the cunning, as a
means of exploiting men, such organizations must be eradicated;
and they can be eradicated only when you yourself, in your little
circle, are not seeking power, dominance. As long as the search for
power exists, there must be a hierarchical process from the

government's minister to the clerk, from the bishop to the priest,
from the general to the common soldier.
Surely, we can have a decent society only when individuals,
you and I, are not seeking power in any direction, whether through
wealth, through relationship, or through an idea. It is the search for
power that is the cause of this disaster, this disintegration of
society. Our existence at present is all power politics, dominance in
the family by the man or by the woman, dominance through an
idea. Action based on an idea is always separative, it can never be
inclusive; and the search for power, whether by the individual or
by the State, indicates the expansion, the cultivation of the intellect
in which there is no love. When you love someone, you are very
careful, you organize spontaneously, don't you? You are watchful,
you are efficient in helping that one or this one. It is when there is
no love that organization as a means of power comes into being.
When you love others, when you are full of affection and
generosity, then organizations have a different meaning, they are
kept on their own level. But when the individual's position
becomes all-important, when there is craving for power, then
organizations are used as the means to that power - and power and
love cannot exist together. Love is its own power, its own beauty,
and it is because our hearts are empty that we fill them with the
things of the mind; and the things of the mind are not things of the
heart. Because our hearts are filled with the things of the mind, we
look to organizations as a means of bringing order, of bringing
peace to the world. It is not organizations, but only love that can
bring order and peace to the world; it is not blueprints of any
Utopia, but only good will that can achieve conciliation between

people. Because we have no warmth of love, we depend upon
organizations; and the moment we have organizations without
love, the clever and the cunning come to the top and use them. We
start an organization for the welfare of man, and before we know
where we are, somebody is using it for his own ends. We create
revolutions, bloody, disastrous revolutions to bring about world
order, and before we know it, the power is in the hands of a few
maniacs after power, and they become a powerful new class, a new
dominating group of commissars with their secret police, and love
is driven out.
Sirs, how can man live without love? We can only exist; and
existence without love is control, confusion, and pain - and that is
what most of us are creating. We organize for existence and we
accept conflict as inevitable because our existence is a ceaseless
demand for power. Surely, when we love, organization has its own
place, its right place; but without love, organization becomes a
nightmare, merely mechanical and efficient, like the army. When
there is love, there will be no army; but as modern society is based
on mere efficiency, we have to have armies - and the purpose of an
army is to create war. Even in so-called peace, the more
intellectually efficient we are, the more ruthless, the more brutal,
the more callous we become. That is why there is confusion in the
world, why bureaucracy is more and more powerful, why more and
more governments are becoming totalitarian. We submit to all this
as being inevitable because we live in our brains and not in our
hearts, and therefore love does not exist. Love is the most
dangerous and uncertain element in life; and because we do not
want to be uncertain, because we do not want to be in danger, we

live in the mind. A man who loves is dangerous, and we do not
want to live dangerously; we want to live efficiently, we want to
live merely in the framework of organization, because we think
organizations are going to bring order and peace in the world.
Organizations have never brought order and peace. Only love, only
good will, only mercy can bring order and peace, ultimately and
therefore now.
Question: Why is woman prone to permit herself to be
dominated by man? Why do communities and nations permit
themselves to be bossed by a leader or a fuhrer?
Krishnamurti: Now, Sir, why do you ask this question? Why
don't you look into your own mind to find out why you want to be
dominated, why you dominate, and why you seek a leader? Why
do you dominate the woman or the man? And this domination is
also called love, is it not? When the man dominates, the woman
likes it and considers it as affection; and when a woman bosses the
man, he also likes it. Why? It is an indication that the domination
gives you a certain sense of closeness of relationship. If my wife
dominates me, I feel very close to her, and if she does not
dominate, I feel she is indifferent. You are afraid of indifference
from your wife or your husband, from the woman or the man. You
will accept anything as long as you do not feel someone is
indifferent. You know how closely you want to keep to your guru;
you will do anything - sacrifice your wife, honesty, everything - to
be close to him, because you want to feel that he is not indifferent
to you. That is, we use relationship as a means of selfforgetfulness; and as long as relationship does not show us what
we actually are, we are satisfied. That is why we accept the

domination of another. When my wife or husband dominates me, it
does not reveal what I am, but is a source of gratification. If my
wife does not dominate me, if she is indifferent and I discover what
I really am, it is very disturbing. What am I? I am an empty, dour,
sloppy being with certain appetites - and I am afraid to face all that
emptiness. Therefore I accept the domination of my wife or
husband because it makes me feel very close to him or to her, and I
do not want to see myself as I am. And this domination gives a
sense of relationship, this domination brings jealousy - the moment
you do not dominate me, you are looking at somebody else.
Therefore I am jealous because I have lost you; and I do not know
how to get rid of jealousy, which is still on the plane of the brain.
Sir, a man who loves is not jealous. Jealousy is of the brain, but
love is not of the brain; and where there is love, there is no
domination. When you love somebody, you are not dominating,
you are a part of that person. There is no separation, but complete
integration. It is the brain that separates and creates the problem of
domination.
`Why do communities and nations permit themselves to be
bossed by a leader?' What are communities and nations? A group
of people living together. To put it differently, society, the
community, the nation, is you, the individual, in your relationship
with another; and this is an obvious fact. Why do you seek a
leader? Obviously, you do it because you are confused, do you
not? A man who is very clear, who is integrated, does not want a
leader. To him a leader is a nuisance, a factor of disintegration in
society. You seek a leader because you are confused; you do not
know what to do, and you want to be told what to do, so you seek

modes of conduct, socially, politically and religiously. Being
confused, you seek a leader - follow the implications of this, Sir. If
when you are confused you seek a leader who will lead you out of
the confusion, it means that you are not seeking clarity, you are not
interested in the cause of confusion, you merely want to be led out
of it. But being confused, you will choose a leader who is also
confused. (Laughter.) Do not laugh, but please see the importance
of this. You won't seek a leader who is clear, because he will tell
you to look to your own confusion, not to escape from it; he will
say that the cause of confusion is in yourself. But you do not want
that, you want a leader who will lead you out of confusion; and
because your mind is confused, you will seek one who is also
confused. How can one confused mind lead another out of
confusion? A mind that is confused must have a leader who is also
confused; therefore all leaders are inevitably confused, because
you create the leader out of your own confusion - and this is very
important to understand. When you realize this fact, you will not
seek a leader, you will become responsible for the clearing up of
your own confusion. It is only a confused man that, not knowing
how to act, seeks a leader to help him to act; but the leader is also
confused, and that is why leaders are a disintegrating factor in your
life. The leader is projected out of your own confusion, therefore
he is but yourself in a different form, as your governments are. It is
self-projection that creates the leader: a national hero is yourself
exemplified externally. What you are, or what you want to be, such
is your leader; therefore, such a leader cannot bring you out of your
chaos. The resolution of the chaos lies in your own hands, not in
the hands of another. Regeneration comes through understanding

yourself, not through following somebody, for that somebody is
yourself with a greater power of words, but equally confused,
equally tyrannical, equally traditional.
So, then, the problem is not the leader, but how to eradicate
con- fusion. Can another help you in removing confusion? If you
look to another to remove your confusion, he can only help you to
increase it, because a confused mind can never choose that which
is clear; since it is in confusion, it can only choose that which is
confused. If you wish radically to get rid of confusion, you will set
your own mind and heart in order, you will consider the causes that
bring about confusion. Confusion arises only when there is no selfknowledge. When I do not know myself and do not know what to
do or what to think, naturally I am caught in the whirlwind of
confusion. But when I know myself, the whole total process of
myself - which is extraordinarily simple if one has the intention to
know oneself - , then out of that understanding comes clarity, out
of that understanding comes conduct and right behaviour. So, it is
of the highest importance not to follow a leader, but to understand
oneself. The understanding of oneself brings love, brings order.
Chaos exists only in relationship to something, and as long as I do
not understand that relationship, there must be confusion. To
understand relationship is to understand myself, and to understand
myself is to bring about that quality of love in which there is well
being. If I know how to love my wife, my children or my
neighbour, I know how to love everyone. Since I do not love the
one, I am merely remaining on the intellectual or verbal level with
humanity. The idealist is a bore - he loves humanity with his brain,
he does not love with his heart. When you love, no leader is

necessary. It is the empty of heart who seek a leader to fill that
emptiness with words, with an ideology, with an Utopia of the
future. Love is only in the present, not in time, not in the future.
For him who loves, eternity is now; for love is its own eternity.
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This evening instead of making a long introductory speech, I will
make a brief one and answer as many questions as possible. This
meeting is meant for teachers and their problems, so I will answer
questions only on the subject of education; and as there are twenty
of them, I will have to answer briefly and succinctly.
It is difficult in modern civilization to bring about, by means of
education, an integrated individual. We have divided life into so
many departments and our lives are so unintegrated, that education
has very little meaning except merely when learning a particular
technique, a particular profession. Throughout the world, education
has obviously failed - as the first function of education is to create
a human being who is intelligent. To attempt to solve the problems
of existence merely at their respective levels, separated into
different departments, indicates an utter lack of intelligence. Our
problem, then, is how to create an individual who is integrated
through intelligence, so that he would be able to grapple with life
from moment to moment, to face life as it comes with its
complexities, with its conflicts, with its miseries, with its
inequalities; an individual who can meet life, not according to a
particular system either of the left or of the right, but intelligently,
without seeking an answer or a pattern of action. Since education
has not produced such an individual, and since there have been
successive wars one after the other, each more devastating and
destructive, bringing greater sorrow and misery to man, obviously
the educational systems throughout the world have completely

failed. So, there is something radically wrong with the way we
bring up our children. We all acknowledge that there is something
wrong, we are all aware of it, but we do not know how to tackle
that problem. The problem is not the child, but the parent and the
teacher; and what is necessary is to educate the educator. Without
educating the educator, merely to stuff the child with a lot of
information, making him pass examinations, is the most
unintelligent form of education. The really important thing is to
educate the educator, and that is one of the most difficult
undertakings. The educator is already crystallized in a system of
thought or a pattern of action; he is already a nationalist, he has
already given himself over to a particular ideology, to a particular
religion, to a particular standard of thought. So the difficulty is, is
it not?, that modern education teaches the child what to think, and
not how to think. Surely, it is only when one has the capacity to
think intelligently that one can meet life. Life cannot be made to
conform to a system or be fitted into a framework; and the
mentality that has merely been trained in factual knowledge is
incapable of meeting life with its variety, its complexities, its
subtleties, its depths and great heights. So, when our children are
trained in a particular system of thought, according to a particular
discipline, obviously they are incapable of meeting life as a whole;
because they are taught to think in terms of departments, they are
not integrated. For the teacher who is interested, the question is
how to bring out an integrated individual. To do that, obviously the
teacher himself must also be integrated. One cannot bring up a
child to be an integrated individual if one does not understand
integration in oneself. That is, what you are in yourself is much

more important than the traditional question of what to teach the
child. The important thing is not what you think, but how you
think, whether thought is merely an unintegrated process, or a
complete, total process. Thought as an integrated process can be
understood only when there is self-knowledge - and into this we
will go during the later talks and discussions.
As there are numerous questions, I will try to answer briefly,
quickly and definitely as many of the representative ones as
possible. You may ask innumerable questions, but please bear in
mind that to find the right answer you must have the capacity to
listen, otherwise you will merely be carried away by words without
much content. The art of listening is extremely arduous, because it
consists in being interested and giving your full attention; but most
of us are not interested in this question of education. We send our
children to school, and that is the end of it; we consider that it is
good riddance, and that it is the function of the teacher to educate
them. Since most of us are not interested, it is extremely difficult to
listen carefully and to understand. One may use the wrong word,
the wrong phrase, an incorrect term; but the person who is very
attentive goes through the inaccuracies of terminology and gets the
gist of the meaning. So, I hope you will be able to follow swiftly
and wisely.
Question: Do you approve of the Montessori and other systems
of education? Have you any to recommend?
Krishnamurti: What is implied in a system of education? A
framework into which you are fitting the child; and the questioner
wants to know which framework will best help the child. Will any
system of education really help to bring about integration? Or must

there be, not a particular system, but intelligence on the part of the
teacher to understand the child, to see what kind of child he is?
There must be very few children for each teacher. It is very easy to
have a system for a large number of people - that is why systems
are popular. You can force a great number of boys and girls into a
particular system, and then you, the teacher, need not spend your
thought on them. You practice your system on the poor children.
Whereas, when you have no system, you must study each child,
and that requires a great deal of intelligence, alertness and affection
on the part of the teacher, does it not? It means classes limited to
five or six. Such a school would be extraordinarily expensive,
therefore we resort to a system. Systems obviously do not bring
about an integrated individual. System may help you to understand
the child; but surely the primary necessity is that you, who are the
teacher, should have the intelligence to use a system when
necessary, and to drop it when it is not necessary. But when we
turn to a system in place of affection, understanding and
intelligence, then the teacher becomes merely a machine, and
therefore the child grows up an unintegrated individual. Systems
have a use only in the hands of an intelligent teacher: your own
intelligence is the factor that will help. But most of us who are
teachers have very little intelligence, therefore we turn to systems.
It is so much easier to learn a system and to apply it, whether
Montessori or any other, for then the teacher can sit back and
watch. Surely, that is not education. Mere dependence on a
particular system, however worthy, has very little significance. If
the teacher himself is not really intelligent, when we adopt systems
we are hindering intelligence. Systems do not make for

intelligence. Intelligence comes only through integration, a
complete understanding of the total process of oneself and of the
child. Therefore, it is necessary for a teacher to study the child
directly and not merely to follow a particular system, either of the
left or of the right, either Montessori or any other. To study the
child implies a swift mind, a quick response, and that can take
place only when there is affection. But in a class of sixty children,
how can you have such affection? Modern society demands that
boys and girls should learn certain professions, and for that there
must be efficiency in education. When your object is to produce,
not intelligent, alert human beings, but efficient machines,
obviously you must have a system. Such a system cannot produce
whole, integrated individuals who understand the importance of
life, but only machines with certain responses; and that is why the
present civilization is destroying itself.
Question: As communalism is so rampant in India, how shall
we guide the child away from it?
Krishnamurti: Is the child communalistically minded? It is the
home and the social environment that is making him
communalistically or separatively minded. By himself he does not
care whether he plays with a Brahmin or a non-Brahmin, a Negro
or an English boy. It is the influence of older people, of the social
structure, that impinges on his mind, and naturally he is affected by
it. The problem is not the child, but the older people, with their
false, communalistic, separative tendencies. To `guide the child
away from it', you will have to break the environment, which
means breaking down the structure of modern society. Until you do
that, obviously the child will be communalistic. Very few of you

want complete revolution: you want patchwork reform, you want
to keep things as they are. If you really want to break down the
communalistic spirit, your attitude has to change completely, has it
not? Look at what happens. At home you may discuss with the
child how absurd it is to have a sense of class division, and he will
probably agree with you, but when he goes to school and plays
with other boys, there is this insane communalistic, separative
spirit. So, there is a constant battle between the home and the social
environments. Or it may be the other way round: the home may be
traditional, narrow, bitter, and the social influence may be broader.
Again, the child is caught between the two. Surely, to raise a sane
child, to make him intelligent, to help him understand so that he
sees through all these stupidities, you have to understand and
discuss with him all the faults of traditional acceptance and
authority. That means, Sir, that you have to encourage discontent;
whereas, most of us want to discourage, to put away discontent. It
is only through discontent that we see the falseness of all these
things; but as we grow older, we begin to crystallize. Most young
men are discontented, but unfortunately their discontent is
canalized, standardized: they become class governors, priests, bank
clerks, factory managers, and there it ends. They get a job and their
discontent soon withers away. To keep this discontent alert, awake,
is extremely arduous; but it is discontent, this constant enquiry, this
dissatisfaction with things as they are - with government, with the
influence of parents, wife or husband, with everything about us that brings creative intelligence. But we do not want such a child,
because it is very uncomfortable to live with someone who is all
the time questioning, looking into the accepted values. We would

rather have people who are fat, contented, lazy.
It is you grown up people who are responsible for the future but you are not interested in the future. God knows what you are
interested in, or why you have so many children because you do
not know how to bring them up. If you really loved them instead of
merely wanting them to carry on your property and your name,
then obviously you would tackle this problem anew. You might
have to start new schools; it might mean that you yourself would
have to become the teacher. But unfortunately you are not very
earnest about anything in life except making money, having food
and sex. In those things you are fairly integrated, but you do not
want to face or approach the rest of the complexities and
difficulties of life; and therefore, when you produce children, and
they grow up, they are as immature, unintegrated, unintelligent as
yourself, in constant battle with themselves and with the world.
So, it is the older people who are responsible for this
communalistic spirit. After all, Sirs, why should there be divisions
between man and man? You are very like another. You may have a
different body, your face may be unlike mine, but inwardly, inside
the skin, we are very much alike: proud, ambitious, angry, violent,
sexual, seeking power, position, authority, and so on. Remove the
label and we are very naked; but we do not want to face our
nakedness or transform ourselves, and that is why we worship
labels - which is too immature, utterly childish. With the world
crashing about our ears we are discussing what caste one should
belong to, or whether one should wear the sacred thread, or what
kind of ceremony one should perform - which all indicates utter
thoughtlessness, does it not? I know you are listening, Sirs and

Ladies, and some of you nod your heads; but the moment you go
home you will do exactly the same thing - and that is the sadness of
existence. If when you hear a truth you do not act upon it, it acts as
a poison. You are being poisoned by me because you are not acting
upon it. That poison naturally spreads, it brings ill health,
psychological unbalance and disturbance. Most of us are used to
listening to talks - it is one of the pastimes of India. You listen, go
home and carry on; but such people have very little significance in
life. Life demands extraordinary, creative, revolutionary action.
Only when that creative intelligence is awakened is there a
possibility of living in a peaceful and happy world.
Question: Obviously there must be some kind of discipline in
schools, but how is it to be carried out?
Krishnamurti: Surely, Sir, there have been experiments in
England and in other places in which schools have had no
discipline of any kind at all; the children were allowed to do what
they liked and never interfered with. Those schools obviously feel
that children need some kind of discipline in the sense of guidance
- no rigid `do's' and `don'ts', but some kind of warning, some kind
of hint or intimation by way of showing the difficulties. Such a
form of discipline, which is really guidance, is necessary. The
difficulty arises when discipline is merely forcing the child into a
particular pattern of action through compulsion, through fear. The
character of such a child is obviously distorted, his mind is made
crooked through discipline, through the many taboos of `do' and
`don't; so he grows up, as most of us have done, with fear and a
sense of inferiority. When discipline forces the child into a
particular framework, surely he cannot become intelligent, he is

merely the product of discipline; and how can such a child be alert,
creative, and therefore grow into an integrated, intelligent man? He
is merely a machine functioning very smoothly and efficiently, a
machine without human intelligence,
So, the question of discipline is quite a complex problem,
because we think that without discipline in life we shall spill over,
we shall become too lustful. That is the only problem with which
we really concern ourselves: how not to become too lustful. You
may spill over in any other direction - seek position, be greedy,
violent, do anything - as long as you are within limits regarding
sexuality. It is very strange, is it not?, that no religion really attacks
exploitation, greed, envy, but they are all interested in the sexual
act, frightfully concerned about sexual morality. It is very odd that
organized religions should be so concerned about that particular
morality, and let the other things rip. One can see why organized
religions place their emphasis on sexual morality. They do not look
into the problem of exploitation, because organized religions
depend on society and live on it, and therefore they dare not attack
the root and foundation of that society; so they play with sexual
morality.
Though most of us talk of discipline, what do we mean by that
word? When you have a hundred boys in a class, you will have to
have discipline, otherwise there will be complete chaos. But if you
had five or six in a class, and an intelligent teacher with a warm
heart, with understanding, I am sure there would be no need for
discipline; she would understand each child and help him in the
way required. Discipline in schools becomes necessary when there
is one teacher to a hundred boys and girls - then you jolly well

have to be very strict; but such discipline will not produce an
intelligent human being. And most of us are interested in mass
movements, large schools with a great many boys and girls; we are
not interested in creative intelligence, therefore we put up huge
schools with enormous attendances. At one of the universities I
believe there are 45,000 students. What are you going to do, Sirs,
when we are educating everybody on such a vast scale? Under
such circumstances, naturally there must be discipline. I am not
against educating everybody, it would be too stupid of me to say
so. I am for right education, which is the creation of intelligence;
and this can come about, not through mass education, but only
through consideration of each child, studying his difficulties, his
idiosyncrasies, his tendencies, his capacities, taking care of him
with affection, with intelligence. Only then is there a possibility of
creating a new culture.
There is a lovely story, an actual fact, about a bishop who read
the Bible to the illiterate people of the South Seas, and they were
delighted to listen to these stories. He thought to himself that it was
marvellous, and that it would be a good thing if he went back to
America, collected money, and founded schools all over the South
Sea Islands. So he collected a great deal of money in America,
returned to the Islands, founded schools, and taught the people how
to read. At the end of it they were reading the comic papers, the
Saturday Evening Post. Look, and other exciting, suggestive
magazines! That is exactly what we are doing. Also, it is an
extraordinary thing that the more people read, the less revolt there
is. Sirs, have you ever considered how we worship the printed
word? If the government issues an order or gives information in

print, we accept it, we never doubt it. The printed word has become
sacred. The more you teach people, the less there is a possibility of
revolution - which does not mean that I am against teaching people
to read; but just see the danger involved in it. Governments control
people, dominate their minds and hearts, through cunning
propaganda. That is happening not only in totalitarian countries,
but all over the world. The newspaper has taken the place of
thought, the headline has taken the place of real knowledge and
understanding.
So, the difficulty is that in the present social structure, discipline
has become an important factor because we want large numbers of
children to be educated together and as quickly as possible.
Educated to be what? To be bank clerks or super-salesmen,
capitalists or commissars. When you are a superman of some kind,
a super-governor or a subtle parliamentary debater, what have you
done? You are probably very clever, full of facts. Anybody can
pick up facts; but we are human beings, not factual machines, not
beastly routine automatons. But again, Sirs, you are not interested,
You are listening to me and smiling at each other, and you are not
going to do a thing about radically changing the educational
system; so it will drag on till there is a monstrous revolution, which
will merely be another substitution - there will be much more
control, because the totalitarian governments know how to shape
the minds and hearts of the people, they have learnt the trick. That
is the misery, that is the unfortunate weakness in us: we want
somebody else to alter, to reform, to build. We listen and remain
inactive; and when the revolution is successful and others have
built a new structure and there are guarantees, then we step in.

Surely, that is not an intelligent, creative mind; such a mind is only
seeking security in a different form. To seek security is a stupid
process. To be secure psychologically you must have discipline,
and the discipline guarantees the result - the making of human
beings into routine office holders, whether bank clerks,
commissars, kings or prime ministers. Surely, that is the greatest
form of stupidity, for then human beings are merely machines. See
the danger of discipline - the danger is that the discipline becomes
more important than the human being; the pattern of thought, the
pattern of action, far more important than the people who fit into
them. Discipline will inevitably exist as long as the heart is empty,
for then it is a substitute for affection. As most of us are dry,
empty, we want discipline. A warm heart, a rich, integrated human
being is free, he has no discipline. Freedom does not come through
discipline, you do, not have to go through discipline to be free.
Freedom and intelligence begin near, not far away; and that is why,
to go far, one must begin intelligently with oneself.
Question: Since till now a foreign government has prevented the
right kind of education among our beloved people, what should be
the right kind of education in a free India?
Krishnamurti: What do you mean by a `free' India? You have
succeeded in substituting one government for another, one
bureaucracy for another; but are you free? The exploiter exists as
before, only now he is brown, and you are exploited by him as you
were by the other. The usurer exists as before, the communalism,
the class divisions, the quarrels over separate provinces, over
which province shall have more or less, over which group in that
province shall have the jobs - all these factors still exist. So the

same conditions continue as before, only now there is a difference
which is psychological. You have got rid of a group of people, and
this acts on you psychologically. You can stand up again now;
now, at least you are a man whereas, before, somebody was
treading on your neck. The white man may not be treading on your
neck, but a brown man is, who is your own brother and much more
ruthless. Don't you know he is much more ruthless, having no
morality? What do you mean by a `free' India? You will probably
have your own army and navy - you are following after the rest of
the world with their armies, navies, air forces, and regimentation.
To see an old people like you playing with things that children
should play with is a sad sight, is it not? It is just like an old man
flirting with a young girl, it is an ugly thing. That is what you call
`free', and you ask what kind of education you should have in a
`free' India! First, to have education of the right kind, you must
become intelligent. You cannot be intelligent by merely
substituting one government for another, one exploiter for another,
one class for another. To bring about a new kind of education. all
these must go, must they not? You must start anew. That means
radical revolution - not of the bloody kind, which does not solve a
thing, but a radical revolution of thought, of feeling, of values.
That radical revolution can be brought about only by you and me; a
revolution that will create a new, integrated individual, must begin
with you and me. Since you are not putting a stop to racialism,
organized dogmatism in your religion, how can you produce a new
culture, a new education? You can speculate about it, you can write
volumes about what the new education should be; but that is an
infantile process, another escape. There can be no creation until

you throw down the barriers and are free, and then you will be able
to build a new culture, a new order, which means you have to
revolt against the present conditions, against present values - revolt
in the sense of seeing their true significance, understanding them
intelligently, and thinking things out anew. It is comparatively easy
to dream of an Utopia, a brave, new world; but that is sacrificing
the present for the future - and the future is so uncertain. No man
can know what the future will be, there are so many elements
intervening between now and the future. We hope that by creating
a conceptual Utopia, a mental idealization, and working for it, we
shall have solved the problem; but we shall certainly not solve the
problem that way. What we can do, if we are intelligent people, is
to tackle the problem ourselves in the present. Now is the only
eternity, not the future. I must give full attention to the problem
now. Merely to discuss what should be the right kind of education
for people in a free India is quite obviously stupid. India is not free:
there is no free India. You have a flag and a new anthem, but
surely that is not freedom. You speak in your mother tongue and
think you are awfully patriotic, nationalistic, and that you have
solved the problem. Sir, solving this problem requires thinking
anew, not looking through the spectacles of the old formula. That
is why it is imperative, for those who are serious, to create a
revolution by regenerating themselves; and there cannot be
regeneration unless you break away from the old values, examining
them and seeing their significance and their worth, not blindly
accepting any one of them as good. That is why it is important to
look into ourselves and to see the manner, the ways of our own
thinking and feeling. It is only then that we are free, only then that

we can produce a new culture and a new education.
Question: How far should government interfere in education,
and should children be given military training?
Krishnamurti: This raises a most important question. What do
you mean by government? People in authority, a few bureaucrats,
cabinet members, the prime minister, and so on. Is that
government? Who elects them? You do, don't you? You are
responsible for them, are you not? You have the government that
you want, so why do you object? If your government, which is
yourself, wants military training, why do you object to it? Because
you are racial, class-ridden, have economic frontiers, you must
have a military government. You are responsible and not the
government, because the government is the projection, the
extension of yourself - its values are your values. Since you want a
nationalist India, you must inevitably have the machinery that will
protect a national sovereign government, with its pride of power,
pomp and possession; therefore you must have a military machine
whose function is to prepare for war - which means you want war.
You may shake your head, but everything that you are doing is
preparing for war. The very existence of a sovereign government,
with its nationalistic outlook, must cause preparation for war; every
general must plan for a future war, because that is his duty, his
function, his metier. Naturally, if you have such a government,
which is yourself, it must protect your nationalism, your economic
frontiers, there must be a military machine. Therefore, if you
accept all that, military training is inevitable. That is exactly what
is happening throughout the world. England, which fought for
centuries against conscription, is now conscripting. Fortunately, in

this country, which is so vast, you cannot for the time being
conscript everybody. You are disorganized. But given a few years,
you will be able to organize, and then you will probably have the
largest army in the world - because that is what you want. You
want an army because you want a separate, sovereign government,
a separate race, a separate religion, a separate class with its own
exploiters; I assure you, you want to become the exploiter in turn,
and so you keep up this game. And then you ask if government
should interfere in education!
Sirs, there should be a class of people who are apart from
government, who do not belong to society, who are outside it, so
that they can act as guides. They are the chastisers, they are the
prophets who can tell you how wrong you are. But there is no such
group because the government in the modern world will not
support such a group, a group that has no authority, a group that
does not belong to the government, a group that does not belong to
any religion, caste or country. It is only such a group that can act as
a restraint on governments. Because governments are becoming
more and more powerful, employing a majority of human beings,
therefore more and more citizens are incapable of thinking for
themselves. They are being regimented and told what to do. So, it
is only when there is such a group, a vital, intelligent, active group,
only then is there hope and salvation. Otherwise, each one of us is
going to become an employee of the government, and more and
more the government will tell us what to do and what to think - not
how to think. Obviously, such a government, with its nationalism,
its pride, envy and hatred, leading inevitably to war, must have a
military machine, so in every school there must be the worship of

the flag. If you are proud of your nationalism, of your economic
frontiers, of your sovereign government, of your preparedness for
war, you must have a government interfering with education,
interfering with your lives, regimenting you, controlling your
actions. That is exactly what you want. If not, you will break away
intelligently from it. free yourself from nationalism, from greed,
from envy, from the power that authority gives; and then, being
intelligent, you will be able to look at the world situation and
contribute to the establishment of a new education and a new
culture.
Question: What is the place of art and religion in education?
Krishnamurti: What do you mean by art and what do you mean
by religion? Is art the hanging up of a few pictures in a class room,
drawing a few lines? What do you mean by art? What do you mean
by religion? Is religion the spreading of organized belief? Is art
merely imitating or copying a tree? Surely, art is something more
than that. Art implies appreciation of beauty; while it may express
itself in writing a poem, painting a picture, composing, it is the
appreciation of beauty, that creative richness, the feeling of joy
which comes from looking at a tree, at the stars, at the moonlight
on still waters. Surely, art does not consist in the mere purchase of
a few pictures and hanging them in a room. If you happen to have
money and feel that it is safer to invest your money in pictures than
in stocks, you do not become an artist, do you? Because you
happen to have money and you invest your money in jewels, it
obviously does not mean that you appreciate beauty. Surely, beauty
is something different from mere security, is it not? Have you ever
sat down to look at the waters as they run by, have you ever sat

stall and watched the moon? Have you ever noticed the smile on a
face? Have you ever observed a child laughing or a man crying?
Obviously you have not. You are too busy thinking about action,
repeating your mantrams, making money being carried away by
lustful desires. Not having the appreciation of beauty, we surround
ourselves with so-called beautiful things. Don't you know how the
rich man surrounds himself with such things? There is an
atmosphere of outward beauty, but inwardly it is empty as a drum.
(Laughter.) Do not laugh at the rich man, Sirs: he is a reflection of
life as a whole, and you want to be in that position too. So, the
appreciation of beauty does not come through inner attachment to
the outward expression of beauty. You may put on a lovely sari,
powder your face, paint your lips; but that obviously is not beauty,
is it? That is merely a part of it. Beauty comes, surely, when there
is inward beauty; and there is inward beauty only when there is no
conflict, when there is love, when there is mercy, when there is
generosity. Then your eyes have meaning, your lips have riches,
and your words have significance. Because we lack these things,
we merely indulge in an outward show of beauty, we buy jewelry,
pictures. Surely, those are not the actions of beauty. As most of our
lives are hideous, ugly, dull and empty beyond words, we surround
ourselves with things that we call beautiful. We collect things
when the heart is empty; we create a world of ugliness about us
because to us things matter enormously. And as most of us are in
that state, how can we have art, beauty in the school or in
education? When there is no art or beauty in your heart, how can
you educate your children? What happens today is that the teacher
is hampered with a hundred boys and girls - naughty and

mischievous, as they should be. So you put up a picture and talk
about art. Your schools indicate an empty mind, an empty heart.
Surely, in such a school, in such education, there is no beauty. The
light of a smile, the expression of a face - art is to see that these are
beautiful, it is not merely the admiring of a picture painted by
somebody else. Since we have forgotten how to be kindly, how to
look at the stars, the trees, the reflections in the water, we require
pictures; therefore, art has no meaning in our lives except as a topic
of discussion in the club.
Similarly, religion has very little importance in our lives. You
may go to the temple, do puja, wear the sacred thread, repeat words
and mantrams ad nauseam, but that does not mean you are a
religious person. That is merely the expression of a mechanical
mind of very little content. Surely, religion consists in seeking
truth, reality, not in surrounding yourself with substitutes and false
values. The search for reality does not lie far off, it lies very near,
in what you are doing, in what you are thinking, what you are
feeling. Therefore, truth must be found, not beyond your horizon,
but in you, in your words, actions, relationships and ideas. But we
do not want such a religion. We want belief, we want dogma, we
want security. As a rich man seeks security in pictures and
diamonds, so you seek security in organized religion, with its
dogmas, with its superstitions, with its exploiting priests and all the
rest of it. There is not much difference between the so-called
religious person and a man of the world: both are seeking security,
only at different levels. Surely, that is not religion, that is not
beauty. Appreciation of beauty, of life, comes only when there is
enormous uncertainty, when you are paying attention to every

movement of truth, when you see the movement of every shadow,
of every thought and feeling, when you are awake to every
movement of your child. It comes only when the mind is extremely
pliable; and the mind can be pliable only when it is not tethered to
a particular form of belief, whether belief in money or belief in an
idea. When the mind is free to observe, to give full attention, only
then is there creative realization. How extraordinary that most of us
have become spectators in life, and not players. Most of us read
books; and when we read, it is such twaddle, such piffle. We have
lost the art of beauty, we have lost religion. It is the rediscovery of
beauty and of reality that is important. Rediscovery comes only
when we acknowledge the emptiness of our own mind and heart,
when we are aware, not only of that emptiness, but of its depth, and
when we are not trying to run away from it. We seek to run away
through pictures, money, diamonds, saris, mantrams, innumerable
outward expressions. It is only creative intelligence, creative
understanding, that can bring to you a new culture, a new world,
and a new happiness.
Question: Have diet and regularity any significance in the
growth of a child?
Krishnamurti: Obviously they have. Have you the proper food
to give the child today? But those who have the food are so unintelligent about their diet; they merely eat to satisfy the palate,
they love to eat. Look at your body. Do not smile and pass it by.
You just eat what you have been accustomed to. If you are
accustomed to highly contaminated food and if you are deprived of
it, you are lost. You have actually given no consideration to diet. If
you did, you would soon find out how simple it is to know what to

eat. I cannot tell you what to eat, obviously, because each person
has to think out and organize what is most suitable for him.
Therefore, one must experiment, for a week, for a month. You do
not want to experiment, because you want to continue with what
you have been eating for the past ten or twenty years.
Most obviously, children need a regular life; at their tender age,
when they are growing up bodily, they must have the right amount
of sleep, the right diet, right care. These are obvious necessities in
the life of a child. But you do not love the child; you quarrel with
your wife, and you take it out on the child, or your wife takes it out
on the child. When you come home late, you expect the child to
keep awake for your amusement. The child becomes a toy to play
with, and a means to pass on your name. You are not interested in
the child, you are interested in yourself. Sir, if you were interested,
you would have a revolution tomorrow; if you really loved the
child, you would break up this educational system, this social
environment. Then you would consider what he eats, whether he
leads a regular life, and what is going to happen to him, whether he
is going to be fodder for cannon. Then you would investigate the
causes of wars, not merely quote others, and have a pattern of
action. If you really loved the child, you would have no sovereign
governments, no isolated nationalities, no separate religions with
their ceremonies and organized dogmatism. If you really loved the
child, all these things would change over night, you would avoid
them, because they lead to chaos, they lead to destruction, they
lead to sorrow and suffering. But you do not love the child, you do
not care what happens to him as he grows up and looks after you
when you are old, or carries on your name. That is what you are

interested in, and you are not interested in the child. If you were,
you would not have so many children: you would have one or two,
and see to it that your child develops intelligence and the right
culture. The pity of it is, Sirs, that it is not the fault of the
educational system, but of ourselves - our hearts are so empty, so
dull. We do not know love. When we say to a person, `I love you',
that love is purely gratification - sexual pleasure, or the pride of
possession, ownership. Mere pleasure and pride of possession are
clearly not love. But it is only those two things that we care about;
we are not concerned about our children, we are not concerned
about our neighbour. The beggar as we go down the street gets no
help, but we talk loudly about how we should help the unfortunate
people. You join groups, you join systems, but the man in need
goes empty handed. If you were really interested, your hearts
would be rich with feeling and you would be ready to act, and you
would change the system over night.
So, diet and regularity are necessary not only for the child, but
for each one of us. To find out what is necessary, we must
investigate, we must experiment with ourselves first and not with
the child. At least we can give him clean food, see that he has a
regular time for sleep and rest. It is because we have never thought
about it that most children are so small, stunted and hungry. I am
sure you are listening very attentively; and you will go home and
make a noise, shout to see if the child is asleep, and stuff his mouth
with sugar to show how much you love him! I do not think you
know what you are doing, that is the pity and the misery of it. We
are not aware of our actions, we are not aware of the words we use,
we are not aware of the significance of our means of livelihood -

we just live, drift, breed and die. When we have one foot in the
grave we talk about God, because we want to be secure when we
land on the other side; living a wretched, monstrous, ugly life here,
we expect a beautiful life at the end of it. Beauty consists in loving
a rich life, loving reality from the beginning to the end. There is no
beauty in a life of exploitation, of greed and hatred, in seeking
titles and possessions; and it is odd that you add one more object to
your accumulations: God. What you are doing is too ugly for
words, it has no meaning, no depth. Most of you live on words, and
naturally your child is the same, he also grows up like you. There
can be regeneration only when there is transformation of the mind
and heart.
Question: As modern civilization is mostly technological,
should we not train every child in some vocational profession?
Krishnamurti: Obviously, and then what? He becomes an
engineer, a physician, a mathematician, a scientist or a bureaucrat;
he keeps accounts for himself or for his boss. What have you done,
Sir? You have taught him a profession. Is that the end of life? With
most of you, it is the end of life. Having a profession s all right in
its place, but there are more vital things in life, are there not? I may
want to be an engineer or a musician, and being my parent, you
shove me on to become a banker. So for the rest of my life I feel
frustrated, and because I feel frustrated chase every woman I can
think of, or turn to God. But I am still frustrated, empty. So, mere
technological training or having a vocational aptitude does not
solve all the problems of life. It does obviously solve problems at
one level; but merely to live at that one level, as most of you do, is
destruction. Sir, to make an integrated individual is extremely

difficult. I must not only have a technological profession, but I
must also have a clear mind, a warm heart. You cannot have a clear
mind when it is rattling with a lot of noise which it calls
knowledge. There can be integration only when there is warmth,
when there is affection, when you love someone entirely, wholly;
then affection, warmth and a clear mind will bring about
integration. Such a human being is rare, and it is obviously the
function of education to create such human beings. Life is not to be
lived at one level, it must be lived all the time at different levels;
then only is there harmony, is there beauty, is there warmth in
relationship, in feeling, then only is there happiness.
Question: Are not international schools for the cultivation of
good will necessary?
Krishnamurti: Sir, is good will cultivated through
internationalism? That is, different nations meet at a round table,
but each nation holds on to its own sovereignty, to its own power,
to its own prestige. So how can there be a meeting of people for the
cultivation of good will? You hold on to your armies, I hold on to
mine. Is there good will between two robbers? There is cooperation
to share the spoils. Surely, good will is something wholly different;
it does not belong to any group, to any nation, to any sovereign
government. When the sovereign government becomes all
important, then good will disappears. Most of our lives are spent in
waving a flag, in being a nationalist, in worshipping the State,
which is the new religion; so how can there be good will? There is
only envy, hatred and enmity. Good will comes only when these
labels are put aside, when there is no division between you and me,
either of class, of money, of power or position. When we have

good will we will not belong to any nation, you and I will live
happily together, therefore there will be no talk of internationalism,
or one world. To say that through nationalism we shall eventually
become international, eventually have brotherhood, is a very wrong
process of thought, is it not? It is false reasoning. Through
narrowness, how can you go beyond all limits? It is only when you
break down the narrow limits of the mind and the heart that you
can proceed; and when the walls are thrown down, the vastness of
the horizon of life is there. You cannot carry any narrowness when
you invite the vast expanse of the eternal. Good will does not come
through organization. Consider the fallacy of the ideal that you can
join a society for brotherhood - it is only when you have no
brotherhood in your heart that you join such a society. When you
have brotherhood in your heart, you do not have to join any
society, any organization. The importance you give to organization
and to societies shows that you are not brotherly; you want to
escape from the actual fact that you are not brotherly, therefore
organizations become important and you belong to them. The
difficulty is to be brotherly, to be good, to be kind, to be generous;
and that is not possible as long as you are thinking about yourself.
You are thinking about yourself when your child becomes all
important as a means to your happiness, when he becomes a means
of carrying on your name, your religion, your outlook, your
authority, your bank account, your jewelry. When a man is
concerned with himself and the extension of himself, how can he
have love in his heart, how can he have good will? Is good will
merely a matter of words? This is what happens in the world when
all these eminent, clever and erudite politicians meet: they have no

good will, far from it. They represent their country, which is
themselves and you. Like them, we seek power, position and
authority. Sir, a man of good will has no authority, he does not
belong to any society, he does not belong to organized religion, he
does not worship wealth, titles. The man who does not think about
himself will obviously create a new world, a new order, and it is
towards this man we must look for happiness, for a new state of
culture, and not towards the rich, or those who worship riches.
Good will, happiness and bliss come only when there is search for
the real. The real is near, not far. We are blind, blinded by things,
which prevent us from seeing that which is near. Truth is life, truth
is in your relationship with your wife, truth is to be found in
understanding the falseness of belief. You must begin near to go
far. Action must be without motive, without seeking an end; and
action which is not seeking an end can come only when there is
love. Love is not a difficult thing. There is love only when the
brain understands itself, when the thought process, with its cunning
manipulations, with its adjustments, with its search for security,
comes to an end; then you will find that the heart is rich, full,
blissful, for it has discovered that which is eternal.
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Perhaps in understanding the question of creativeness, we shall be
able to understand what we mean by effort. Is creativeness the
outcome of effort, and are we aware in those moments when we
are creative? Or, is creativeness a sense of total self-forgetfulness,
that sense when there is no turmoil, when one is wholly unaware of
the movement of thought, when there is only a complete, full, rich
being? Is that state the result of travail, of struggle, of conflict, of
effort? I do not know if you have ever noticed that when you do
something easily, swiftly, there is no effort, there is complete
absence of struggle; but as our lives are mostly a series of battles,
conflicts and struggles, we cannot imagine a life, a state of being,
in which strife has fully ceased.
Now, to understand the state of being without strife, that state of
creative existence, surely one must enquire into the whole problem
of effort. That is, at present we live with effort, our whole
existence is a series of struggles - struggles with our intimate
friends, with our neighbours, with people across the mountains and
across the seas. Until we understand this question of effort and its
consequences, surely we shall not be able to fathom that creative
state which is obviously not the product of effort. The painter, the
poet, may make an effort in painting or writing but the impact of
the beautiful comes to him only when the struggle has fully ceased.
So, we have to enquire into this question of effort, what we mean
by effort, by strife, the struggle to become. We mean by effort, the
striving to fulfil oneself, to become. something, don't we? I am

this, and I want to become that; I am not that, and I must become
that. In becoming `that', there is strife, there is battle, conflict,
struggle. In this struggle we are concerned inevitably with
fulfilment through the gaining of an end; we seek self-fulfilment in
an object, in a person, in an idea, and that demands constant battle,
struggle, the effort to become, to fulfil. So, we have taken this
effort as inevitable; and I wonder if it is inevitable - this struggle to
become something? Why is there this struggle? Where there is the
desire for fulfillment, in whatever degree and at whatever level,
there must be struggle. Fulfilment is the motive, the drive behind
the effort; whether it is in the big executive, the housewife, or a
poor man, there is this battle to become, to fulfil, going on.
Now, why is there the desire to fulfil oneself? Obviously, the
desire to fulfil, to become something, arises when there is
awareness of being nothing. Because I am nothing, because I am
insufficient, empty, inwardly poor, I struggle to become
something; outwardly or inwardly, I struggle to fulfil myself in a
person, in a thing, in an idea. So, this struggle to become arises
only when there is insufficiency, when there is awareness of a
void, of that emptiness within oneself. That is, effort comes into
being only when there is awareness; of emptiness. To fill that void
is the whole process of our existence. Being aware that we are
empty, inwardly poor, we struggle either to collect things
outwardly, or to cultivate inward riches. This striving, this
struggling, arises from the awareness of insufficiency, and so there
is a constant battle to become - which is entirely different from
being. There is effort only when there is an escape from that
inward void through action, through contemplation, through

acquisition, through achievement, through power, and so on. That
is our daily existence. I am aware of my insufficiency, my inward
poverty, and I struggle to run away from it, or to fill it. This
running away, avoiding, or trying to cover up the void, entails
struggle, strife, effort.
Now, if one does not make an effort to run away, what
happens? One lives with that loneliness, that emptiness; and in
accepting that emptiness one will find that there comes a creative
state which has nothing to do with strife, with effort. Effort exists
only as long as we are trying to avoid that inward loneliness,
emptiness; but when we look at it, observe it, when we accept what
is without avoidance, we will find there comes a state of being in
which all strife ceases. That state of being is creativeness, and it is
not the result of strife - though many of us think that struggle is
inevitable, and that we must struggle to be creative. It is only when
we are creative that there is full, rich happiness; but creativeness
does not come into being through effort of any kind, effort being
avoidance of what is. But when there is understanding of what is,
which is emptiness, inward insufficiency, when one lives with that
insufficiency and understands it fully, there comes creative reality,
creative intelligence, which alone brings happiness.
So, action as we know it is really reaction, it is a ceaseless
becoming, which is the denial, the avoidance of what is; but when
there is awareness of emptiness without choice, without
condemnation or justification, then in that understanding of what is
there is action, and this action is creative being. You will
understand this if you are aware of yourself in action. Observe
yourself as you are acting, not only outwardly, but see also the

movement of your thought and feeling. When you are aware of this
movement, you will see that the thought process, which is also
feeling and action, is based on an idea of becoming. The idea of
becoming arises only when there is a sense of insecurity, and that
sense of insecurity comes when one is aware of the inward void.
So, if you are aware of that process of thought and feeling, you will
see that there is a constant battle going on, an effort to change, to
modify, to alter what is. This is the effort to become, and becoming
is a direct avoidance of what is. Through self-knowledge, through
constant awareness, you will find that strife, battle, the conflict of
becoming, leads to pain, to sorrow and ignorance. It is only if you
are aware of inward. insufficiency and live with it without escape,
accepting it wholly, that you will discover an extraordinary
tranquillity, a tranquillity which is not put together, made up, but a
tranquillity which comes with understanding of what is. Only in
that state of tranquillity is there creative being.
Question: Memory, you say, is incomplete experience. I have a
memory and a vivid impression of your previous talks. In what
sense is it an incomplete experience? Please explain this idea in all
its details.
Krishnamurti: What do we mean by memory? You go to school,
and are full of facts, technical knowledge. If you are an engineer,
you use the memory of technical knowledge to build a bridge. That
is factual memory. There is also psychological memory. You have
said something to me, pleasant or unpleasant, and I retain it; and
when I next meet you, I meet you with that memory, the memory
of what you have said or have not said. So, there are two facets to
memory, the psychological and the factual. They are always

interrelated, therefore not clear cut. We know that factual memory
is essential as a means of livelihood. But is psychological memory
essential? And what is the factor which retains the psychological
memory? What makes one psychologically remember insult or
praise? Why does one retain certain memories and reject others?
Obviously, one retains memories which are pleasant, and avoids
memories which are unpleasant. If you observe, you will see that
painful memories are put aside quicker than the pleasurable ones.
And mind is memory, at whatever level, by whatever name you
call it; mind is the product of the past, it is founded on the past,
which is memory, a conditioned state. Now, with that memory we
meet life, we meet a new challenge. The challenge is always new,
and our response is always old, because it is the outcome of the
past. So, experiencing without memory is one state, and
experiencing with memory is another. That is, there is a challenge,
which is always new. I meet it with the response, with the
condition of the old. So, what happens? I absorb the new, I do not
understand it; and the experiencing of the new is conditioned by
the past. Therefore, there is a partial understanding of the new,
there is never complete understanding. It is only when there is
complete understanding of anything that it does not leave the scar
of memory.
When there is a challenge, which is ever new, you meet it with
the response of the old. The old response conditions the new, and
therefore twists it, gives it a bias, and therefore there is no
complete understanding of the new; hence the new is absorbed into
the old, and therefore strengthens the old. This may seem abstract,
but it is not difficult if you go into it a little closely and carefully.

The situation in the world at the present time demands a new
approach, a new way of tackling the world problem, which is ever
new. We are incapable of approaching it because we approach it
with our conditioned minds, with national, local, family, and
religious prejudices. That is, our previous experiences are acting as
a barrier to the understanding of the new challenge, so we go on
cultivating and strengthening memory, and therefore we never
understand the new, we never meet the challenge fully, completely.
It is only when one is able to meet the challenge anew, afresh,
without the past, only then does it yield its fruits, its riches.
The questioner says, `I have a memory and a vivid impression
of your previous talks. In what sense is it an incomplete
experience?' Obviously, it is an incomplete experience if it is
merely an impression, a memory. If you understand what has been
said, see the truth of it, that truth is not a memory. Truth is not a
memory, because truth is ever new, constantly transforming itself.
You have a memory of the previous talk. Why? Because you are
using the previous talk as a guide, you have not fully understood it.
You want to go into it, and unconsciously or consciously it is being
maintained. But if you understand something completely, that is,
see the truth of something wholly, you will find there is no
memory whatsoever. Our education is the cultivation of memory,
the strengthening of memory. Your religious practices and rituals,
your reading and knowledge, are all the strengthening of memory.
What do we mean by that? Why do we hold to memory? I do not
know if you have noticed that, as you grow older, you look back to
the past, to its joys, to its pains, to its pleasures; and if one is
young, one looks to the future. Why are we doing this? Why has

memory become so important? For the simple and obvious reason
that we do not know how to live wholly, completely in the present.
We are using the present as a means to the future, and therefore the
present has no significance. We cannot live in the present because
we are using the present as a passage to the future. Because I am
going to become something, there is never a complete
understanding of myself, and to understand myself, what I am
exactly now, does not require the cultivation of memory. On the
contrary, memory is a hindrance to the understanding of what is. I
do not know if you have noticed that a new thought, a new feeling,
comes only when the mind is not caught in the net of memory.
When there is an interval between two thoughts, between two
memories, when that interval can be maintained, then out of that
interval a new state of being comes which is no longer memory.
We have memories, and we cultivate memory, as a means of
continuance. That is, the `me' and the `mine' become very
important as long as the cultivation of memory exists; and as most
of us are made up of `me' and `mine', memory plays a very
important part in our lives. If you had no memory, your property,
your family, your ideas, would not be important as such; so, to give
strength to `me' and `mine', you cultivate memory. But if you
observe, you will see that there is an interval between two
thoughts, between two emotions. In that interval, which is not the
product of memory, there is an extraordinary freedom from the
`me' and the `mine', and that interval is timeless.
Let us look at the problem differently. Surely, memory is time,
is it not? That is, memory creates yesterday, today and tomorrow.
Memory of yesterday conditions today and therefore shapes

tomorrow. That is, the past through the present creates the future.
There is a time process going on, which is the will to become.
Memory is time, and through time we hope to achieve a result. I
am a clerk today, and, given time and opportunity, I will become
the manager or the owner. So, I must have time; and with the same
mentality we say, `I shall achieve reality, I shall approach God.'
Therefore I must have time to realize, which means I must cultivate
memory, strengthen memory by practice, by discipline, to be
something, to achieve, to gain, which means continuation in time.
So, through time we hope to achieve the timeless, through time we
hope to gain the eternal. Can you do that? Can you catch the
eternal in the net of time, through memory, which is of time? The
timeless can be only when memory, which is the `me' and the
`mine', ceases. If you see the truth of that - that through time the
timeless cannot be understood or received - then we go into the
problem of memory. The memory of technical things is essential;
but the psychological memory that maintains the self, the `me' and
the `mine', that gives identification and self-continuance, is wholly
detrimental to life and to reality. When one sees the truth of that,
the false drops away, therefore there is no psychological retention
of yesterday's experience.
Look, Sirs, you see a lovely sunset, a beautiful tree in a field,
and when you first look at it, you enjoy it completely, wholly; but
you go back to it with the desire to enjoy it again. What happens
when you go back with the desire to enjoy it? There is no
enjoyment, because it is the memory of yesterday's sunset that is
now making you return, that is pushing, urging you to enjoy.
Yesterday there was no memory, only a spontaneous appreciation,

a direct response; but today you are desirous of recapturing the
experience of yesterday. That is, memory is intervening between
you and the sunset; therefore there is no enjoyment, there is no
richness, fullness of beauty. Again, you have a friend who said
something to you yesterday, an insult or a compliment, and you
retain that memory; and with that memory you meet your friend
today. You do not really meet your friend - you carry with you the
memory of yesterday, which intervenes; and so we go on,
surrounding ourselves and our actions with memory, and therefore
there is no newness, no freshness. That is why memory makes life
weary, dull and empty. We live in antagonism with each other
because the `me' and the `mine' are strengthened through memory.
Memory comes to life through action in the present; we give life to
memory through the present, but when we do not give life to
memory, it fades away. So, memory of facts, of technical things, is
an obvious necessity, but memory as psychological retention is
detrimental to the understanding of life, the communion with each
other. Question: You said that when the conscious mind is still, the
subconscious projects itself. Is the subconscious a superior entity?
Is it not necessary to pour out all that is hidden in the labyrinths of
the subconscious in order to decondition oneself? How can one go
about it?
Krishnamurti: I wonder how many of us are aware that there is
a subconscious, and that there are different layers in our
consciousness? I think most of us are aware only of the superficial
mind, of the daily activities, the rattling superficial consciousness.
We are not aware of the depth, the significance and meaning of the
hidden layers; and occasionally, through a dream, through a hint,

through an intimation, one is aware that there are other states of
being. Most of us are too busy, too occupied with our lives, with
amusements, with lustful desires, with our vanities, to be aware of
anything but the superficial. Most of us spend our lives in the
struggle for power, political or personal, for position, for
achievement.
Now, the questioner asks, `Is the subconscious a superior
entity?' That is the first point. Is there a superior entity apart from
the thought process? Surely, as long as the thought process exists,
though it may divide itself up into inferior and superior, there can
be no superior entity, no permanent entity apart from that which is
transitory. So, we will have to look into this question very carefully
and understand the whole significance of consciousness. I have
said that when you have a problem and have thought about it until
your mind is weary without finding the answer, it often happens
that when you sleep on it the answer is found the next morning.
While the conscious mind is still, the hidden layers of the
unconscious mind are at work on the problem, and when you wake
up, you find the answer. Surely, that means that the hidden layers
of the mind do not sleep when you go to sleep, but are working all
the time. Though the conscious mind may be asleep, the
unconscious in its different layers is grappling with that problem,
and naturally it projects itself on to the conscious. Now the
question is, is that a superior entity? Obviously not. What do you
mean by `superior entity'? You mean, do you not?, a spiritual
entity, an entity that is beyond time. You are full of thoughts, and
an entity that you can think about is surely not a spiritual entity - it
is part of thought, therefore it is a child of thought, still within the

field of thought. Call it what you will, it is still a product of
thought, therefore it is a product of time, and therefore it is not a
spiritual entity.
The next point is, `Is it not necessary to pour out all that is
hidden in the labyrinths of the subconscious in order to decondition oneself? How can one go about it?' As I said,
consciousness has different layers. First, there is the superficial
layer, and below that there is memory, because without memory
there is no action. Underneath that there is the desire to be, to
become, the desire to fulfil. If you go still deeper, you will find a
state of complete negation, of uncertainty, of void. This whole
totality is consciousness. Now, as long as there is the desire to be,
to become, to achieve, to gain, there must be the strengthening of
the many layers of consciousness as the `me' and the `mine', and
the emptying of those many layers can come about only when one
understands the process of becoming. That is, as long as there is
the desire to be, to become, to achieve, memory is strengthened,
and from that memory there is action, which only further
conditions the mind. I hope you are interested in all this. If not, it
does not matter; but I will go on, because some of you may be
aware of this problem. Sir, life is not just one layer of
consciousness, it is not just one leaf, one branch; life is the whole
total process. We must understand the total process before we can
understand the beauty of life, its greatness, its pains, its sorrows
and its joys. Now,to empty the subconscious, which is to
understand the whole state of being, of consciousness, we must see
what it is made up of, we must be aware of the various forms of
conditioning which are the memories of race, family, group, and so

on, the various experiences which are not complete. Now, one can
analyze these memories, take each response, each memory, and
unravel it, go into it fully and dissolve it; but for that one would
need infinite time, patience and care. Surely there must be a
different approach to the problem. Anyone who has thought about
it at all is familiar with the process of taking up a response,
analyzing it, following and dissolving it, and doing that with every
response; and if one does not analyze a response fully, or misses
something in that analysis, then one goes back and spends long
days in this unfruitful process. There must be a different approach
to de-conditioning the whole being of memories, so that the mind
may be new every moment. How is it to be done? Do you
understand the problem? It is this: We are accustomed to meeting
life with the old memories, old traditions, old habits; we meet
today with yesterday.Now, can one meet today, the present,
without the thought of yesterday? Surely, that is a new question, is
it not? We know the old method of going step by step, analyzing
each response, dissolving it through practice, through discipline,
and so on. We see that such a method involves time; and when you
use time as a means of desconditioning, obviously it only
strengthens the condition. If I use time as a means of freeing
myself, in that very process I am becoming conditioned. So, what
am I to do? Since it is a new question, I must approach it anew.
That is, can one be free immediately, instantaneously? Can there be
regeneration without the element of time, which is but memory? I
say that regeneration, transformation is now, not tomorrow, and
that transformation can come only when there is complete freedom
from yesterday. How is one to be free from yesterday? Now, when

I put that question. what is happening to your mind - all those who
are really following? What is happening to your mind when you
see that your mind must be new, that your yesterday must go?
When you see the truth of that, what is the state of your mind? Do
you understand the question, Sir? That is, if you want to
understand a modern painting, you must obviously not approach it
with your classical training. If you recognize that as a fact, what
happens to your classical training? Your classical training is absent
when there is the intention to understand a modern painting - the
challenge is new, and you recognize that you cannot understand it
through the screen of yesterday. When you see the truth of that,
then yesterday is gone, there is complete purgation of yesterday.
You must see the truth that yesterday cannot translate the present.
It is only truth that de-conditions completely, and to see the truth of
what is requires an enormous attention. Since there is no complete
attention as long as there is distraction, what do we mean by
distraction? You are distracted when there are several interests
from among which you choose one interest and fix your mind on it,
for then any interest that takes your mind away from the central
interest you call distraction. Now, can you choose an interest and
concentrate on that one interest? Why do you choose one interest
and discard others? You choose one interest because it is more
profitable, therefore your choice is based on profit, the desire to
gain; and the moment you have a desire to gain, you must resist as
a distraction everything that takes your thoughts away from the
central interest. Apart from your biological appetites, have you a
central interest? I really question that you have a central interest.
Therefore, you are not distracted - you are merely living in a state

without interest. A man who would understand the truth must give
to it his undivided attention, and that undivided attention comes
only when there is no choice, and therefore no idea of distraction.
There is no such thing as distraction, because life is a movement,
and one has to understand this whole movement, not divide it into
interests and distractions. Therefore, one has to look at everything
to see the truth or falseness of it. When you see the truth of this, it
liberates consciousness from yesterday. You can test it out for
yourself. To see the truth about nationalism and not be caught up in
the arguments pro and con, you will have to go into it and be open
to all the intimations of that problem. In being aware of the
problem of nationalism without condemnation or justification, in
seeing the truth that it is false, you will find there comes a
complete freedom from the whole issue. So, it is only the
perception of truth that liberates; and to see, to receive truth, there
must be the focussing of attention, which means that you must give
your heart and mind to see and to understand.
Question: In spite of your emphatic denial of the need of a guru,
are you not yourself a guru? What is the difference?
Krishnamurti: Sir, what do you mean by a guru? Why do you
need a guru? Whether you make me one or not, I am not making
myself a guru to you. That is why a follower is a curse. The
follower is the destroyer, the follower is the exploiter. (Laughter.)
Do not laugh it away, think about it very earnestly and see the
consequence of it. Let us examine this question. Now, what do you
mean by a guru? You generally mean, do you not?, one who will
lead you to reality. Your guru is not the man of whom you can ask
the direction to the station. You would not call the professor a

guru, the man who teaches you the piano. Obviously, you mean by
the guru one who will lead you to truth, give you a mode of
conduct, one who will provide the key or open the door, give you
nourishment, sustenance and encouragement - that is, one who will
gratify you profoundly. You already know the superficial
gratifications, and you want a deeper gratification, a deeper
satisfaction, so you turn to someone who will assist you; you seek
a guru because you yourself are confused, and you want direction,
you want to be told how to act and what to do. So, all these things
are involved in this; but by a guru we mean primarily one who will
help us to unravel life's problems - not the technical problems, but
the more subtle, the hidden, psychological problems.
Now, has truth an abiding place? Has truth a fixed point? Has
truth an abode, or is truth a dynamic, living thing, and therefore
without a resting place? Truth is in constant movement; but if you
say it is a fixed point, then you will have to find a guru who will
lead you to it, and the guru becomes necessary as a pointer. That
means that both you and the guru must know that truth is there, in a
fixed place, like the station. Then you can ask the way, then you
can approach the fixed point; and in order to achieve that, you need
a guru who will direct and lead you to that fixed thing. But is truth
a fixed thing? And if it is fixed, is it true? Also, if you want truth
and you go to a guru, you must know what truth is, must you not?
When you go to a guru you do not say, `I want to discover reality',
on the contrary, you say, `Help me to realize truth'. Therefore, you
already have an idea of what it is, you already know its content, its
beauty, its loveliness, its fragrance. Do you know what it is? How
can a confused man know clarity? He can only know confusion, or

think of clarity as the opposite of what is. Is truth the opposite of
what is, the opposite of confusion? If you think about truth, surely
it is the product of thought, and therefore it is not true; and if the
guru can tell you what it is, then he is still within the field of
thought, therefore what he tells you is not true. So, when you go to
the guru, obviously you are going for gratification, are you not? even though you may not like that word. You have tried several
things, you have tried position, women, money, and they do not
satisfy you, they do not give an assured pleasure, a guaranteed
permanency; so you say, `I will find God'. That is, you think reality
will give you the ultimate peace, the ultimate satisfaction, the
ultimate security. You would like truth to be all this; but it may be
the most dangerous, devastating thing, it may destroy all your
previous values. You are really seeking security, gratification, but
you do not call it that - you cover it up by calling it God. Having
tried many obvious forms of gratification and grown old,
disillusioned, cynical, frustrated, you hope to find fulfilment or
satisfaction in God. So, you go to the guru who will give you this
satisfaction, and the more he assures you of that satisfaction, the
more you worship him. In other words, when you go to the guru,
you are not seeking the truth, you are seeking security at a different
level, permanency at a different point. But is truth permanency?
You do not know, do you? But you dare not say that, because to
acknowledge, not merely verbally but actually, that one does not
know, is a very devastating experience. But surely, you must be
devastated before you can find truth; you must be in that state of
uncertainty, complete frustration, without escape; you must be
confronted with the void, the emptiness, without an avenue through

which you can run away. Then only you will find what is truth. But
to speculate, to think about truth, is to deny truth. Your
speculations, your thoughts about truth, have no validity: What you
think is the product of thought, and thought is memory; and
memory is mere identification of oneself with a desired result. So,
for the man who is seeking truth, a guru is entirely unnecessary.
Truth is not in the distance; truth is near, in what you are thinking
and feeling, in your relationship with your family, with your
neighbour, with your property and with ideas. To discover truth in
some abstract realm is mere ideation, and most of us seek truth this
way as a means of escape from life. Life is too much for us, too
taxing, too painful, so we want truth away from life Therefore we
seek a guru who will help us to escape; and the more he helps us to
escape, the more we are attached to that guru.
The questioner asks me, `Are you not yourself a guru?' You can
make me one, but I am not a guru. I do not want to be one for the
simple reason that there is no path to truth. You cannot discover
the path, because there is no path, Truth is a thing that is living,
and to a living thing there is no path - it is only, to dead things that
there can be a path. Truth being pathless, to discover it you must be
adventurous, ready for danger; and do you think a guru will help
you to be adventurous, to live in danger? To seek a guru obviously
indicates that you are not adventurous, that you are merely seeking
a path to reality as a means of security. So, you can make me into a
guru if you wish, but it will be your misery, because there is no
guru to truth, there is no leader to reality. That reality is an eternal
being in the present, not in the future; it is in the immediate now,
not in the ultimate tomorrow. To understand that now, that eternity,

the mind must be free from time, thought must cease; yet
everything that you are doing now is cultivating that thought,
thereby conditioning the mind so that there is never a freshness, a
newness, there is never a moment that is still, quiet, fla long as the
thought process exists, truth cannot be - which does not mean that
you must be in a state of complete forgetfulness. You cannot
enforce stillness, you cannot make the mind still, you cannot force
thought to stop. You must understand the process of thought and
go beyond all thought; only then will truth liberate thought from its
own process.
So, truth is not for those who are respectable, nor for those who
desire self-extension, self-fulfilment. Truth is not for those who are
seeking security, permanency; for the permanency they seek is
merely the opposite of impermanence. Being caught in the net of
time, they seek that which is permanent; but the permanent they
seek is not the real, because what they seek is the product of their
thought. Therefore, a man who would discover reality must cease
to seek - which does not mean that he must be contented with what
is. On the contrary, a man who is intent upon the discovery of truth
must be inwardly a complete revolutionary. He cannot belong to
any class, to any nation, to any group or ideology, to any organized
religion; for truth is not in the temple or the church, truth is not to
be found in the things made by the hand or by the mind. Truth
comes into being only when the things of the mind and of the hand
are put aside, and that putting aside of the things of the mind and of
the hand is not a matter of time. Truth comes to him who is free of
time, who is not using time as a means of self-extension. Time
means memory of yesterday, memory of your family, of your race,

of your particular character, of the accumulation of your
experience which makes up the `me' and the `mine'. As long as the
ego exists, the `me' and the `mine', at whatever level it may be,
high or low, the Atman or not Atman, it is still within the field of
thought. Where thought is, there is the opposite, because thought
creates the opposite; and as long as the opposite exists, there
cannot be truth. To understand what is, there must be no
condemning, no justifying, no blaming; and since our whole
structure of being is built upon denial and acceptance, one must
become aware of that whole background, Just be aware as I am
speaking; for choiceless awareness reveals the truth, and it is the
truth that liberates, not your gurus or your systems, not all the pujas
and rituals and practices. Through time, through discipline, through
denial and acceptance, you cannot find truth, Truth comes into
being when the mind is utterly and completely still, and that
stillness is not made up, put together; that stillness arises only
when there is understanding; and this understanding is not difficult,
only it demands your whole attention. Attention is denied when
you are merely living in the brain, and not with your whole being.
Question: Is our belief in the theory of reincarnation a help to
get over the fear of death?
Krishnamurti: It is seven-thirty - I hope you are not tired. Shall I
go on with the question? If you are merely spectators and not the
players, if you are merely listening and not experiencing, you are
losing an awful lot. It is like going to the well with a glass, a small
iota; and if you do not come here with your whole heart, you will
go away empty handed. But a man who goes to the well wishing to
drink deeply of its waters will find in all I have been saying that

truth which refreshes, which helps to renew.
What do you mean by fear and what do you mean by death? I
am not quibbling. Why are you afraid of death? Obviously you are
afraid of death because you have not fulfilled yourself. You love
somebody, and you may lose that person; you are writing a book,
and you may die without having finished it; you are building your
house, and you may die without completing the job; you want to do
something, and death may strike you. What are you afraid of?
Obviously you are afraid of going off suddenly, of not fulfilling
yourself, of being put an end to. Is it not ending that you are afraid
of? We are not discussing death for the moment - we will discuss it
presently. We are discussing what we mean by fear. Surely, fear
exists in relationship to something. There is fear in relation to your
fulfilment. So, the question is, is there fulfilment? You may say
that this is a roundabout way of answering the question, a longwinded explanation. But it is not, Sir; life is not a thing to which
you can give answers like `yes' and `no'. Life is far more complex
more beautiful, far more subtle than that. The man who wants a
quick answer had better take a drug, either the drug of belief or the
drug of amusement, and then he will have no problems. To
understand life one must explore, must discover; and that
exploration, that discovery is denied if the mind is tethered to any
belief. Then it is impossible to understand this whole problem.
What do we mean by fear? There is fear in relation to
something; and that something is self-fulfilment however little or
big. Is there such a thing as self-fulfilment? What do we mean by
`self'? Let us follow it carefully, and you will see what the self is.
Obviously the self, the `me', is a bundle of memories - a bundle of

memories which includes the thin I call eternal, permanent. That n
physical part of the `me', though I may call it the Atman, is still
memo, still within the field of thought. You cannot deny that, can
you? If you can think about something, it is still within the field of
thought. What thought produces is still the product of itself,
therefore it is of time. Surely, the whole of that is the `me', the self,
the ego - whether higher or lower, all the divisions are still with+ in
the field of thought. Therefore, memory, at whatever level you may
like to fix your thought, is still memory. So, the self is a bundle of
memories, and nothing more. There is no spiritual entity as the self
apart from the `me', because, when you say there is a spiritual
entity apart from the `me', it is still the product of thought,
therefore it is still within the field of thought, and thought is
memory. So, the `you the, me', the self - higher or lower, at
whatever point it may be fixed is memory.
Now, as long as there is memory, which is the desire to be, to
become, there is always an object of fulfilment; so there is
continuation of memory, the `me' and the `mine'. That is, as long as
there is self-fulfilment, there is continuation of the `me' and the
`mine', therefore there will always be fear. Fear ceases only when
there is no continuance of the `me' - the `me' being memory', That
is, Sir, to put it differently, as long as I am seeking fulfilment, that
very search entails the fear of uncertainty. Therefore I am afraid of
death. When I have no desire to fulfil myself, there is no fear. The
desire for self-fulfilment ceases when I understand the process of
fulfilment. I cannot merely assert that I have desire to fulfil myself
- that is mere repetition of a truth, which is a lie. As long as there is
the activity of the self, there must be fear of death, fear of non-

fulfilment, fear of coming to an end, fear of not continuing. What
do we mean by death? Surely, a thing that is used constantly comes
to an end; any machine that is constantly used wears out. Similarly,
a body, being in constant use, comes to an end through disease,
through accident, through age. That is inevitable - it may last a
hundred years or ten, but being used, it must wear out. We
recognize and accept that, because we see it happening continually.
But there is the `me' which is not the body, the `me' which is my
accumulated understanding, the things I have done in this `life, the
things for which I have labored, the experiences I have gathered,
the riches I have stored up - it is not the physical' me', but the
psychological `me', which is memory, and which I want to have
continued; I do not want it to come to an end. It is really not death,
but this coming to an end that we are afraid of. We want
continuity. That is, you want your memories to continue with all
their riches, their disturbances, their ugliness, their beauty, and so
on - the whole of that you want to have continued. So, anyone who
assures you of its continuance, you bless, you look up to, and you
run away from anyone who says you must understand it. In death it
is the psychological ending one is afraid of, is it not? You really do
not know what death is. You see bodies being carried away, you
see a lifeless thing that was once full of life and activity, and you
do not know what is beyond. You see the empty, naked, decaying
thing, and you want to know what happens beyond - which means,
you want a guarantee of the continuity of your memories. So, you
are really not interested in knowing what is beyond, you are not
interested in discovering the unknown: what you want is to be
assured of the continuity of your memories. You are not interested

in death, you are concerned only with the continuity of yourself as
memory. It is only when you are interested that you will know
what death is; but you are not interested in discovering the
significance, the beauty of what lies beyond, you are not interested
in the unknown, because you are concerned with the known and
the continuity of the known. Surely, the unknown is seen only
when there is no fear of it - which means that as long as you cling
to the known and desire the known to continue, you can never
know the unknown. It is a very significant thing, is it not?, that you
have given your life to the known? and not to the unknown. You
have written books about death, not about life, because you are
concerned with continuity.
Now, have you ever noticed that that which continues has no
rebirth, no renewal? A thing that is constantly repeated, that is
caught in an endless chain of cause and effect, surely has no
regeneration. It merely continues; it is somewhat modified,
changed, altered, but it remains essentially the same. That which is
continually the same can never be new. That is, Sirs, I want
yesterday to continue through today to tomorrow; and that process
of yesterday through today to tomorrow, is the `me'. That `me' I
want to have continued, and such continuance obviously has no
renewal, for that which continues knows the fear of ending.
Therefore, he who desires to continue will ever be caught in fear. It
is only in the unknown that there is renewal; it is in the unknown
that there is creativeness, not in continuity. So, you must enquire
into the unknown, but to do that you cannot cling to the continuity
of the known; for the `me' and the constant repetition of the `me'
falls within the field of time, with its struggles, with its

achievements, with its memories. The self, which is a bundle of
memories identified as `me', wants to continue; and that which is
permanent continuity in time is obviously a deteriorating factor.
Only in the unknown is there a renewal, a newness; so you must
enquire into the unknown. That is, you must enquire into death as
you enquire into life with its relationships, its variety, its depths, its
sorrows, its joys. The known is memory and its continuance; and
can the known establish a relationship with the unknown?
Obviously not. To enquire into the unknown, the mind must
become the unknown, You are very familiar with the `me' and the
`mine', with your companions, your memory, your religious bodies,
your vanities and passions - all these things make up your life. You
are superficially well aware of these things, and with that mentality
of the known you approach the unknown, you try to establish a
relationship between the known and the unknown. So, you have no
direct relationship with the unknown, and therefore you are afraid
of death.
What do you know of life? Very little. You do not know your
relationship to property, to your neighbour, to your wife, to ideas.
You know only the superficial things, and you want to continue the
superficial things. For God's sake, what a miserable life! Is not
continuity a stupid thing? It is a stupid person that wants to
continue - no man who understood the rich feelings of life would
want continuity. When you understand life, you will find the
unknown; for life is the unknown, and death and life are one. There
is no division between life and death; it is the foolish and the
ignorant who make the division, those who are concerned with
their body and with their petty continuity. Such people use the

theory of reincarnation as a means of covering up their fear, as a
guarantee of their stupid little continuity. It is obvious that thought
continues; but surely, a man who is seeking truth is not concerned
with thought, for thought does not lead to truth. The theory of the
`me' continuing through reincarnation towards truth is a false idea,
it is untrue. The `me' is a bundle of memories, which is time, and
the mere continuation of time does not lead you to the eternal
which is beyond time. The fear of death ceases only when the
unknown enters your heart. Life is the unknown, as death is the
unknown, as truth is the unknown. Life is the unknown, Sir; but we
cling to one small expression of that life, and that which we cling
to is merely memory, which is an incomplete thought therefore,
that which we cling to is unreal, it has no validity. The mind clings
to that empty thing called memory, and memory is the mind, the
self, at whatever level you like to c it. So, mind, which is in the
field of the known, can never invite the unknown. It is only when
there is the unknown, a state of complete uncertainty, that there
comes the cessation of fear and with it the perception of reality.
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We have been saying that without self knowledge no human
problem can permanently be solved. Few us are prepared to go into
a problem completely and see the movement our own thought,
feeling and action as a comprehensive, integrated whole; most of
us want an immediate answer without understanding the whole
process of ourselves. In considering this matter, we will have to go
into the question of progress and specialization. We believe, and
we have been carefully nurtured, regimented in the idea, that there
is progress, there is evolution, there is growth. Now, let us examine
that question, There is obviously technological progress, from the
bullock cart to the jet airplane. Then there is growth, the acorn
becoming an oak. And finally, we think that we ourselves shall
become something, we shall achieve a result, an end. So, these
three things, technological progress, growth, and becoming, are all
considered a kind of evolution. It would be obviously absurd to
deny progress in terms of technological advancement. We see the
crude internal combustion engine eventually giving place to the
turbo-jet, making possible airplanes of enormous speeds, doing
1500 miles per hour and more. It would be equally absurd to deny
the growth of a seed into a plant, into a flower, and from that into a
fruit. But with that same mentality we approach our own
consciousness. We think there is progress, evolution, that through
time we shall achieve a result; and I want to go into the question of
whether there is progress at all for man, whether there is
evolutionary growth, whether it is possible for you and me to

achieve a result in terms of time, the result being the achievement
of reality. We talk about the evolutionary advancement of man,
that you become something eventually - if not in this life, then in
future life. That is through time you evolve into something greater,
more beautiful, more worthy, and so on.
Now, is there such a thing as your becoming more wise, more
beautiful, more virtuous, approaching nearer reality, through the
process of time? That is what we mean when we talk about
evolution. There is obviously a physiological evolution, growth;
but is there a psychological growth, evolution, or is it merely a
phantasy of the mind, which, in its desire to transform itself, falls
into the erroneous thought of becoming something? Now, to
become something, you must specialize, must you not; and
anything that specializes soon dies, decays, because all
specialization implies lack of adaptability. Only that thing which is
capable of adaptation or pliability can survive. So, as long as we
are thinking of becoming, there must be specialization, and
specialization obviously implies a process of narrowing down in
which all pliability is impossible, and therefore there is death,
decay and destruction. You can see that any animal that specializes
soon destroys itself. That is a biological fact. And are human
beings meant to specialize? You will have to specialize to have a
profession, to be a doctor, to be a lawyer, to be the commander of
an army, or to get a boat through the stormy seas; but is
psychological specialization necessary? That means, is selfknowledge a process of specialization? If it is, then that process of
specialization destroys man - which is what is happening in the
world. Technological advancement through specialization is

extremely rapid, and man is incapable of quick adaptability in the
psychological sense because we approach life with the same
mentality of specialization. In other words, specialization in the
technological field has given us the bias that we must specialize in
self-knowledge, become experts, specialists in the understanding of
ourselves. So, our mentality, our approach to this problem, is that
of specialization, in which is implied becoming. To specialize, you
must discipline yourself, control yourself, narrow down your
capacity, focus your attention on a particular object, and so on. All
this is implied in specialization.
Now surely, Man is a complex entity, and to understand himself
he cannot specialize. As you are complex, subtle, made up of many
entities, you must understand them as a whole, and not specialize
in any one direction. So, to understand the process of the self,
which is self-knowledge, specialization is detrimental,
specialization prevents quick adaptability; and anything that
specializes soon decays and withers away. So, to understand
oneself, one needs enormous pliability, and that pliability is denied
when we specialize in devotion. in action, in knowledge. There are
no paths such as devotion, as action, as knowledge, and he who
follows any of these paths separately as a specialist brings about
his own destruction. That is, a man who is committed to a
particular path, to a particular approach, is incapable of pliability,
and that which is not pliable is broken. As a tree that is not pliable
breaks in the storm, so a man who has specialized breaks down in
moments of crisis. To understand oneself is imperative, because
self-knowledge alone can solve the innumerable problems that
confront us; and you cannot approach self-knowledge through any

particular path. The path implies specialization, becoming an
expert, and in that process you are broken. Haven't you noticed that
an expert is not an integrated person? He is specialized in one
direction. To understand the process of life, you need an integrated
action, an integrated understanding all the time, and not specialized
attention. To think in terms of evolution, that I shall become
something in time, implies specialization, because to become
means achieving a result, and to achieve a result you must control,
discipline, and all discipline is obviously a process of narrowing
down. Though you may achieve the result, in the process of
achieving that result you are broken. That is what is happening
with all of us. We have become incapable of quick adaptability to
the environment that is constantly changing. Our response to a
challenge is always conditioned, and therefore the challenge can
never be understood.
So, when you think in terms of evolution, in terms of becoming
something psychologically, that becoming implies the achievement
of a result, and to achieve a result you must discipline yourself; for
discipline, specialization is necessary, which in turn narrows down
your thought; therefore you become unplayable, incapable of quick
adaptability, and that which is not adaptable is broken. A man who
would have self-knowledge must put aside this idea of becoming
and understand himself from moment to moment without the
residual effect of the moment. Surely, if you will observe it, you
will see that understanding comes, not through the accumulation of
memory, but when memory is not functioning. You understand
somebody only when you have no previous record of that person.
If you have a previous record, you are merely remembering the

past activities and inclinations of that person, but you are not
understanding him. To understand, all idea of becoming must
cease, which means that each experience must be understood
immediately, directly; and you can understand experience
immediately only when you do not bring up the old conditioning,
the old background, to translate that experience or that challenge.
To understand oneself is of primary importance, because I
cannot understand any human problem without understanding the
instrument that regards, the instrument that perceives, that
examines. If I do not know my self, I have no foundation for
thought and to know myself is not the result of specialization, of
becoming an expert in knowing myself - which prevents me from
knowing myself. Because, the self is desire, it is alive, always
moving, it has no resting place, it is constantly undergoing a
change and to understand desire, you cannot have a pattern of
action. You must understand desire as it arises from moment to
moment; and because our minds are not capable of quick
following, instant adaptability, immediate perception of desire, we
translate that desire in terms of a pattern which we are accustomed,
and that pattern becomes a conditioned response to the challenge.
That is, we never understand desire because we are translating that
desire in terms of memory. To understand desire, do not think in
terms of changing that desire, or of achieving a result. Look at each
desire as it arises, do not translate it; let the content of that desire
convey its significance. In other words, as I was explaining
yesterday, listen to desire as you listen to a song, as you listen to
the wind in the trees; listen to the whole process of desire without
trying to alter it, without trying to control or transform it. Then you

will see that desire gives its full meaning; and it is only when you
understand the content of desire that you have freedom.
In short, then, specialization of the psyche is death. If you desire
to understand yourself, you cannot go to any expert, to any book,
because you are your own master and pupil. If you go to another,
he can only help you to specialize; but if you are desirous of
understanding yourself, that understanding comes only from
moment to moment when there is no accumulation of yesterday, no
accumulation of a previous moment; and when the mind
understands itself and its activities completely, fully, only then is
there reality.
Question: Will you please explain what is meant by giving full
attention?
Krishnamurti: To understand the significance of full attention,
you must understand first what you mean by distraction; because,
if a man is not distracted, there is full attention. To merely enquire
and be told what is full attention, so-called positive, directed
attention, destroys your own capacity to find out what is full
attention. Surely, that is clear, is it not? If I were to tell you what is
full attention, you would merely copy that, Would you not? which would not be full attention. Following a particular pattern of
thought or meditation, or keeping the mind focussed on a particular
idea, is not full attention; but if you and I enquire into the question
of what is distraction and understand that, then through this
negative approach to the question you will find that there is
complete attention. I hope I am making myself clear, because this
is very important. Any sensitive approach to a problem prevents
understanding of the problem; but if we approach this problem

negatively - and negative thought is the highest form of thinking - ,
then we will find a complete answer to the question of what is full
attention.
Now, what do you mean by distraction? You mean, do you
not?, that you have chosen an idea from among several ideas, you
have chosen an interest from among many interests, and you try to
fix your mind on that particular thing; and any other interests that
invade your mind you call distraction. That is, I have several
interests, and from among these interests I choose one and try to
focus my attention on it. But my other interests come between and
impede attention, and this is what I call distraction. So if I can
understand distraction and put an end to it, then naturally,
suddenly, there will be full attention. Our problem is to understand
each interest without choice, and not choose one interest and
attempt to discard others, calling that distraction. If the mind can
understand each interest as it arises and therefore free itself from
each interest, in that freedom you will have full attention. Sir, most
of us are made up of many masks, many entities, and it is no good
choosing one entity and saying, `I am going to concentrate on this',
because then you are inviting conflict with other entities; and the
other entities which are fighting your chosen entity are also
yourself. Whereas, if you look at all the entities and revalue them,
see their true significance - and you can do that only when you do
not condemn, when you do not justify, when you do not compare
- , then there is a quickening of intelligence. There is attention only
when you examine, when you revalue each entity, and that is the
highest form of intelligence. A stupid man trying to concentrate on
an idea will still remain stupid; but if that stupid man regards all

his interests to find their true significance, that very enquiry is the
beginning of intelligence.
So, you see that through a negative approach to this problem
you discover a great deal, you become sensitive, alert to the
significance of the innumerable problems about you. Then you do
not resist them, you do not put them away, but as they arise, you
understand them, which means that you have the capacity, the
swiftness, the vitality to discover. After that discovery, you will
give full attention. To have full attention, your mind must not be
distracted; and since your mind is distracted, why not pursue the
various distractions and find out? If you do that, you will see how
extraordinarily quickly the mind becomes subtle, vivid, clarified
and vital. It is only when the mind is alert that you can give that
full attention in which there is complete understanding.
Question: You talk of seeing a thought through and getting rid
of it. Will you please explain this in great detail?
Krishnamurti: To think a thought through is quite an arduous
task and very few of us are willing to do so. We like to transform a
thought, to put it in a different frame or mould, we do not want to
think it through. There must be no desire to transform a thought,
there must be no desire to get rid of it or to put it in a different
frame. I am going to take a thought and examine it, and we will see
together.
Most of us think we are very intelligent, most of us think that
we have a bright spot. Now, are we intelligent? On the contrary,
we are dull, but we would never admit to ourselves that we are
dull, that we lack sensitivity; and if we completely analyzed this,
we would not be so sorrowfully stupid. We are not intelligent, we

have no bright spot, but we think we are partly bright and partly
dull. I am going to think this thought through, so please follow it.
When you say, `I am partly dull add partly bright', which is the part
that is saying, `I am bright', and which is the part that is saying, `I
am dull'? If the bright part is saying that the other part is dull, then
obviously the bright part knows itself as being bright. That is,
when you say, `I am bright', you are conscious of yourself being
very intelligent. Is intelligence self-conscious? The moment I say,
`I am intelligent', obviously I am dull. (Laughter.) That is not a
clever response - you can watch it. When a man says he is clever,
he is obviously a stupid man. So that part of the mind which is
conscious of itself as being bright is really dull; and the dull mind
thinking that a part of itself is bright is still dull. It very important
to follow this, because most of us think that somewhere in us there
is a bright spot. Obviously when a dull mind thinks that somewhere
it has a bright spot, that thought is still dull, is it not? Sir, we are
thinking a thought through. When a dull mind thinks it has a bright
spot, that is still the action c& a dull mind. When a dull man per,
forms puja, the action is also dull; and if there is a dull mind which
thinks that a part of itself is bright, eternal, that part is equally dull.
So, most of us do not like to acknowledge that we are dull; we
like to think that somehow, somewhere in us there is a bright spot God, reality, Atman, Paramatman, and all the re of it. But if a dull
man thinks about Atman, that Atman is still dull. How can a dull
man think about something which is really intelligent? That which
is intelligent is not self-conscious; and the moment I say to myself,
`I am intelligent', I reduce myself to the level of stupidity - and that
is what most of you are doing. So, you never acknowledge that the

whole of you is dull - which it is, if you really look at it. You like
to play about with bright things and call yourselves intelligent.
Actually, a dull man playing with bright things reduces the bright
things to his own level. When a mind is thinking itself to be bright,
either it is self-conscious and therefore dull, or it is dull and thinks
of itself as being bright - and is therefore still dull. But when a
mind recognizes that it is dull, what is the next response? First, to
acknowledge that one is dull is already a tremendous fact: to say
that I am a liar is already the beginning of telling the truth. So,
when we think out this thought of dullness and brightness, we see
that almost all of us are dull right through, and we are afraid to
acknowledge it. Don't you know how dull you are? Because we are
dull, we try to solve our problems partially and unintegratedly, and
therefore we still remain dull. But when we do acknowledge it not mentally or verbally, but actually see that we are dull - , what
happens? When a dull mind recognizes itself as being dull, when
the mind sees it, there is no escape. We are thinking a thought
through: just see what happens when you acknowledge and face
the reality that you are dull. The moment you acknowledge that
fact, that you are entirely dull, what happens? You see that a dull
mind thinking of God, is still dull - the idea of God may be bright,
but a dull mind reduces the idea to its own level. If you can face
the fact that you are dull, then already there is the beginning of
clarification. Stupidity which is trying to become intelligence will
never be intelligence: it will always remain what it is. A dull mind
trying to become bright will always remain dull, whatever it does.
But the moment you acknowledge the fact that you are dull, there
is an immediate transformation.

It is the same with every thought. Take anger. Anger may be the
result of a physiological or neurological response, or you are angry
because you want to conceal something. Think it out, face it
without trying to find an excuse for it. The moment you face the
fact, there is the beginning of transformation. You cannot translate
a fact: you can mistranslate it, but a fact remains a fact. So, to think
a thought through is to see what is without distortion; and when I
perceive the fact directly, then only is it transformed. It is not
possible to bring about transformation as long as I am evading,
running away from what is, or as long as I am trying to change
what is into something else, for then I am incapable of direct
action.
Then, Sir, take violence. Again, let us think that thought
through, First, I do not like to acknowledge that I am violent,
because socially and morally I am told that to be violent is a very
bad thing. But the fact is I am violent. So I meditate, I compel, I try
to become something else - but I never face what I actually am,
which is violent. I spend my time trying to transform what is into
something else. To transform, I must look at what is; and I am not
looking at it as long as I have an ideal. If I see that, I set aside the
ideal, which is non-violence, and look at violence, and then I am
fully aware that I am violent; and the very fact that I am directly
conscious of it brings about transformation. Experiment with it and
you will see. This refusal to see what is - that is the problem with
all of us. I never want to look at what is, I never want to
acknowledge that I am ugly - I always give reasons for my
ugliness; but if I look at my ugliness as it is, without explanation or
excuse, then there is a possibility of transformation.

So, to think a thought through is to see how thought is deceiving
itself, running away from what is. You can think a thought out
fully, completely, only when you stop all avenues of escape and
then look at it - which requires an extraordinary honesty; and as
most of us are dishonest in our thinking, we never want to see any
thought through. It is the discovery of how thought is deceiving
itself that is important; and when you discover its deceitfulness,
then you can face what is. Then only what is reveals its full
significance, its meaning.
Question: Instead of addressing heterogeneous crowds in many
places and dazzling and confounding them with your brilliance and
subtlety, why do you not start a community or colony and create a
reference for your way of thinking? Are you afraid that this could
never be done?
Krishnamurti: Sir brilliance and subtlety should always be kept
under cover, because too much exposure of brilliance only blinds.
It is not my intention to blind or show cleverness, that is too stupid;
but when one sees things very clearly, one cannot help setting them
out very clearly. This you may think brilliant and subtle. To me,
what I am saying is not brilliant: it is the obvious. That is one fact.
The other is, you want me to found an ashram or a community.
Now, why? Why do you want me to found a community? You say
that it will act as a reference, that is, something which can be
pointed out as a successful experiment. That is what a reference
implies, does it not? - a community where all these things are being
carried out. That is what you want. I do not want to found an
ashram or a community, but you want it. Now, why do you want
such a community? I will tell you why. It is very interesting, is it

not? You want it because you would like to join with others and
create a community, but you do not want to start a community with
yourself; you want somebody else to do it, and when it is done you
will join it. In other words, Sir, you are afraid of starting on your
own, therefore you want a reference. That is, you want something
which will give you authority of a kind that can be carried out. In
other words, you yourself are not confident, and therefore you say,
`Found a community and I will join it'. Sir, where you are you can
found a community, but you can found that community only when
you have confidence. The trouble is that you have no confidence.
Why are you not confident? What do I mean by confidence? The
man who wants to achieve a result, who gets what he wants, is full
of confidence - the business man, the lawyer, the policeman, the
general, are all full of confidence. Now, here you have no
confidence. Why? For the simple reason you have not
experimented. The moment you experiment with this, you will
have confidence. Nobody else can give you confidence; no book,
no teacher can give you confidence. Encouragement is not
confidence; encouragement is merely superficial, childish,
immature. Confidence comes as you experiment; and when you
experiment with nationalism, wit even the smallest thing, then as
you experiment you will have confidence, because your mind will
be swift, pliable; and then where you are there will be an ashram,
you yourself will found the community. That is clear, is it not? You
are more important than any community. If you join a community,
you will be as you are - you will have somebody to boss you, you
will have laws, regulations and discipline, you will be another Mr.
Smith or Mr. Rao in that beastly community. You want a

community only when you want to be directed, to be told what to
do. A man who wants to be directed is aware of his lack of
confidence in himself. You can have confidence, not by talking
about self-confidence, but only when you experiment, when you
try. Sir, the reference is you, so, experiment, wherever you are, a
whatever level of thought. You are the only reference, not the
community; and when the community becomes the reference, you
are lost. I hope there will be lots of people joining together and
experimenting, having full confidence and therefore coming
together; but for you to sit outside and say, `Why don't you form a
community for me to join?', is obviously a foolish question. I do
not want an ashram for the simple reason that you are more
important than the ashram: I really feel it. The ashram becomes a
nightmare. Sir, what happens in the ashram? The teacher becomes
important; it is not the seeker, but the guru who is important. The
guru is all authority, and you have given him that authority;
because, the moment you support a guru you make him into an
authority. Therefore, when you join these ashrams you are
destroying yourself. (Laughter.) Please do not laugh it off. Look at
people who have come out of ashrams. They are dull, weary, their
blood has been sucked away, and they are thrown out as shadows.
Self-immolation to an idea is not finding truth - it is only another
form of gratification. Where there is search for gratification, there
is no search for reality. So, you are the only reference, not another,
not an ashram, not a community. If you want to form a community
for experimenting, it should not become your reference; for the
moment it becomes your reference, your authority, you are no
longer seeking truth - you are basking in the sunshine of another's

action. That is what you want. You all want reflected glory. That is
why you join ashrams, pursue gurus, form communities; and
inevitably they will fail, because the teacher becomes all-important
and not you. If you are searching for truth you will never join an
ashram, you will never have the reference of another. You will
have your own reference; and you can have your own reference
only when you are very honest, and that honesty comes only when
you experiment. A man who experiments and wants a result is
obviously not experimenting. A man who experiments does not
know what is going to come out. That is the beauty of
experimentation. If you know what is going to come out of it, you
are not experimenting. So, the difficulty in having a teacher, a
community,an ashram, lies in this, that you make it your reference,
you make it your shelter. The guru is not so much at fault as the
follower. You make your guru your reference, you hand your life
over to him to be told what to do. No man can tell you what to do.
If he tells you what to do, he does not know: a man who knows,
does not know. Do not seek a reference, do not seek shelters, but
experiment, become confident; then you will have your own
reference, which is truth. Then you will be aware that you are the
community, you are your own ashram. Where you are is very
important, for truth is very near you if you only look.
Question: Modern man has been a dazzling success in the field
of technological development and organization, but he has been a
dismal failure in building up harmonious human relationships.
How can we resolve this tragic contradiction? Can we conceive of
a cumulative increase in the means of grace at the disposal of each
person in the world?

Krishnamurti: Let us think out this question and see what it
means. The questioner points out that there is contradiction in our
life: technologically we are very far advanced, and as
psychological entities we are far behind; and he asks, can each one
who is spiritually so far behind overtake that technological
advance? Can there be a miracle which will immediately transform
me so that the psychological entity catches up with technological
progress? I think that is what is implied in this ques- tion: can each
person be quickly transformed by accumulated grace so that there
is no contradiction? That is, if I understand the question rightly,
and to put it simply and directly, through some miracle can you be
transformed? Can the cumulative grace of God act so rapidly that
there is not this division, this contradiction? Because technological
advance is going faster and faster, and psychologically we are
following very slowly, we must have a miracle in order to catch up,
otherwise we will be destroyed. I wonder if you follow all this. To
put it differently, the turbojet airplane is said to fly at a speed of
1500 miles an hour; and there is the atomic bomb. You can see
what that means. With instruments of such power in the hands of a
stupid man calling himself a general, a national hero, or what you
will, can I, who am an imbecile psychologically, catch up with all
that so that I can alter it? The question, in other words, is this: Can
I be transformed now? Please follow this. Can a miracle take place
so that I may change immediately? I say yes. (Laughter.) Do not
laugh it off. What I am saying is very serious. I say a miracle can
take place now; but you and I must be receptive for that miracle to
happen, and you must also be part of that miracle. A blind man
who is suffering in his blindness, desires to be cured, he wants to

see. If you are in that position you will have a miracle, and I say
transformation is not in time, but now. Regeneration is immediate,
it is not tomorrow or in the distant future. A miracle can take place
if you know how to look at the problem, and that is what I have
been trying to show during the past four or five weeks. The miracle
Lakes place if you look at things directly. Sir, if you mistake the
rope for a snake and are afraid to look, a miracle is not possible, is
it? That is, you will always be afraid. The miracle happens only
when you look. To look, you must have the desire you must be in
pain and must want to be cured. That means you have honesty to
solve this problem. But you are not honest, you are anxious - you
want something to happen so that you will be changed, and yet you
won't look at the problem, search it out, you won't enquire into it or
go into it. So you remain dull and technological progress goes
much faster than you can keep pace with.
So, there can be a miracle only when you are willing to receive
that miracle; and I assure you that a miracle can take place when
you are willing to receive it, when you are willing to look at things
really as they are. Do not deceive yourself by giving explanations,
by justifying yourself, but see yourself as you are - and discover
what an extraordinary thing takes place. I assure you regeneration
comes when you are not looking to time as a means of
transforming yourself. Only then is there transformation, and the
miracle is not far. But you are so sluggish, so unwilling, so empty
handed even in your suffering! Sir, the rain falls and gives
nourishment to the earth, the trees, the flowers; but if that rain falls
on a rock, does it do any good You are like the rock your heart and
minds are dull, you are empty and hard, and no amount of rain can

wash that away. What will change your hard heart is to see things
as they are; do not condemn, do not find an excuse for them, but
recognize, look at them - and you will see a miracle. When you see
and acknowledge that your heart is hard, your mind full of childish
toys - when you recognize it, you will see a transformation take
place. But, to look to see, to observe, you must have that intention.
Sirs, look at you: some are yawning, some are twiddling their
thumbs, some are cleaning their glasses.Do you think a miracle can
happen to you? Do you think a miracle can happen when you are
secure, when you have money? When your hands are full of
money, it cannot happen. You must let go, you must be willing to
let go, then the miracle can happen. You must be aware of yourself
as you are, simply, constantly and directly, with all your ugliness,
your cheerfulness, your brutality, joy and suffering. As you
become aware you will see a miracle happening that you would
never have suspected, a miracle that is truth, that transforms, that
liberates.
Question: You seem to suggest that concentration and the
willful focussing of one's attention is exclusive and therefore a
dulling process. Will you please explain what is meditation and
how the mind can be stilled and got rid of?
Krishnamurti: I do not know what is meant by `got rid of', but
that does not matter. I have carefully explained that concentration
is not meditation, for concentration is mere exclusive choice, and
therefor; there is a narrowing down of the mind. A mind that is
narrowed down can never understand that which is limitless,
immeasurable. have explained that. You can read about it in the
books that have been published. Also, I have said that meditation is

not prayer. Prayer is another trick of the mind to quicken itself.
Through the repetition of words and sentences you can make the
mind still, and in that stillness receive a response; but that response
is not the response of reality, because such prayer is merely a
repetition, a begging, a supplication. In prayer there is duality, one
who begs and the other who grants. I have said that meditation is
not concentration, meditation is not prayer. Now, most of you who
practice meditation belong to either of these two categories. That
is, you are concentrating to achieve a result, or you pray for
something you want, either a refrigerator or a virtue. You can
enquire into what meditation is only when you do not want
anything. You cannot go into the significance of meditation if you
approach it from either of those two points of view. I have
explained all that, and I won't go into it now.
What do we mean by meditation? obviously it means, does it
not?, a mind that is capable of swift pliability, so that it is aware
extensively and widely, so that every problem as it arises is
dissolved instantaneously, every challenge is understood, and there
is no response of yesterday. Sir, a meditative mind is a mind that
knows itself, which means that meditation is the beginning of selfknowledge. You cannot meditate without knowing yourself.
Without knowing yourself, your meditation is vain, it has no
meaning. To meditate rightly, you must first know yourself.
Therefore, meditation is self-knowledge. To know yourself is to
see all the content of the mind, both the conscious and the
unconscious activities, when it is awake and when it is in its socalled sleep. That is not difficult, and I am going to show how to
do it; but experiment with it now, do not wait till you go home.

When you experiment, you do not know what you are going to
discover. Each time you approach any problem there is something
new - that is the beauty of reality. It is always creative, it is always
new. That newness cannot come through memory. So, meditation
is the beginning of self-knowledge, which is to know the conscious
activities and also the whole content of the hidden layers of the
mind. Please follow this. Meditate with me as I go along step by
step. I am not mesmerizing you, I am not using words for their
neurological value. I am going to find out what it means to
meditate, to discover reality through meditation. We are
experimenting to find out, not tomorrow, but now. You can
question me tomorrow. Please follow this, Sirs. First, I recognize
the fact that without knowing myself I cannot meditate; meditation
has no meaning without self-knowledge. Self-knowledge is not
high or low, it is the whole process of thought, the open thought
with which you are familiar, and all the concealed thought that is
hidden in the unconscious. I am going to meditate and uncover the
whole process - which can be done immediately. Truth can be
perceived directly.
Now, what is the self? Obviously, it is memory; at whatever
level, high or low, it is still memory, which means thought. You
may call the self Atman, or merely the responses to environment;
when you call it Atman you place it at a high level, but it is still
part of thought, which is memory. Therefore, to understand this
whole process of `myself' is to understand memory - memory
which is not only acquired the previous minute, but also the
memory of centuries, the memory which is the result of
accumulated racial experience, national, geographical, climatic

influences, and so on. All this is memory, whether superficial or
very deep; and we are going to be aware of the whole of memory,
in all its details. As most of us can see, when we say that the self is
memory - not a particular memory, but the total memory of all
entities - the implication is that to uncover its various layers needs
time. To investigate the conscious and the unconscious memory,
one must have time; and to use time to discover truth, reality, is to
deny it. I hope you are following all this. So, I must use the right
means for the right end. That is, Sirs, if I take time to analyze all
the layers, conscious and unconscious, I am using time as a means
of achieving the timeless. Therefore, I am using the wrong means
to approach the right end. Surely, I must approach the right end
with the right means. That is, I must not use time. But I am in the
habit of using time as a means of achieving the timeless.
Discipline, meditation, control, suppression, all imply time; and
memory is time. So, I see something: that I must use the right
means to find the right end. Therefore, I have a problem which I
must dissolve without time. To analyze all the layers of memory
and go into their value, involves time. If I use time, then I am
introducing the wrong means to a right end, because I am using
time in order to find the timeless. I can find the timeless only if I
use the right means. Therefore, my problem is how thought which
is the result of memory, which is memory, can be dissolved
instantaneously. Any other approach is an approach through time.
Watch it, Sir, please follow it. A problem is put in front of you: it is
that the self, the `you', is memory, a bundle of memories, and it
must be dissolved; because the continuance of memory is time, and
through time you can never find that which is eternal,

immeasurable, spaceless, beyond time. How is it to be done? It can
be done only when memory completely ceases. Now, how is that
memory to cease? Please follow this. I see that as long as memory
functions, reality cannot be - that is a fact, is it not? I have
explained it enough. That is, Sir, I see that mind is the product, the
result of memory; and when that mind tries to think out how to be
free, memory is still functioning. When the mind asks, `How am I
to be free from memory', the very question implies an answer
which is the outcome of memory. Perhaps I am putting it too
concisely.
The mind, both conscious and unconscious, is a bundle of
memories; and when the mind says to itself, `I must be free of
memory in order to understand reality', that very wish to be free is
part of memory. That is a fact. Therefore, the mind no longer
wishes to be anything - it merely faces the fact that it itself is
memory; it does not wish to trans- form, it does not wish to
become something else. When the mind sees that any action on its
own part is still the functioning of memory, and therefore that it is
incapable of finding truth, what then is the state of the mind? It
becomes still. When the mind perceives that any activity of its own
is futile, is all part of memory and therefore of time, seeing that
fact, it stops, does it not? If your mind sees the reality of what I am
saying, that whatever it does is still part of memory, and therefore
it cannot act to be free of memory, it does not act. When mind sees
that it cannot proceed that way, it stops. Therefore, the mind, the
whole content of the mind, the conscious and the unconscious,
becomes still. Now the mind is without action, it has seen that
whatever it does is on a horizontal line, which is memory;

therefore, seeing the fallacy of that, it becomes quiet. It has no
object in view, it has no desire for a result, it is absolutely tranquil,
without movement in any direction. Therefore, what has happened?
The mind is tranquil, it has not been made tranquil. See the
difference between a mind that is put to sleep, and a mind that is
quiet. In that state you will find an enormous movement, extreme
vitality, a newness, peaceful and alert. All positive action has
ceased, and the mind is in a state of the highest intelligence
because it has approached the problem of memory through
negative thinking, which is the highest form of thinking. So, the
mind is peaceful, swift and yet still; it is not exclusive, it is not
concentrating or focussing, but is extensively aware. Now what
happens? In that awareness there is no choice, but merely seeing
things as they are, red as red, blue as blue, without any distortion.
In that state which is peaceful, choicelessly aware and alert, you
will find that all verbalization, all mentation or intellection, has
completely stopped. There is a stillness which is not induced, a
stillness in which the mind is no longer using thought to revive
itself; therefore, there is neither the thinker nor the thought. There
is neither the experiencer nor the experienced, because the
experiencer and the experienced come into being through the
thought process, and the thought process has entirely stopped.
There is only a state of experiencing. In that state of experiencing,
there is no time; all time as yesterday, today and tomorrow, has
completely stopped. If you can go further into it, you will see that
the mind which was the product of time has completely
transformed itself, and is now without time; and that which is
without time is eternal, that which is without time is immeasurable,

it has no beginning and no end, it is without cause and therefore
without effect - and that which is without cause is the real. You can
experience that now, but not through centuries of practice,
discipline or control. It must be now or never.
So, the mind that wishes to understand meditation must begin to
understand itself - understand itself in its relationships, not in
isolation. A mind that is the product of time can be free of time, not
eventually, but immediately; and that freedom comes into being
only when there is the right approach - and meditation is the right
approach - to all human problems. The positive approach is
conditioned by a pattern of action. Meditation is the negative
approach, and therefore it is the highest form of thinking - which is
not thinking. All thinking is of time. If you want to understand a
human problem, there must be no thought process, and to free the
mind from the thought process is to meditate; and you cannot
meditate without self-knowledge. Only when there is selfknowledge, of which meditation is the beginning, does reality
come into being; and it is reality that liberates.
October 10, 1948

POONA INDIA 8TH PUBLIC TALK 17TH
OCTOBER, 1948
We have touched upon many things during the course of these
Sunday talks, but it seems to me that one of the most important
questions to discuss and find out the significance of is that of time.
The lives of most of us are rather sluggish like still waters, they are
dull, dreary, ugly and insipid; and some of us, realizing this, bury
ourselves in political, social or religious activities, and thereby we
think we can enrich our lives. But surely, such action is not
enrichment, because our lives are still empty; though we may talk
about political reform, yet our minds and hearts continue to be dull.
We may be very active socially or may dedicate our lives to
religion, yet the meaning of virtue is still a matter of ideas, of mere
ideation. So, do what we may, we find our lives to be dull, they are
without much significance; for mere action without understanding
does not bring about enrichment or freedom. So, if I may, I would
like to talk a little about what is time, because I think the
enrichment, the beauty and significance of that which is timeless,
of that which is true, can be experienced only when we understand
the whole process of time. After all, we are seeking, each in his
own way, a sense of happiness, of enrichment. Surely, a life that
has significance, the riches of true happiness, is not if time. Like
love, such a life is timeless; and to understand that which is
timeless, we must not approach it through time, but rather
understand time. We must not utilize time as a means of attaining,
realizing, apprehending the timeless. But that is what we are doing
most of our lives: spending time in trying to grasp that which is

timeless. So, it is important to understand what we mean by time,
because I think it is possible to be free of time. It is very important
to understand time as a whole, and not partially; but I will have to
deal with it as rapidly and as briefly as possible, because I have
many questions to answer and this is the last evening of these talks.
So, I hope you will not mind if I am very brief and to the point.
It is interesting to realize that our lives are mostly spent in time
- time; not in the sense of chronological sequence, of minutes,
hours, days and years, but in the sense of psychological cal
memory. We live by time, w are the result of time. Our minds are
the product of many yesterdays, and the present is merely the
passage of the past to the future. So, our minds, our activities, our
being are founded on time; without time we cannot think, because
thought is the result of time, thought is the product of many
yesterdays, and there is no thought without memory. Memory is
time; for there are two kinds of time, the chronological and the
psychological. There is time a; yesterday by the watch and as
yesterday by memory. You cannot reject chronological time, which
would be absurd - then you would miss your train. But is there
really any time at all apart from chronological time? Obviously,
there is timE as yesterday; but is there time as the mind thinks of
it? That is, is there time apart from the mind? Surely, time,
psychological time, is the product of the mind. Without the
foundation of thought there is no time - time merely being memory
as yesterday in conjunction with today, which moulds tomorrow.
That is, memory of yesterday's experience in response to the
present is creating the future - which is still the process of thought,
a path of the mind. So, the thought process brings about

psychological progress in time; but is it real, as real as
chronological time? And can we use that time which is of the mind
as a means of understanding the eternal, the timeless? Because, as I
said, happiness is not of yesterday, happiness is not the product of
time, happiness is always in the present, a timeless state. I do not
know if you have noticed that when you have ecstasy, a creative
joy, a series of bright clouds surrounded by dark clouds, in that
moment there is no time: there is only the immediate present. But
the mind, coming in after the experiencing in the present,
remembers and wishes to continue it, gathering more and more of
itself, thereby creating time. So, time is created by the `more; time
is acquisition, and time is also detachment, which is still an
acquisition of the mind. Therefore, merely disciplining the mind in
time, conditioning thought within the framework of time, which is
memory, surely does not reveal that which is timeless.
So, there is chronological time, and there is the time of the
mind, the time which is mind itself, and we are always confusing
these two issues. Obviously, chronological time is confused with
the psychological, with the psyche of one's being; and with that
chronological mentality we try to become, we try to achieve. So,
this whole process of becoming is of time; and one must surely
enquire if there really is such a thing as becoming, becoming in the
sense of finding reality, God, happiness. Can you use time as a
means to the timeless? That is, through a wrong means can the
right end be achieved? Surely, the right means must be employed
for the right end, because the means and the end are one. When we
try to find the timeless in terms of becoming, which implies
disciplining, conditioning, rejecting, accepting, acquiring and

denying, all of which involves time, we are using the wrong means
for the right end; therefore, our means will produce a wrong end.
As long as you are using the wrong means, which is time, to find
the timeless, the timeless is not; for time is not the means to the
timeless. Therefore, to find the timeless, to realize that which is
eternal, time must stop - which means the whole process of
thinking must come to an end; and, if you examine it really closely,
widely and intelligently, it is not as difficult as it appears. Because,
there are moments when the mind is absolutely still, not put
together, but still of itself. Surely, there is a difference between a
mind that is made still, and a mind that is still. But those moments
of stillness are mere remembrances, and remembrances become the
time clement which prevents the further experiencing of those
moments.
So, as I said, for thought to come to an end and for the timeless
to be, you must understand memory; for without memory, there is
no thought; without memory, there is no time. Memory is merely
incomplete experience; for that which you experience fully,
completely, is without any response, and in that state there is no
memory. At the moment when you are experiencing something,
there is no memory, there is no experiencer apart from the
experienced, there is neither the observer nor the observed; there is
only a state of experiencing in which time is not. Time comes in
only when experiencing has become a memory; and most of you
are living on the memory of yesterday's experiencing, either your
own, or that of your guru, and so on and on. Therefore, if we
understand this psychological functioning of memory, which
springs from chronological action, we cannot confuse the two. We

must see the whole problem of time without apprehension and
without a desire to continue; because, most of us desire to
continue, and it is this continuity that must come to an end.
Continuity is merely time, and continuity cannot lead to the
timeless. To understand time is to understand memory, and to
understand memory is to become aware of our relationship to all
things - to nature, to people, to pro- perty, and to ideas.
Relationship reveals the process of memory, and the understanding
of that process is self-knowledge. Without understanding the
process of the self, at whatever level that self is placed, you cannot
be free of memory, and therefore you are not free of time; and
hence the timeless is not.
Question: Have dreams any meaning? If so, how should one
interpret them?
Krishnamurti: What do we mean by `dream'? When we are
asleep, when the body is asleep, the mind is functioning; and when
we wake up, we remember certain impressions, symbols, wordexpressions or pictures. That is what we mean by dreams, is it not?
- those impressions that are recollected upon waking, those
symbols, intimations, hints to the conscious mind concerning
things not fully understood. That is, during our waking
consciousness the mind is completely occupied with earning a
livelihood, with immediate relationships, with amusements, and so
on. So, the conscious mind leads a very superficial life. But our life
is not merely the superficial layer, it is going on at different levels
all the time. These different levels are constantly trying to convey
their meaning, their significance, to the conscious mind; and when
the conscious mind is quiet, as during sleep, the hints and the

intimations of the hidden are communicated in the form of
symbols, and on waking, these symbols are remembered as dreams.
Then, having dreams, you try to interpret those dreams, or you go
to a psychoanalyst to have them interpreted for you. That is what
actually takes place. Perhaps you do not go to the interpreter,
because it is too expensive, and it does not lead you to hope; but
still you depend on interpretation, you want your dreams to be
explained, you look to their meaning, you search out their
significance, you try to analyze them; and in that process of
interpretation, of analysis, there is always hope, doubt and
uncertainty.
Now, need we dream at all? There are dreams which are very
superficial. When you overeat at night, naturally you have violent
dreams. There are dreams which are the result of the suppression of
sexual and other cravings. When they are suppressed, they assert
themselves while you are asleep, and you remember them as
dreams when you awake. There are many forms of dreams, but my
point is this: Heed one dream at all? If it is possible not to dream,
then there is nothing that needs to be interpreted. Psychologists not that I have read them, but I know several - have told me that it
is impossible not to dream. I think it is possible not to dream, and
you can experiment with it for yourself and therefore put aside the
fear of interpretation, with its anxieties, with it uncertainties. As I
said, you dream because the conscious mind is no aware of what is
actually taking place every minute, is not aware of all the
intimations, hints, impressions and responses that are constantly
coming on. And is it not possible to be passively aware so that
everything is immediately perceived and understood? Surely, it can

be done. It is only when there is passive awareness of each
problem that it is immediately resolved, and not carried over to the
next day. Now, when you have a problem and that problem causes
considerable worry, what happens? You go to bed and you say, `I
will sleep on it'. Next morning when you look at the problem you
see it can be solved, and you are free. What actually happens is that
the conscious mind having searched and worried, becomes quiet;
and then the unconscious mind, which goes on working on the
problem, gives its hints, its intimations, and when you wake up the
problem is solved.
So, it is possible to meet every problem afresh, anew, and not
carry it over. You can meet every problem, anew, with quickness,
with rapidity, only when you do not condemn, when you do not
justify, because only then can the problem tell you its whole
significance; and it is possible to live so alertly, so passively aware,
that each problem gives its full significance as it arises. You can
test this out for yourselves, you do not have to accept another's
word for it. But the whole conscious mind must be alert, watchful,
so that there is no part of it that is sluggish and that has therefore to
be quickened through dreams, through symbols. Only when the
conscious mind is aware, not merely at one depth or in one layer,
but fully and entirely, is it possible not to dream.
Dreams are also self-projections, the interpretation through
symbols of different experiences. Also the conversation one has
with people in a dream is obviously still self-projection - which
does not mean that it is impossible for thought to meet thought, for
one identified thought to meet another identified thought. This is
too vast a subject to go completely into now; but one can see that

as long as we deal with problems partially and not fully, as long as
there is conditioned response to challenge, there must be these
intimations, these hints from that part of the mind which is alert,
either through dreams, or through rude shocks. As long as
problems are not fully understood, you will dream, and those
dreams need interpretation. Interpretations are never complete, for
they always arise out of fear, anxiety; there is in them an element
of the unknown, and the conscious mind always rejects that which
is unknown. Whereas, if one can experience each challenge
completely, fully, then there is no necessity for dreams nor for an
interpreter of dreams.
Question: What is the meaning of right relationship with nature?
Krishnamurti: Sir I do not know if you have discovered your
relationship with nature. There is no `right' relationship, there is
only the understanding of relationship. Right relationship implies
the mere acceptance of a formula, as does right thought. Right
thought and right thinking are two different things. Right thought is
merely conforming to what is right, what is respectable, whereas
right thinking is movement, it is the product of understanding; and
understanding is constantly undergoing modification, change.
Similarly, there is a difference between right relationship, and
understanding our relationship with nature. What is your
relationship with nature? - nature being the rivers, the trees, the
swift-flying birds, the fish in the water, the minerals under the
earth, the waterfalls and shallow pools. What is your relationship to
them? Most of us are not aware of that relationship. We never look
at a tree, or if we do, it is with a view of using that tree, either to sit
in its shade, or to cut it down for lumber. In other words, we look

at trees with utilitarian purpose; we never look at a tree without
projecting ourselves and utilizing it for our own convenience. We
treat the earth and its products in the same way. There is no love of
earth, there is only usage of earth. If one really loved the earth,
there would be frugality in using the things of the earth. That is,
Sir, if we were to understand our relationship with the earth, we
should be very careful in the use we made of the things of the
earth. The understanding of one's relationship with nature is as
difficult as understanding one's relationship with one's neighbour,
wife and children. But we have not given a thought to it, we have
never sat down to look at the stars, the moon or the trees. We are
too busy with social or political activities. Obviously, these
activities are escapes from ourselves; and to worship nature is also
an escape from ourselves. We are always using nature, either as an
escape, or for utilitarian ends - we never actually stop and love the
earth or the things of the earth. We never enjoy the rich fields,
though we utilize them to feed and clothe ourselves. We never like
to till the earth with our hands - we are ashamed to work with our
hands. There is an extraordinary thing that takes place when you
work the earth with your hands. But this work is done only by the
lower castes; we upper classes are much too important apparently
to use our own hands! So, we have lost our relationship with
nature. If once we understood that relationship, its real significance
then we would not divide property into yours and mine; though one
might own a piece of land and build a house on it, it would not be
`mine' or `yours' in the exclusive sense - it would be more a means
of taking shelter. Because we do not love the earth and the things
of the earth but merely utilize them, we are insensitive to the

beauty of a waterfall, we have lost the touch of life, we have never
sat with our backs against the trunk of a tree; and since we do not
love nature, we do not know how to love human beings and
animals. Go down the street and watch how the bullocks are
treated, their tails all out of shape. You shake your head and say,
`Very sad'. But we have lost the sense of tenderness, that
sensitivity, that response to things of beauty; and it is only in the
renewal of that sensitivity that we can have understanding of what
is true relationship. That sensitivity does not come in the mere
hanging of a few pictures, or in painting a tree, or putting a few
flowers in your hair; sensitivity comes only when this utilitarian
outlook is put aside. It does not mean that you cannot use the earth;
but you must use the earth as it is to be used. Earth is there to be
loved, to be cared for, not to be divided as `yours' and `mine'. It is
foolish to plant a tree in a compound and call it `mine'. It is only
when one is free of exclusiveness that there is a possibility of
having sensitivity, not only to nature, but to human beings and to
the ceaseless challenges of life.
Question: While talking about right means of livelihood, you
said that the profession of the army, of the lawyer, and of
government service, were obviously not right means of livelihood.
Are you not advocating sanyasism, withdrawal from society, and is
that not running away from social conflicts and supporting the
injustice and exploitation around us?
Krishnamurti: To transform anything or to understand anything
you must first examine what is; then only is there a possibility of a
renewal, a regeneration, a transformation. Merely to transform
what is without understanding it, is a waste of time, a retrogression.

Reform without understanding is retrogression, because we do not
face what is; but if we begin to understand exactly what is, then we
shall know how to act. You cannot act without first observing,
discussing, and understanding what is. We must examine society as
it is, with its weaknesses, its foibles; and to examine it we must see
directly our connection, our relationship with it, not through a
posedly intellectual or theoretical explanation.
Now, as society exists at present, there is no choice between
right livelihood and wrong livelihood. You take any you can get, if
you are lucky enough to get one at all. So, to the man who is
pressed for an immediate job, there is no problem. He takes what
he can get because he must eat. But to those of you who are not so
immediately pressed, it should be a problem, and that is what we
are discussing: what is the right means of livelihood in a society
which is based on acquisition and class differences, on nationalism,
greed, violence, and so on? Given these things, can there be right
livelihood? Obviously not. And there are obviously wrong
professions, wrong means of livelihood, such as the army, the
lawyer, the police and the government.
The army exists, not for peace, but for war. It is the function of
the army to create war, it is the function of the general to plan for
war. If he does not, you will throw him out, won't you? You will
get rid of him. The function of the general staff is to plan and
prepare for future wars, and a general staff that does not plan for
future wars is obviously inefficient. So the army is not a profession
for peace, therefore it is not a right means of livelihood. I know the
implications as well as you do. Armies will exist as long as
sovereign governments exist, with their nationalism and frontiers;

and since you support sovereign governments, you must support
nationalism and war. Therefore, as long as you are a nationalist
you have no choice about right livelihood.
Similarly, the police. The function of the police is to protect and
to maintain things as they are. It also becomes the instrument of
investigation, of inquisition, not only in the hands of totalitarian
governments, but in the hands of any government. The function of
the police is to snoop around, to investigate into the private life of
people. The more revolutionary you become, outwardly or
inwardly, the more dangerous you are to government. That is why
governments, and especially totalitarian governments, liquidate
those who are outwardly or inwardly creating a revolution. So,
obviously, the profession of police is not a right means of
livelihood.
Similarly, the lawyer. He thrives on contention: it is essential
for his livelihood that you and I should fight and wrangle.
(Laughter). You laugh it off. Probably many of you are lawyers,
and your laugh indicates a mere nervous response to a fact; and
through avoidance of that fact, you will still go on being lawyers.
You may say that you are a victim of society; but you are
victimized because you accept society as it is. So, law is not a right
means of livelihood. There can be right means of livelihood only
when you do not accept the present state of things; and the moment
you do not accept it, you do not accept law as a profession.
Similarly, you cannot expect to find right means of livelihood in
the big corporations of business men who are amassing wealth, nor
in the bureaucratic routine of government with its officials and red
tape. Governments are only interested in maintaining things as they

are, and if you become an engineer for the government, you are
directly or indirectly helping war.
So, as long as you accept society as it is, any profession,
whether the army, the police, the law, or the government, is
obviously not a right means of livelihood. Seeing that, what is an
earnest man to do? Is he to run away and bury himself in some
village? Even there, he has to live somehow. He can beg, but the
very food that is given to him comes indirectly from the lawyer,
the policeman, the soldier, the government. And he cannot live in
isolation, because that again is impossible; to live in isolation is to
lie, both psychologically and physiologically. So, what is one to
do? All that one can do, if one is earnest, if one is intelligent about
this whole process, is to reject the present state of things and give
to society all that one is capable of. That is, Sir, you accept food,
clothing and shelter from so- ciety, and you must give something to
society in return. As long as you use the army, the police, the law,
the government, as your means of livelihood, you maintain things
as they are, you support dissension, inquisition and war. But if you
reject the things of society and accept only the essentials, you must
give something in return. It is more important to find out what you
are giving to society than to ask what is the right means of
livelihood.
Now, what are you giving to society? What is society? Society
is relationship with one or with many, it is your relationship with
another. What are you giving to another? Are you giving anything
to another in the real sense of the word, or merely taking payment
for something? As long as you do not find out what you are giving,
whatever you take from society is bound to be a wrong means of

livelihood. This is not a clever answer, and therefore you have to
ponder, enquire into the whole question of your relationship to
society. You may ask me in return, `What are you giving to society
in order that you be clothed, given shelter and food?' I am giving to
society that of which I am talking today - which is not merely the
verbal service any fool can give. I am giving to society what to me
is true. You may reject it and say, `Nonsense, it is not true'. But I
am giving what to me is true, and I am far more concerned with
that than with what society gives me. Sir, when you do not use
society or your neighbour as a means of self-extension, you are
completely content with the things that society gives you in the
way of food, clothing and shelter. Therefore you are not greedy;
and not being greedy, your relationship with society is entirely
different. The moment you do not use society as a means of selfextension, you reject the things of society, and therefore there is a
revolution in your relationship. You are not depending on another
for your psychological needs - and it is only then that you can have
a right means of livelihood.
You may say this is all a very complicated answer, but it is not.
Life has no simple answer. The man who looks for a simple answer
to life has obviously a dull mind, a stupid mind. Life has no
conclusion, life has no definite pattern; life is living, altering,
changing. There is no positive, definite answer to life, but we can
understand its whole significance and meaning. To understand, we
must first see that we are using life as a means of self-extension, as
a means of self-fulfilment; and because we are using life as a
means of self-fulfilment, we create a society which is corrupt,
which must begin to decay the very moment it comes into

existence. So, an organized society has inherent in it the seed of
decay.
It is very important for each one of us to find out what his
relationship is with society, whether it is based?n greed - which
means self-extension, self-fulfilment, in which is implied power,
position, authority - or if one merely accepts from society such
essentials as food, clothing and shelter. If your relationship is one
of need and not of greed, then you will find the right means of
livelihood wherever you are, even when society I is corrupt. So, as
the present society is disintegrating very rapidly, one has to find
out; and those whose relationship is one of need only, will create a
new culture, they will be the nucleus of society in which the
necessities of life are equitably distributed and are not used as a
means of self-extension. As long as society remains for you as a
means of self-extension, there must be a craving for power, and it
is power that creates a society of classes divided as the high and
the low, the rich and the poor, the man who has and the man who
has not, the literate and the illiterate, each struggling with the other,
all based on acquisitiveness and not on need. It is acquisitiveness
which gives power, position and prestige, and as long as that exists,
your relationship with society must be a wrong means of
livelihood. There can be right means of livelihood when you look
to society only for your needs - and then your relationship with
society is very simple. Simplicity is not the `more', nor is it the
putting on of a loin cloth and renouncing the world. Merely
limiting yourself to a few things is not simplicity. Simplicity of the
mind is essential, and that simplicity of the mind cannot exist if the
mind is used for self-extension, self-fulfilment, whether that self-

fulfilment comes through the pursuit of God, of knowledge, of
money, property or position. The mind that is seeking God is not a
simple mind, for its God is its own projection. The simple man is
he who sees exactly what is and understands it - he does not
demand anything more. Such a mind is content, it understands
what is - which docs not mean accepting society as it is, with its
exploitation, classes, wars, and so on. But a mind that sees and
understands what is, and therefore acts, such a mind has few needs,
it is very simple, quiet; and it is only when the mind is quiet that it
can receive the eternal.
Question: Every art has a technique of its own, and it takes
effort to master the technique. How can one reconcile creativeness
with technical achievement?
Krishnamurti: You cannot reconcile creativeness with technical
achievement. You may be perfect in playing the piano, and not be
creative; you may play the piano most brilliantly, and not be a
musician. You may be able to handle colour, to put paint on canvas
most cleverly, and not be a creative painter. You may create a face,
an image out of a stone, because you have learned the technique,
and not be a master creator. Creation comes first, not technique,
and that is why we are miserable all our lives. We have technique,
how to put up a house, how to build a bridge, how to assemble a
motor, how to educate our children through a system; we have
learned all these techniques, but our hearts and minds are empty.
We are first class machines, we know how to operate most
beautifully, but we do not love a living thing. You may be a good
engineer, you may be a pianist, you may write in a good style in
English or Marathi or whatever your language is; but creativeness

is not found through technique. If you have something to say, you
create your own style; but when you have nothing to say, even if
you have a beautiful style, what you write is only the traditional
routine, a repetition in new words of the same old thing. So, if you
watch yourself very critically, you will see that technique does not
lead to creativeness, but when you have creativeness, you can have
technique within a week. To express something there must be
something to express, you must have a song in your heart to sing.
You must have sensitivity to receive in order to express, and the
expression is of very little importance. The expression is important
only when you want to convey it to another, but it has very little
importance when you write for your own amusement.
So, having lost the song, we pursue the singer. We learn from
the singer the technique of song, but there is no song; and I say the
song is essential, the joy of singing is essential. When the joy is
there, the technique can be built up from nothing; you will invent
your own technique, you won't have to study elocution or style.
When you have, you see, and the very seeing of beauty is an art.
The expression of that seeing becomes beautiful, technically
perfect, when you have something to say. To have a song in your
heart, that is the important thing, not the technique - though
technique is essential. What is important is to be creative. It is
really an important problem, because you are not creative; you may
produce children galore, but that is merely accidental, that is not
creative. You may be able to write about creative thinkers, but that
is not being creative. You may watch, you may be spectators at a
play, but you are not the actors. Since the mere learning of a
technique is more and more emphasized, you have to find what it is

to be creative.
How is one to be creative? Creativeness is not imitation. Our
whole life is imitative, not only on the verbal level, but inwardly
and psychologically also; it is nothing but imitation, conformity
and regimentation. Do you think there can be creativeness when
you are thinking according to a pattern, a technique? There is
creativeness only when there is freedom from imitation, from
regimentation, which means, freedom from authority, not only
external authority, but the inward authority of experience which
has become memory. Again, there cannot be creativeness if there is
fear; for fear produces imitation, fear creates copy, fear engenders
the desire to be secure, to be certain, which in turn creates
authority; and there cannot be creativeness as long as the mind
moves from the known to the known. As long as the mind is held
by technique, as long as the mind is engaged in knowledge, there
cannot be creativeness. Knowledge is of the past, of the known;
and as long as the mind moves from the known to the known, there
cannot be creativeness. As long as the mind is moving in a series of
changes, there cannot be creativeness, because change is merely
modified continuity. There can be creativeness only in ending, not
in continuity. Most of us do not want to end, we all want to
continue, and our continuance is merely the continuance of
memory. Memory can be placed at the level of the Atman, or at a
lower level, but still it is memory. As long as all these things exist,
there cannot be creativeness. It is not difficult to be free of these
things, but one needs attention, observation, intention to
understand; then, I assure you, creativeness comes into being.
When a man wishes to create, he must ask himself and see what

it is he wants to create. Is it motor cars, war machines, gadgets?
The mere pursuit of things distracts the mind and interferes with
generosity, with the instinctive response to beauty. That is what we
are all doing with our minds. As long as the mind is active,
formulating, fabricating, criticizing, there cannot be creativeness;
and, I assure you, that creativeness comes silently, with
extraordinary swiftness, without any enforcement, when you
understand the truth that the mind must be empty for creativeness
to take place. When you see the truth of that, then instantaneously
there is creativeness. You do not have to paint a picture, you do not
have to sit on the platform, you do not have to invent new
mathematical theorems; for creativeness does not necessarily
demand expression. The very expression of it begins to destroy it.
That does not mean that you must not express it; but if the
expression becomes more important than creativeness, then
creativeness recedes, For you, expression is so important - to paint
a picture and put your name at the bottom! Then you want to see
who is criticizing it, who is going to buy it, how many critics have
written about it and what they say; and when you are knighted, you
think you have achieved some, thing! That is not creativeness, that
is decay, disintegration. Creativeness comes into being only when
the mind, with its prompting's and corruption, ceases; and for the
mind to come to an end is not a difficult task, nor is it the ultimate
task that you should undertake. On the contrary it is the immediate
task. Our lives are in the present, with its miseries, with its
confusion, its extraordinarily mounting sorrow and strife. So, the
only thing is for the mind, which is thought, to come to an end, and
then, I assure you, you will know creativeness. There is

creativeness only when the mind, understanding its own
insufficiency, its own poverty, its own loneliness, comes to an end.
Being aware of itself, it puts an end to itself; then that which is
creative, that which is immeasurable, comes subtly and swiftly. To
put an end to the process of thought is to be passively aware of
one's own insufficiency, one's own poverty one's own void,
emptiness, without struggling against it; only then there comes that
thing which is not the product of the mind; and that which is not
the product of the mind is creativeness.
Question: You are telling us every day that the root cause of our
trouble and ugliness in life is the absence of love. How is one to
find the pearl of real love?
Krishnamurti: To answer this question fully, one must think
negatively, because negative thinking is the highest form of
thinking. Mere positive thinking is conformity to a pattern,
therefore it is not thinking at all - it is adjustment to an idea, and an
idea is merely the product of the mind, therefore unreal. So, to
think this problem through completely, fully, we must approach it
negatively - which does not mean denial of life. Do not jump to
conclusions, but follow step by step, if you kindly will. if you will
follow this experience deeply and not merely verbally, then as we
proceed you will find out what love is. We are going to enquire
into love. Mere conclusions are not love; the word `love' is not
love. Let us begin very near, in order to go very far.
Now, do you call it love when in your relationship with your
wife there is possessiveness, jealousy, fear, constant nagging,
dominating and asserting? Can that be called love? When you
possess a person, and thereby create a society which helps you to

possess the person, do you call that love? When you use somebody
for your sexual convenience, or in any other way, do you call that
love? Obviously it is not. That is, where there is jealousy, where
there is fear, where there is possessiveness, there is no love. You
may call it love, but it is not love. Surely, love does not admit of
contention, of jealousy. When you possess, there is fear; and
though you may call it love, it is far from love. Experience it, Sirs
and ladies, as we go along. You are married and have children, you
have wives or husbands whom you possess, whom you use, of
whom you are afraid or jealous. Be aware of that and see if it is
love. You may see a beggar in the street, you give him a coin and
express a word of sympathy. Is that love? Is sympathy love? What
does that mean? By giving a coin to the beggar, sympathizing with
his state, have you solved the problem? I am not saying that you
should not be sympathetic - we are enquiring into the question of
love. Is it love when you give a coin to the beggar? You have
something to give; and when you give it, is that love? That is,
when you are conscious of giving, is that love? Obviously, when
you give consciously, it is you who are important, not the beggar.
So, when you give and you express sympathy, you are important,
are you not? Why should you have something to give? You give a
coin to the beggar; the multimillionaire also gives, and is always
sympathetic to poor humanity. What is the difference between you
and him? You have ten coins, and you give one; he has umpteen
coins, and he gives a few more. He has got that money through
acquiring, multiplying, revolutionizing, exploiting. When he gives,
you call it charity, philanthropy; you say, `How noble'. is that
noble? (Laughter). Do not laugh, Sirs, you also want to do the

same thing. When you have and you give something, is that love?
Why is it that you have and others have not? You say it is the fault
of society. Who has created society? You and I. Therefore, to
attack society, we have to begin with ourselves. So, your sympathy
is not love. Is forgiveness love? Let us go into it and you will see. I
hope you are experiencing as I am talking, not merely listening to
words. Is forgiveness love? What is implied in forgiveness? You
insult me, and I resent it, remember it; and then, either through
compulsion or through repentance, I say, `I forgive you'. First I
retain, and then I reject. Which means what? I am still the central
figure. I am still important, it is I who am forgiving somebody.
Surely, as long as there is the attitude of forgiving, it is I who am
important, not the man who is supposed to have insulted me. So,
when I accumulate resentment and then deny that resentment,
which you call forgiveness, it is not love. A man who loves
obviously has no enmity, and to all these things he is indifferent.
So, sympathy, forgiveness, the relationship of possessiveness,
jealousy and fear - all these things are not love. They are all of the
mind, are they not? As long as the mind is the arbiter, there is no
love; for the mind arbitrates only through possessiveness, and its
arbitration is merely possessiveness in different forms. The mind
can only corrupt love, it cannot give birth to love, it cannot give
beauty. You can write a poem about love, but that is not love.
So, the mind is the product of time, and time exists when love is
denied; therefore, love is not of time. Love is not a coin to be
distributed. Giving you something, giving you satisfaction, giving
you courage to fight with - all these belong to the field of time,
which is of the mind. Therefore, mind destroys love. It is because

we as so-called civilized people are cultivating the mind, the
intellect, the verbal expression, the technique, that there is no love;
and that is why there is this confusion, why our troubles, our
miseries multiply. It is because we are seeking an answer through
the mind that there is no answer to any of our problems, that wars
succeed wars, disasters follow disasters. The mind has created
these problems, and we are trying to solve them on their own level,
which is that of the mind. So, it is only when the mind ceases that
there is love, and it is only love that will solve all our problems,
like sunshine and darkness. There is no relationship between the
mind and love. Mind is of time, love is not of time. You can think
about a person whom you love, but you cannot think about love.
Love cannot be thought about; though you may identify yourself
with a person, a country, a church, the moment you think about
love, it is not love - it is merely mentation. What is thought about,
is not love; and there is emptiness in the heart only when the mind
is supremely active. Because the mind is active, it fills the empty
heart with the things of the mind; and with these things of the mind
we play, we create problems. The playing with problems is what
we call activity, and our solution of the problems is still of the
mind. Do what you will, build churches, invent new parties, follow
new leaders, adopt political slogans, they will never solve our
problem The problems are the product of the mind, and for the
mind to solve its own problem, it has to stop; for only when the
mind stops is there love. Love cannot be thought about, love
cannot be cultivated, love cannot be practiced. The practice of
love, the practice of brotherhood, is still within the field of the
mind, therefore it is not love. When all this has stopped, then love

comes into being, then you will know what it is to love. Then love
is not quantitative, but qualitative. You do not say, `I love the
whole world; but when you know how to love one, you know how
to love the whole. Because we do not know how to love one, our
love of humanity is fictitious. When you love, there is neither one
nor many: there is only love. It is only when there is love that all
our problems can be solved, and then we shall know its bliss and
its happiness.
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As during the next few weeks there will be a series of talks every
Sunday, and discussions Tuesdays, Thursdays, and Saturdays, it is
important, it seems to me, first to learn the art of listening. Most of
us listen in order to confirm our beliefs or strengthen our opinions,
or we listen merely to refute, or to sharpen our intellect, or to learn
some new technique. But it seems to me that it is a false way of
listening, if it is only to strengthen one's beliefs, or to learn a new
jargon or a new way of examination. But, surely, there is a true
way of listening, especially to something that may perhaps be
foreign; something that may be new, that one may hear for the first
time. When one listens to something new, one is apt to brush it
aside as not understandable, or one is apt to be too quick in one's
judgment. Whereas, if one were able to listen very attentively,
perhaps, one would gather much more than by merely listening
through the screen of one's own prejudices and impressions.
That is, if I want to understand something you are saying, I
must listen, not only to the verbal expression, but also to what you
intend to convey. Words do not matter so immensely, so greatly;
what matters is what you intend to convey. So, communication is
more important than the verbal expression; and there can be
communion between two people, only when there is the intent to
understand; if you do not want to understand, if you are here
merely to criticize, to verbalize, to intellectualize, there can be no
communion. But there will be communion between us, deeply,
wisely, extensively, if there is the intent to understand. And I think

that intent is far more important than the facility to philosophize, to
criticize, or to learn a new way of expressing a thought.
Throughout these talks during the next six weeks, you and I must
be in communion so that we can understand each other, understand
each other's problems, each other's difficulties, how we approach
the conflict in our life, and so on. So, the basis of our relationship
must be that communion.
I am not here merely to give a series of talks, to expound my
ideas, because I do not believe in `ideas'. Ideas do not transform,
ideas will not produce the true revolution. Ideas merely give
irritation to further ideas; but ideas will never produce a lasting,
fundamental, radical revolution which is necessary - we will go
into this presently, during all these talks.
So, we must, if we would, try to establish a relationship of
communion - but not as between a lecturer and an audience, or as
between a teacher and a disciple, which would be absurd. Because
we have to deal with our own problems of life and understand
those problems, live have to examine them very closely and
attentively, and that is what we are going to do. To understand is to
pay full attention. With most of us the difficulty is that we are
trying to find an answer to the problem. Perhaps this needs further
explanation. When we have a problem, whether sociological,
psychological, or so-called spiritual, we are always trying to find are we not? - an answer, a way out, away from the problem. You
look at your own problem and you will see that the tendency is to
find a solution to the problem. Isn't it? Whereas, if we know how to
look at the problem, then the solution is in the problem, not away
from the problem. So, if I may emphasize it, that is what we are

going to do during all these talks. I am not offering a solution for
you to accept or adopt as a new pattern of action. But, if we two
can look at the problem together, see its implications, see its
significance, then perhaps, seeing it together, we shall find the
right answer - not an answer away from the problem, but in the
problem itself.
Sirs, what is our problem? What is the problem with which we
are confronted at the present time? Is it an individual problem, or a
mass problem? Is it the problem of a particular country, or a
particular people, or is it a problem which affects the whole world,
independent of race, of nationality? Surely, it is a problem that is
not only affecting the individual, the you and the me, but it is a
problem that is confronting the whole world; it is the problem of
disintegration, the problem of collapse. All the experiments,
sociological and psychological, are rapidly losing their value; wars
are ever threatening, and there is class or communal strife; though
one may talk of peace, there is ever the preparation for war, with
which we are daily familiar; one ideology coming into conflict
with another ideology, the left against the right, and so on.
Now, is this vast problem of the world your problem and my
problem, or is it independent of us? Is war independent of you? Is
the national strife independent of you, the communal strife
independent of you? The corruption, the degradation, the moral
disintegration - are they independent of each one of us? This
disintegration is directly related to us, and therefore the
responsibility rests with each one of us. Surely, that is the main
problem, isn't it? That is, to put it differently: is the problem to be
left to the few leaders, either of the left or the right, to the party, to

the discipline, to an ideology, to the United Nations, to the expert,
to the specialist? Or is it a problem that directly involves us, which
means, are we directly responsible for these problems, or are we
not? Surely, that is the issue, is it not? Perhaps, many of you may
not have thought about this, therefore it may be quite strange to
you; but the question is - is it not? - whether the individual problem
is the world problem, whether you can do anything about it. The
religious collapse, the moral collapse, the political corruption, the
so-called independence that has produced nothing but decay. Is it
your problem, or do you leave it all to chance, or wait for some
miracle to happen so that it will produce a revolution? Or do you
leave it to some authority, to a political party, of the left, or of the
right? What is your response? Don't you have to solve it, don't you
have to attack it, don't you have to respond vitally to a challenge of
this kind? I am not being rhetorical,.but merely factual; this is no
place for rhetoric, that would be absurd. There is a challenge given
to us all the time; life is a challenge. And do we respond, and
according to what conditioning do we respond? And when we do
respond, is that response capable of meeting the challenge?
So, to meet this world catastrophe, this world crisis, this
enormous unprecedented challenge, have we not to discover how
we, individually, respond? Because, after all, a society is the
relationship between you and me and an other. There is no society
which is not founded on relationship. What you and I and another
are, is the society, surely. And have we not to understand that
relationship between you and me and another, in order to transform
society, in order to bring about a revolution, a complete, radical
transformation? Be cause, obviously, that is what is needed: a

revolution, not of the bloody kind, not of mere ideas, not based on
ideas, but a revolution of fundamental value; not ac cording to any
pattern or ideology, but a revolution born out of the understanding
of the relationship between you and me and another, which is
society. So in order to bring about a fundamental, radical
transformation in society, is it not our responsibility, our individual
responsibility, to discover what is our direct response to this
challenge? Do we respond as a Hindu, or a Mussulman, or a
Christian, or a Communist, or a Socialist? And is such response a
valid response, a response which will bring about a fundamental
change? I hope I am making the problem clear. If you respond to
this world crisis, which is a new challenge, as a Hindu, surely you
are not understanding the challenge. You are merely responding to
the challenge, which is always new, according to an old pattern;
and therefore, your response has no corresponding validity,
newness, freshness. If you respond as a Catholic or a Communist,
again you are responding - are you not? - according to a patterned
thought. Therefore your response has no significance. And has not
the Hindu, the Mussulman, the Buddhist, the Christian, created this
problem? As the new religion is the worship of the State, the old
religion was the worship of an idea. So if you respond to a
challenge according to an old conditioning, your response will not
enable you to understand the new challenge. Therefore, what one
has to do in order to meet the challenge is to strip oneself
completely, denude oneself entirely of the background and meet
the challenge anew. Surely, a state, a country, a civilization, a
people, endure, last, survive, only when they can meet the
challenge anew; otherwise they succumb, they are destroyed. And

that is exactly what is happening. Technologically we are
tremendously advanced, but morally, spiritually, we are very far
behind. And with this lack of moral stamina, we meet this
extraordinary technological progress, and therefore there is always
a friction, a contradiction.
So, surely, our problem is - is it not? - that there is this new
challenge. And all leaders have failed - spiritual, moral, political and leaders will always fail, because we choose leaders out of our
confusion, and any leader whom we choose will inevitably lead us
to confusion. Sir, see the importance of it, don't brush it aside as a
clever statement. See the danger of a leader, not only politically,
but religiously. Because, the one whom we choose for a leader is
chosen out of our confusion. Because I am confused, I do not know
what to do, how to act, I come to you; and because I am confused I
choose you. If I am clear, I will not choose you; I do not want a
leader, because I am a light unto myself, I can think out my
problems for myself. It is only when I am confused that I go to
another, I may call him a guru, a Mahatma, a political leader, and
so on; but I go to him because of my confusion. I only see through
the darkness of my own confusion.
A man who earnestly wishes to investigate the whole
catastrophic problem of sorrow must begin with himself. It is only
through creative understanding of ourselves that there can be a
creative world, a happy world, a world in which ideas do not exist.
Question: You are preaching the idea of one world, of a
classless society, which is the basis of Communism. But what are
your sanctions, what is your technique for the new revolution?
Krishnamurti: Now, what do you mean by sanctions? You

mean, what is my authority, don't you? Who has given me
authority to speak? Or, what is my label? In other words, you are
interested are you not? - in the label, in the name, to find out who
has given me authority, the sanction. Which means that you are
more interested in knowing my label than in finding out what truth
there is in what I am saying. Aren't you? Are you listening Sirs, or
paying attention to something else? Sir, this is rather an important
question, and we will go into it fairly thoroughly, shall we?
Most of us appreciate a thing, or follow a thing, because it has
been sanction by authority. So-and-so has painted a picture,
therefore it must be beautiful picture. So-and-so has write a poem,
and he is well-known, therefore that poem must be good. He has a
large following, therefore what he says must be true. In other
words, your sanction depends on popularity, on success, on the
richness of language, on outward show, Doesn't it? So, when you
ask me what my sanction is, you want to know if I am the World
Teacher. And I say, don't let us be stupid. Whether I am or I am
not, is irrelevant; it is utterly unimportant what my sanction is. But
what is, is fundamentally important is to examine what I am
saying, to find out for your self without the comfort of authority.
That is why I am against organization; that is one of the reasons;
because organizations, spiritually, create a back ground of
authority; but a man who is seeking truth is not concerned with
authority, neither of a book, the Bhagavad Gita, the Bible nor of a
person. He is seeking truth, not the authority of a per son. So, as
long as you are looking at the label to find out if that label is worth
worshipping, listening to, I am afraid that you and I are wasting our
time. Be- cause, I have no authority, I have no sanction. I am

saying something which to me is true by direct experience, not
through reading some books and following somebody. Because, I
have not read any of the so-called psychological, religious books;
and as it is my direct experience, if you wish to look at it, you are
perfectly welcome; but if you look around the corner for the label,
you won't find it; and I'm afraid most of us are doing that. That is
why this question is asked, "What is your sanction?" Since I have
no sanction, since I have no authority, I am not acting as a guru, or
as an authority for you or for any other person. So, if you are
interested, you will listen to what I am saying directly and find out
the truth of what is being said; which means you must strip your
mind of all authority and be capable of looking at things directly
and simply.
Now, the questioner wants to know also, what is the new
technique that I propose. Now, Sir, let us again understand that
word technique. Is revolution a matter of technique? A political
revolution, a sociological revolution, may need a certain technique,
because you can pursue a certain ideology to produce a certain
result; and to produce that result, you must know that ideology and
the way to work out that ideology whether the communistic
ideology, or the fascist, or the capitalist, you must learn a technique
to produce a result; but is that the fundamental revolution? Will a
technique produce the true revolution? There must be a radical,
fundamental revolution sociologically. The whole thing has to be
transformed. Now, will a technique transform it, technique being a
method, a way? Or, must there be individuals, you and I, who
understand the problem, and who in themselves are in a state of
revolution? Therefore their action upon society is revolutionary,

they are not merely learning a technique of revolution, they
themselves are in revolution. Am I making myself clear?
So when you ask what is my method, or technique of
revolution, I say let us look first at what you mean by that word
technique. Is it not more important, more essential, that you be
revolutionary, and not merely try to find a technique of revolution?
Now, why aren't you revolutionary? Why isn't there the new
process of life in you? A new way of looking at life, a flame, a
tremendous discontent? Why? Because, a person that is completely
discontented, not merely discontented with certain things, but
inherently discontented, need have no technique to be
revolutionary. He is a revolution, and he is a danger to society, and
such a man you call revolutionary. Now, why aren't you such a
person? And for me, what is important is not the technique, but to
make you be revolutionary, to help you to awaken to the
importance of complete transformation. And when you are
transformed, then you will be able to act, then there is the constant
flow of newness, which is, after all, revolution.
Therefore, to me, the importance of inward revolution, of
psychological transformation, is far greater than the outward
revolution. The outward revolution is merely change, which is
modified continuity; but inward revolution has no resting place,
there is no stopping, it is constantly renewing itself. And that is
what we need at the present time: a people who are completely
discontented, and therefore ready to perceive the truth of things. A
man who is complacent, a man who is satisfied with money, with
position, with an idea, can never see truth. It is only the man who is
discontented, who is investigating, who is asking, questioning,

looking, that discovers truth, and such a person is a revolution in
himself and therefore in his relationships. Therefore that which is
his world - which is his relationship with people - he begins to
transform. Then he affects the world within his own relationship.
So, merely to look for a technique, or to inquire what is my
technique for the new revolution, seems to me beside the point - or
rather, that you miss the importance of being revolutionary in
yourself; and to be a revolution in yourself, you must awaken to
the environment, to that in which you live. Sirs, any new culture,
any new society, must begin with you. How did Christianity,
Buddhism, or any other vital thing begin? With a few who really
were aflame with the idea, with that feeling. They had their hearts
open to a new life. They were a nucleus, not believing in
something, but in themselves they had the experience of reality reality of what they saw. And what you and I have to do, if I may
suggest, is to see things for ourselves directly, not through a
technique. Sir, you may read a love poem; you may read what love
is, but if you have not experienced what love is, no amount of your
reading, or learning the technique, will give you the perfume of
love. And because we have not that love, we are looking for the
technique. We are jaded we are famished, so we are superficially
looking for a technique. A hungry man doesn't look for technique.
He just goes after food, he doesn't stand outside the restaurant and
smell the food. So when you ask for a technique it indicates that
you are really not hungry. The `how' is not important, but why you
ask the `how' is important.
So, there can be a revolution, the inward, continuous renewal,
only when you understand yourself. You understand yourself in

relationship, not in isolation. As nothing can live in isolation, to
understand yourself, to have that knowledge of yourself at
whatever level, can only be learnt in relationship. And as
relationship is painful, is constantly in motion, we want to escape
from it and find a reality outside of relationship. There is no reality
outside of relationship. When I understand relationship, then that
very understanding is reality. Therefore, one has to be
extraordinarily alert, awake all the time watching, open to every
challenge and to every suggestion and hint. But that demands a
certain alertness of mind and heart; but most of us are asleep, most
of us are frustrated, most of us have one foot in the grave, though
we are young. Because we think in terms of achievement, we think
in terms of gain, therefore we are never living; we are always
concerned with the end; we are end-seekers, not people with life.
Therefore, we are never revolutionary. If you are concerned
directly with life, with living, and not with the idea about living,
then you cannot help but be a revolution in yourself; you would be
a revolution, because you are meeting life directly, not through the
screen of words, prejudices, intentions and ends. And the man who
meets life directly is a man who is in a state of discontent; and you
must be in a state of discontent to find reality. And it is reality that
releases, that frees; it is reality that frees the mind from its illusions
and its creations. But to find reality, to be open to reality, is to be
discontented. You cannot seek reality, it must come to you; but it
can only come to you when the mind is completely discontented
and ready. But most of us are afraid to be discontented because
God knows where that discontent will lead us to. Therefore our
discontent is hedged about with security, with safety, with

carefully planned out action. And such a state of mind cannot
understand truth. Truth is not static, for truth is timeless and the
mind cannot follow truth, because the mind is the product of time;
and that which is of time cannot experience that which is timeless.
Truth comes to him who is in that state of discontent, but who does
not seek an end; for the seeker of an end is the person who is
seeking gratification; and gratification, satisfaction, is not truth.
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One has to differentiate between the experiences caused by belief,
and experiencing. Belief obviously is detrimental to experiencing;
and it is only through direct experiencing, not through belief, that
one can find the reality of anything. Belief is unnecessary, whereas
experiencing is essential, especially in a world where there are so
many contradictions, and so many specialists, each offering his
own solution. We, the ordinary people, have to find out the truth of
all this confusion and of all this misery. And so we have to inquire
whether belief is essen- tial, and if belief helps in experiencing
reality.
Now, as we see, the world is torn between two camps: those
who believe that material life is of primary importance - the
material life of society, the alteration of the environment, the
reconditioning of man to environment - , and those who believe
that spiritual life is primary. The extreme left believes in the
modification and the transformation of the environment: and there
are those who believe that the spiritual life of man is alone of
primary importance.
Now, you and I have to find out the truth of this matter.
According to it our life shall be right. The specialists say that
environment comes first, and there are those who say that spirit
comes first; and you and I have to find out what is the truth of this
matter. It is not a question of belief, because belief has no validity
with regard to experience. On which shall we lay emphasis: the
environment, or the spiritual life? And how are you and I going to

find the truth of this matter? Not by endless reading, not by
following the experts of the left or of the right; not by following
those who believe that the material life of society is of primary
importance; and not by studying all their books, all their expert
knowledge, nor by following those who believe that spiritual life
comes first, with all their literature. Merely to believe the one or
the other is, surely, not to find the truth of the matter.
And yet most of us are caught in belief, most of us are
uncertain. Sometimes we think this, and sometimes we think that.
We are not sure; we are as confused as the experts in their
certainty. We cannot take anything for granted, we cannot follow
the one or the other, because they both lead to confusion, because
any acceptance of authority in these matters is obviously
detrimental to society. Leadership in society is a factor of
deterioration of society; and yet you and I, being caught between
the two and not knowing what to do, have to find out what the truth
of this matter is - and not according to any specialist.
So, how do you set about it? Sir, that is one of the primary
questions at the present time: We have those who put all their
energy, all their capacities, all their power and thought into the
alteration of the environment, which they hope will ultimately
transform the individual; and there are those who, more and more
would turn to belief, to orthodoxy, to organized religion, and so on.
These two are at war with each other, and you and I must decide not decide which side we should take, because it is not a question
of taking sides. But we must be sure of the truth of these.
Also, we cannot obviously depend on our particular prejudices,
because our prejudices will not show us the truth of the matter. If

you have been conditioned in a religious environment, you will say
spirit comes first. Another, brought up differently, will say the
material life of society is of primary importance.
Now, how are you and I, ordinary people, not dependent on the
accumulation of knowledge, theory, proofs, his theoretical proofs how are we, you and I, going to find out the truth of all this? Is it
not a vital question? Because on that discovery our future
responsibility of action depends. So it is not a question of belief;
belief again is a form of conditioning, and belief will not help us to
find the truth of this matter.
So, first, to find the truth of this, must we not be free from our
religious back ground, as well as our materialistic back ground?
Which means that we cannot merely accept; we must be free from
the conditioning which makes us think that the materialistic life of
society is of primary importance, as well as from the conditioning
which makes us believe that the spiritual life, the life of the spirit,
is of primary importance. We must be free of both in order to find
the truth of both. Surely, that is an obvious thing, is it not? To find
the truth of something, you must approach it afresh, anew, without
any prejudice.
So, to find the truth of this, you and I must liberate ourselves
from our back ground, from our environment; is it possible? That
is, do we live by bread alone? Or, is there some other factor that
shapes the outward end, the environment, according to our inner
psychology? And to find the truth of this matter is obviously of
primary importance to each responsible and earnest person,
because on this his action will depend; and to find the truth of that,
one has to study oneself, and one has to be aware of oneself in

action. Does the material aspect of society play the primary part in
your life? Does environment play the principal role in your life?
With most of us it obviously does. Does environment shape our
thoughts, feelings? And where does the so-called spiritual life
begin, and where does the environmental influence cease? Surely,
to find that out, one must study one's own actions, thoughts and
feelings. In other words, there must be self-knowledge - not the
knowledge found in a book, gathered from various sources, but as
you live from day to day, from moment to moment, that knowledge
of the self at whatever level you find it.
So, the truth of the matter lies in the understanding of yourself
in relationship to environment, in relationship to an idea called the
spirit. Surely? As we discussed yesterday and the last few days, life
is a question of relationship. Living, existence, implies
relationship; and it is only in relationship, in understanding
relationship, that we shall begin to discover the truth of this matter:
whether material life is of primary importance or not. Therefore,
we have to experience it in understanding relationship, and not
merely cling to belief. Then experiencing will give us the reality of
these two.
So, self-knowledge, then, is of primary importance in the
discovery of truth, which means that one has to be aware of every
thought and feeling and see from whence these responses come;
and one can be aware, so clearly, so extensively, only if there is no
condemnation or justification. That is, if we are aware of a thought,
of a feeling, and follow it through without any condemnation, then
we shall be able to see whether it is a response to the environment,
or merely a reaction to a materialistic demand, or if that thought

has a different source.
So, through awareness, without condemnation, without
justification, we shall begin to understand ourselves - ourselves
being the various responses to various stimuli, responses to the
environment, which is relationship. Therefore relationship, or
rather the understanding of relationship, becomes very important:
the relationship of ourselves to property, of ourselves to people, of
ourselves to ideas, and that movement of relationship cannot be
understood if there is any sense of condemnation or justification. If
you want to understand a thing, obviously you must not condemn
it. If you want to understand your child, your son, you have to
study him, you have to observe him, you have to study his various
moods, when he is at play, and so on. So likewise, we must study
ourselves, all the time, not just at a given time; and we can study
ourselves only when there is no condemnation, and it is extremely
difficult not to condemn, because condemnation or comparison is
an escape from what is; and to study what is, requires an
extraordinary alertness of mind, and that alertness is dulled when it
is merely caught in comparison, when there is condemnation. To
condemn is not to understand, surely. It is so much easier to
condemn a child, a person, rather than to understand that person.
To understand that person requires attention, interest.
So, our problem is the comprehension of ourselves, as our
selves, for each one of us is both the environment and some thing
more. The something more is not the result of a belief. We have to
discover it, we have to experience it; and belief is an impediment
to experiencing. So, we must take ourselves as we are and study
ourselves as we are; and this study can be done only in

relationship, and not in isolation.
I have been given several questions. Now, it is very easy to ask
a question. Anybody can ask a question. But a right question, when
asked seriously, will find a right response. Now you have asked me
several questions here, and, if I may suggest, there is a way of
listening which will help in understanding the problem. You have a
problem, you have put to me a question and you want an answer.
Surely there is a way of listening which is receptive. It is like
sitting in front of a picture and absorbing the content of that
picture, without struggling to understand the picture. I do not know
if it has happened to you, that when you see some of the modern
surrealist, abstract pictures, the first inclination is to condemn
them, to say what nonsense, what is it all about - because you are
trained to appreciate classical art. But there is another way of
looking at those pictures, that is, without condemnation, but with
receptivity, so that the pictures may tell you their story. Surely, that
is the only way to understand anything: to be receptive - not, of
course, to every absurd thing - but, so receptive that your particular
question receives the answer which will be true if you listen to it
rightly.
Surely, the subconscious is much more eager to understand than
the conscious, because the conscious is agitated, worried, pulled
about, torn has innumerable problems. But there is surely, a part of
the mind which is not agitated, which is eager to find out. Now, if
we can give an opportunity for that part of the mind to listen, to be
receptive, then, I am sure, you will find that your questions will be
answered without your struggling to understand them. That is, to
put it differently, understanding is not a matter of effort. The

understanding of any problem that one has, does not come through
your constantly worrying over that problem. Similarly, if I may
suggest, listen to understand rather than to refute or to confirm
your own particular vanities and prejudices.
Question: Can the past dissolve all at once, or does it invariably
need time?
Krishnamurti: We are the result of the past. Our thought is
founded upon yesterday, and many thousand yesterdays. We are
the result of time, and our responses, our present attitudes, are the
cumulative effect of many thousand moments, incidents and
experiences. So the past is, for the majority of us, the present,
which is a fact, which cannot be denied. You, your thoughts, your
actions, your responses, are the result of the past. Now the
questioner wants to know if that past can be wiped out
immediately, which means not in time, but immediately wiped out;
or does this cumulative past require time for the mind to be freed in
the present? It is important to understand the question. That is, as
each one of us is the result of the past, with a back ground of
innumerable influences, constantly varying, constantly changing, is
it possible to wipe out that background without going through the
process of time? Is that clear? The question is clear, surely.
Now, what is the past? What do we mean by the past? Surely
we do not mean the chronological past, the second that was before,
we don't mean that, that is just over. We mean, surely, the
accumulated experiences, the accumulated responses, memories,
traditions, knowledge, the subconscious storehouse of innumerable
thoughts, feelings, influences and responses, With that background,
it is not possible to understand reality, be cause reality must be of

no time: it is timeless. So, one cannot understand the timeless with
a mind which is the out come of time. The questioner wants to
know if it is possible to free the mind, or for the mind, which is the
result of time, to cease to be, immediately; or must one go through
a long series of examinations and analyses, and so free the mind
from its background. You see the difficulty in the question.
Now, the mind is the background; the mind is the result of time;
the mind is the past, the mind is not the future. It can project itself
into the future; and the mind uses the present as a passage to the
future, so it is still - whatever it does, whatever its activity, its
future activity, its present activity, its past activity - in the net of
time. And is it possible for the mind to cease completely. which
means, for the thought process to come to an end? Now, there are
obviously many layers to the mind; what we call consciousness,
has many layers, each layer interrelated with the other layer, each
layer dependent on the other, interacting; and our whole
consciousness is not only experiencing, but also naming or
terming, and also storing up as memory. That is the whole process
of consciousness, is it not? Or is this all too difficult?
When we talk about consciousness, do we not mean the
experiencing, the naming or the terming of that experience, and
thereby storing up that experience in memory? Surely, all this, at
different levels, is consciousness. And, can the mind, which is the
result of time, go through the process of analysis, step by step, in
order to free itself from the background; or is it possible to be free
entirely from time and look at reality directly?
Now, let us see. Are you interested in this? Because you know,
this is really quite an important question; because it is possible, as I

will presently explain, to be free of the background, therefore to
renew life immediately, without dependence on time; to recreate
ourselves immediately and not depend on time. If you are
interested, I will proceed, and you will see.
To be free of the background, many of the analysts say that you
must examine every response, every complex, every hindrance,
every blockage, which implies a process of time, obviously; which
means the analyser must understand what he is analysing; and he
must not misinterpret what he analyses. Because, if he
mistranslates what he analyses, it will lead him to wrong
conclusions, and therefore establish another background. Do you
follow? Therefore the analyser must be capable of analysing his
thoughts, feelings, without the slightest deviation; and he must not
miss one step in his analysis, because to take a wrong step, to draw
a wrong conclusion, is to reestablish a background along a
different line, on a different level. And this problem also arises: Is
the analyser different from what he analyses? Are not the analyser
and the thing that is analysed a joint phenomenon? Sir, I am not
sure you are interested in this, but I will go on.
Surely the experiencer and the experience are a joint
phenomenon, they are not two separate processes. So, first of all,
let us see the difficulty of analysing. It is almost impossible to
analyse the whole content of our consciousness, and thereby be
free through that process. Because, after all, who is the analyser?
The analyser is not different, though he may think he is different,
from that which he is analysing. He may separate himself from that
which he analyses, but the analyser is part of that which he
analyses. I have a thought, I have a feeling, say, for example, I am

angry. The person who analyses anger is still part of anger; and
therefore the analyser as well as the analysed are a joint
phenomenon, they are not two separate forces or processes; and so
the difficulty of analysing ourselves, unfolding, looking at
ourselves page after page, watching every reaction, every response,
is incalculably difficult and long. Surely? Therefore, that is not the
way to free ourselves from the background. Is it? So there must be
a much simpler, a more direct way; and that is what you and I are
going to find out. But to find out we must discard that which is
false, and not hold on to it. So analysis is not the way, and we must
be free of the process of analysis. As you would not take a path
which you know does not lead anywhere, similarly the process of
analysis will not lead anywhere, therefore, you do not take that
path; therefore, it is out of your system.
Then what have you left? You are only used to analysis, are you
not? The observer observing - the observer and the observed being
a joint phenomenon - , the observer trying to analyse that which he
observes, will not free him from his background. If that is so, and it
is, you abandon that process, do you not? I do not know if you
follow all this. If you see that it is a false way, if you realize not
merely verbally but actually that it is a false process, then what
happens to your analysis? You stop analysing, do you not? Then
what have you left? Watch it, Sir, follow it, if you will kindly, and
you will see how rapidly and swiftly one can be free from the
background. If that is not the way, what else have you left? What is
the state of the mind which is accustomed to analysis, to probing,
looking into, dissecting, drawing conclusions, and so on? If that
process has stopped, what is the state of your mind?

You say that the mind is blank. Now, proceed further into that
blank mind. In other words, when you discard what is known as
being false, what has happened to your mind? After all, what have
you discarded? You have discarded the false process which is the
outcome of a background. Is that not so? With one blow, as it were,
you have discarded the whole thing. Therefore your mind, when
you discard the analytical process with all its implications and see
it as false, is freed from yesterday, ind therefore is capable of
looking directly, without going through the process of time, and
thereby discarding the background immediately.
Sir, to put the whole question differently, thought is the result of
time. Is it not? Thought is the result of environment, of social and
religious influences, which is all part of time. Now, can thought be
free of time? That is, thought which is the result of time, can it stop
and be free from the process of time? Thought can be controlled,
shaped; but the control of thought is still within the field of time,
and so our difficulty is: how can a mind that is the result of time, of
many thousand yesterdays, be instantaneously free of this complex
background? And you can be free of it, not tomorrow, but in the
present, in the now. That can be done only when you realize that
which is false; and the false is obviously the analytical process, and
that is the only thing we have; and when the analytical process
completely stops, not through enforcement, but through
understanding the inevitable falseness of that process, then you will
find that your mind is completely dissociated from the past - which
does not mean that you do not recognize the past, but your mind
has no direct communion with the past. So it can free itself from
the past immediately, now; and this dissociation from the past, this

complete freedom from yesterday, psychologically, not
chronologically, but psychologically, is possible and that is the
only way to understand reality.
Now, to put it very simply, when you want to understand
something, what is the state of your mind? When you want to
understand your child, when you want to understand somebody,
something that someone is saying, what is the state of your mind?
You are not analysing, criticizing, judging what the other is saying;
you are listening, are you not? Your mind is in a state where the
thought pro cess is not active, but is very alert. Yes? And that
alertness is not of time, is it? You are merely being alert, passively
receptive, and yet fully aware; and it is only in this state that there
is understanding. Surely, when the mind is agitated, questioning,
worrying, dissecting, analysing, there is no understanding. And
when there is the intensity to understand, the mind is obviously
tranquil. This, of course, you have to experiment with, not take my
word for it. But you can see that the more and more you analyse,
the less and less you understand. You may understand certain
events, certain experiences; but the whole content of consciousness
cannot be emptied through the analytical process. It can be emptied
only when you see the falseness of the approach through analysis.
When you see the false as the false, then you begin to see what is
true; and it is truth that is going to liberate you from the back
ground. To receive that truth, the mind must cease to be analytical,
must not be caught in the thought process, which obviously is
analysis, which brings us to quite a different question, which is:
What is right meditation? - which we will discuss at another time.
Question: I need the sunshine of the teacher's love to enable me

to flower. Is such a psychological need not of the same order as the
need for food, clothing, and shelter? You seem to condemn all
psychological needs. What is the truth of this matter?
Krishnamurti: Presumably, most of you have some kind of a
teacher, have you not? Some kind of guru, either in the Himalayas,
or here, round the corner. Do you not? Some kind of guide. Now
why do you need him? You do not, obviously, need him for
material purposes, unless he promises you a good job the day-after
tomorrow. So, presumably, you need him for psychological
purposes, do you not? Now, why do you need him? Basically,
obviously, you need him because you say, "I am confused, I do not
know how to live in this world; things are too contradictory. There
is confusion, there is misery, there is death, decay, degradation,
disintegration; and I need somebody to advise me what to do." Is
that not the reason why you need a guru, why you go to a guru?
You say, "Being confused, I need a teacher who will help me to
clear up the confusion, or rather help me to resolve the confusion."
Is that not it? So your need is psychological. You do not treat your
Prime Minister as your guru, because he merely deals with the
material life of society. You look to him for your physical needs;
whereas, here, you look to a teacher for your psychological needs.
Now, what do you mean by the word `need'? I need sunshine, I
need food, clothes and shelter; and in the same way, do I need a
teacher? To answer that question, I must find out who has created
this awful mess around me and in me. If I am responsible for the
confusion, I am the only person that can clear up the confusion,
which means that I must understand the confusion myself; but you
generally go to a teacher in order that he may extricate you from

the confusion, or show you the way, give you directions on how to
act with regard to the confusion. Or you say "Well this world is
false, I must find truth." And the guru or the teacher says, "I have
found truth", so you go to him to partake of that truth.
Can confusion be cleared by another, however great? Surely
this confusion exists in our relationship; therefore we have to
understand our relationship with each other, with society, with
property, with ideas, and so on; and can someone give us the
understanding of that relationship? Someone may point out, may
show, but I have to understand my relationship, where I am. Sir,
are you interested in this? My difficulty is that I feel you are not
interested, because you are watching somebody else doing some
thing. When you ask a question, you do not feel the importance of
listening to the answer. Therefore, you are really treating your guru
and your confusion very lightly. Really it does not matter to you
two pins what your guru says, but it is just a habit: let us go to the
guru. Therefore, life to you is not important, is not vital, creative,
something which must be understood. And I can see it in your face,
you are not vitally interested in this question. You listen either to
be confirmed in your search for gurus, or to strengthen your own
conviction that gurus are essential. But that way we do not find the
truth of the matter. You can find the truth of the matter by
searching out your heart, why you need a guru.
So, Sir, many things are involved in this question. You seem to
think that truth is static, and therefore a guru can lead you to it. As
a man can direct you to the station, so you think a guru can direct
you to truth. That means truth is static; but is truth static? You
would like it to be; for that which is static is very gratifying, at

least you know what it is and you can hold on to it. So, you are
really seeking gratification. You want security, you want the
assurance of a guru, you want him to say to you: you are doing
very well, carry on, you want him to give you mental comfort, an
emotional pat on the back. So you go to a guru that really gratifies
you, invariably. That is why there are so many gurus, as there are
so many pupils; which means that you are not really seeking truth,
you want gratification; and the person who gives you the greatest
satisfaction, you call him your guru. That satisfaction is either
neurological, that is, physical, or psychological; and you think in
his presence you feel great peace, great quietness, a sense of being
understood. In other words, you want a glorified father or mother,
who will help you overcome the difficulty. Sir, have you ever sat
quietly under a tree? There also you will find great peace. You will
also feel that you are being understood. In other words, in the
presence of a very quiet person, you also become quiet; and this
quietness you attribute to the teacher, and then you put a garland
around him, and kick your servant. So, when you say you need a
guru, surely all these things are implied in it, are they not? And the
guru that assures you an escape, that guru becomes your need.
Now, confusion exists only in relationship; and why do we need
somebody else to help us to understand this confusion? And you
might say now, "What are you doing? Are you not acting as our
guru?" Surely I am not acting as your guru, because, first of all, I
am not giving you any gratification, I am not telling you what you
should do from moment to moment or from day to day; but I am
just pointing something out to you; you can take it or leave it,
depending on you, not on me. I do not demand a thing from you,

neither your worship, nor your flattery, nor your insults, nor your
gods. I say this is a fact, take it or leave it. But most of you will
leave it for the obvious reason that you will not find gratification in
it. But the man who is really in earnest, who is really serious in his
intention to find out, he will have sufficient food in what is being
said, which is, that confusion exists only in your relationship, and,
therefore, let us understand that relationship.
To understand that relationship is to be aware, not to avoid it, to
see the whole content of relationship. The truth is not in the
distance, truth is near; truth is under every leaf, in every smile, in
every tear, in the words, in the feelings, thoughts, that one has. But
it is so covered up that we have to uncover it and see. To uncover
is to discover what is false; and the moment you know what is
false, and when that drops away, the truth is there.
So truth is a thing that is living from moment to moment to be
discovered, not to be believed in, not to be quoted, not to be
formulated. But to see that truth, your mind, your heart must be
extreme pliable, alert. But most of us, unfortunately, do not want
an alert, pliable mind, a swift mind; we want to be put to sleep by
mantras, pujas - good God, in how many ways we put ourselves to
sleep! Obviously we need a certain environment, a certain
atmosphere, solitude - not the pursuit nor the avoidance of
loneliness - , but a certain aloneness, in which there is full
attention; and that aloneness, that certain complete attention, is
there only when you are in trouble, when your problems are really
in tense; and, if you have a friend, if you have somebody who can
help you, you go to him; but surely, to treat him as your guru is
obviously immature, obviously childish. It is like seeking the

mother's apron strings.
I know all our instinct is, when we are in difficulty, to turn to
somebody, to the mother, to the father, or to a glorified father,
whom you call the Master or the guru. But if the guru is worth his
salt, he will obviously tell you to understand yourself in action,
which is relationship. Surely, Sir, you are far more important than
the guru; you are far more import ant than I; because it is your life,
your misery, your strife, your struggle. The guru, or I, or someone
else may be free, but what value has it to you? Therefore, the
worship of the guru is detrimental to your understanding of
yourself. And there is a peculiar factor in this: The more you show
respect to the one, the less you show respect to others. You sa lute
your guru most profoundly, and kick your servant. Therefore, your
respect has very little significance. I know these are all facts, and I
know probably most of you do not like all that has been said,
because your mind wants to be comforted, because it has been
bruised so much. It is caught up in such troubles and miseries, and
it says, "For God's sake give me some hope, some refuge." Sir,
only the mind that is in despair can find reality. A mind that is
completely discontented can jump into reality; not a mind that is
content, not a mind that is respectable, hedged about by beliefs.
So you flower only in relationship; you flower only in love, not
in contention. But our hearts are withered; we have filled our hearts
with the things of the mind, and so we look to others to fill our
minds with their creations. Since we have no love, we try to find it
with the teacher, with someone else. Love is a thing that cannot be
found. You cannot buy it, you cannot immolate yourself to it. Love
comes into being only when the self is absent; and as long as you

are seeking gratification, escapes, refusing to understand your
confusion in relationship, you are merely emphasizing the self, and
therefore denying love.
Shall I answer some more questions, or is that enough? Are you
not tired? No? Sirs, are you being mesmerized by my voice and
words? Surely, Sirs, what we have discussed, what I said before
answering the questions, and these two questions, must be very
disturbing to you? It must be very disturbing; if it is not disturbing,
something is wrong with you. Because one is attacking the whole
structure of your thought process, your comfortable ways, and that
disturbance must be very fatiguing. And if you are not tired, if you
are not disturbed, then what is the point of your sitting here? Sirs,
let us be very clear about what we are trying to do, you and I.
Probably, most of you will say, "I know all this; Shankara, Buddha,
somebody else has said this." Your very statement indicates that,
having read so much, superficially, you relegate what is being said
to one of the pigeonholes in your mind, and thereby discard it. It is
a convenient way of disposing of what you have heard, which
means you are listening merely on the verbal level, and not taking
in the full content of what is being said, and which creates a
disturbance. Sirs, peace cannot be had without a great deal of
searching; and what you and I are doing is searching out our minds
and hearts in order to find out what is true and what is false; and to
search out is to expend energy, vitality; it is as physically
exhausting, it should be as exhausting, as digging. But you see,
unfortunately, you are used to listening; you are merely the
spectators enjoying, observing what another is playing; therefore
you are not tired. The spectators are never tired, which indicates

that they are really not partaking in the game. And as I have said
over and over again, you are not the spectator, and I am not the
player for you. You are not here to listen to a song. What you and I
are trying to do is to find a song in our own hearts and not listen to
the song of another. You are accustomed to listening to the song of
another, and so your hearts are empty, and they will always be
empty because you fill your hearts with the song of another. That is
not your song; then you are merely gramophones, changing the
records according to the moods, but you are not musicians. And
especially in times of great travail and trouble we have to be the
musicians, each one of us; we have to recreate ourselves with song,
which means to free, to empty the heart of those things which are
filled by the mind. Therefore, we have to understand the creations
of the mind, and see the falseness of those creations. Then we will
not fill our hearts with those creations. Then, when the heart is
empty - not, as in your case, filled with ashes - , when the heart is
empty, and the mind is quiet, then there is a song, the song that
cannot be destroyed or perverted because it is not put together by
the mind.
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Seeing that there are so few of us, should we turn this into a
discussion first and answer questions afterwards? Perhaps it might
be worth while to consider the question of revolution, of change
and reform, their implications and their enduring significance in
life, and whether revolution is not the only permanent solution, and
not reform and change.
Reform in a given social order is merely retrogression - don't
look surprised - is it not? Is not reform merely maintaining an
existing social condition and giving it a certain modification, but
fundamentally maintaining the same structure? Reformation is, is it
not?, a modified continuity of a social pattern which gives a certain
stability to society; and change also is of the same character, is it
not? Change also is a modified continuity, because change implies
a formula which you are trying to follow or a standard which you
are establishing, approximating the present to that standard. So,
reformation and change are more or less the same thing, basically.
Both imply the continuance of the present in a modified form. Both
imply, do they not?, that the reformer or the one who wishes to
bring about the change, has a measure or a pattern according to
which he is approximating his action; therefore his change, his
reformation, is the reaction to the background in which he has been
conditioned. So his reformation or change is the response of the
background or the conditioning, which is merely approximating to
a self-projected standard. I hope you are following all this. I am
thinking aloud, I haven't thought of this before, so let us proceed.

So, a man who wishes to reform, to bring about certain
reformation and change, is really a person who is acting as a
detriment to revolution. A reformer or a man who wishes to bring
about a change is really retrogressive; because either there is
constant revolution, or merely change. a reforming modification.
That modification, being the response of the background or of the
conditioning in which he has been brought up, merely continues
the background in another form. The reformer wishes to bring
about a change in a given society, but his reformation is only the
reaction to a certain background; the approximation to a certain
standard he wishes to establish is still the projection of his
background. So, the reformer, the one who wishes to bring about a
change, acts in society as a retrogressive factor. Please think about
it, don't deny, don't brush it aside.
Now, what is the relationship between the reformer and the
revolutionary, and what do we mean by the revolutionary? Is a man
who has a definite pattern or a formula and wishes to work out that
for formula, is he a revolutionary? Whether the technique is pacific
or bloody is irrelevant; that is not the point. Is a man who has a
formula, a standard, a pat tern to which he is approximating his
action, a revolutionary in the fundamental sense of the word? It is
very important to find this out, because everybody is concerned, or
at least many people are concerned, about the question of
revolution, about the left, the right, the centre, and so on.
Now, when we talk about revolution it is about the revolution
according to a pattern either of the left, or of the right, or from the
centre; and when a person calls himself a revolutionary, is he not
really a factor of retrogression in society, as is the reformer, as is

the man who wishes to bring about a change? So, the man who has
a formula and tries to approximate society to that, is really a person
who acts as a retrogressive factor in society.
Who, then, is a real revolutionary? We can see that the
revolutionary who has a formula, and the man who wishes to bring
about a change, and the reformer, are alike. They are not dissimilar
because they have basically the same attitude towards action.
Action to them is the approximation to an idea; the idealist, the
reformer, and the revolutionary, have a pattern. So, their actions
are basically, are they not?, the reaction to their background and
therefore a factor of retrogression.
And that is why such a revolution ultimately fails, because it is
merely an approximation to the left or to the right, a reaction to an
opposite. You follow? And reform is similar. The reformer wants
to alter a certain maladjustment in society, and his reformation has
its source in the response to his background, to his conditioning; so
they all have a similarity, have they not? The bloody one, the
reformer, and the continued modifier. They obviously are not
really revolutionary.
Now, we are going to find out what we mean by revolution. Is
not revolution a series of intervals between two conditioned
responses? Is revolution the outcome of a static state, of action
which is dynamic, or, is revolution the constant breaking away of
the background and therefore leaving nothing static at any given
moment? That is, is revolution a sudden break in the modified
continuity and therefore in the response of the background, or is
revolution a constant movement which is never at any given
moment static?

Therefore, can revolution ever imply change or reform? Reform
and change indicate a state in which there has been no true action
and which must be transformed, changed, a static state which needs
to be altered; and, as we said, the reformer or the one who wishes a
change, and even the so-called revolutionary, are similar in their
aims. Reform or revolution to them is only a gradual process of
becoming static. I think that's clear. We allow ourselves, - that is,
the society, the community, the group, - to become static, static in
the sense of continuing the same pattern of action; though we may
seem to move, live and act, produce children and build houses, it is
always within the same static pattern.
Now, is what I suggest possible, and is that not the only true
revolution, that is, of never allowing oneself to become static?
Society, which is the relationship between you and me, must never
become static; only then can there be constant revolution in our
relationship. Now, what is it that makes us static, that makes us act
without depth, without meaning, without purpose, without beauty which is what most of our lives are? We live, we produce, we
build, but it is a static state, surely, it is not a creative state. And
what is it that makes us static, what is it that makes society - which
is really our relationship, your relationship with me and my
relationship with another static? What are the factors which
produce action that has no significance, a life that has no meaning?
What is it that produces in our relationship a sense of death?
Though I may live with you, though I may work with you, there is
something that is always destructive, that is always dead, that is
always darkness, which is static. If we can understand and remove
that, then, in our relationship, there will be constant revolution,

constant dynamism, constant change - no, I don't want to use the
word change - constant transformation.
Now what makes for transformation, what makes for true
revolution and not the modified continuity, what brings about the
destruction of this static state? What is it that brings about death in
our relationship? Why do we grow stale, weary, exhaust ourselves
sexually, physically, and in various ways decay, why? If we can
understand that, then we will be in a constant state of
transformation. Now, what makes for death in relationship? What
makes us stale, spoiled, corrupted, and what makes us seek
modification, change, and all the rest of it? Surely, our thinking,
which is the outcome of the past? There is no thought without
memory and memory is always the dead entity: it is over, only it
revives itself in action in the present, but it is an action of decay, of
death. Though it seems so active, so alive, so full of speed and
energy, thought is really, is it not?, the outcome of a fixed pattern
of memory. Memory is fixed and therefore what comes out of it
must also be limited; and so does not the process of thinking itself
bring about staleness, death, weariness, that static state? Therefore
a revolution based on an idea, on thought, must sooner or later
result in death. Thought which is ideation, or the groping towards
an ideal, is the sacrifice of the present to an Utopia, the future. Sir,
do you see something in this?
A relationship based on thought which is usage, habit, must
produce a society which is static, and the action of the reformer
who wishes to change that society is still the action of death,
darkness or the response of a static mind. If you observe, what
makes us stale in our relation ship, is thinking, thinking, thinking,

calculating, judging, weighing, adjusting ourselves; and the one
thing which frees us from that, is love, which is not a process of
thought. You cannot think about love. You can think about the
person whom you love, but you cannot think about love.
So, the man who loves is the real revolutionary, and he is truly
the religious person; because what is truly religion, is not based on
thought, or on beliefs or dogmas. A person who is a net of beliefs
and dogmas is not a religious person, he is a stupid person;
whereas the man who really loves is the real revolutionary, in him
is the real transformation. So, love is not a thought process, you
cannot think about love. You may imagine what it should be, that
is merely a thought process, but it is not love; and the man who
loves is the real religious person, whether he loves the one or the
many. Love is not personal or impersonal; it is love, it has no
frontiers, it has no class, race. A man who loves is revolutionary,
he alone is revolutionary. Love is not the product of thought, for
thought is the outcome of memory, the outcome of conditioning,
and can only produce death, decay.
So, there can be true revolution, a fundamental transformation,
only when there is love, and that is the highest religion. That state
comes into being when the thought process ceases, when there is
the abnegation of that process. There can be abnegation of
something only when it is understood, not denied. A community, a
society, a group, can be really revolutionary, continuously
transforming itself, only when in that state, and not according to a
formula; because a formula is merely the product of a thought
process, and therefore inherently the cause of a static state. We can
also see that hate cannot produce a radical revolution, for

inevitably that which is the product of conflict, antagonism,
confusion, cannot be real, cannot be creatively revolutionary. Hate
is the outcome of this thought process, hate is thought; and that
transformation which love brings can only be when the thought
process ceases; therefore thought can never produce a living
revolution.
Question: Do you believe in the soul?
Krishnamurti: Now let us examine those two words, `believe'
and the word `soul.' Has the word belief a referent? You know
what the word referent means? Something to which you refer.
When you say you believe that there is `God', what is it, what is the
referent behind that belief or behind that word God? I am not
discussing God for the moment, but what is the referent behind that
belief?
Surely, to believe is to project one's own intention, isn't it? Say
you believe in God, you believe in nationalism. What does that
mean? You clothe yourself with the idea, you use the idea of selfprotection through nationalism and you come to believe in
nationalism. A belief is surely the outcome of a desire to be secure
subjectively or outwardly, or it is an experience based on memory
which dictates your belief. When you say you believe in the soul,
what makes you believe in it, put your faith in it, trust it, what you
will? It's your conditioning surely? But the leftist, the non-believer,
says there is no such thing, because he too has been conditioned in
his way; the believer is conditioned, as the non-believer is
conditioned.
Now, is there such a thing as the soul that's what you want to
know from me? Soul, implying a spiritual entity, no; or character?

Sirs, what do you mean by the soul, when you talk about the soul?
You mean the psyche? We are asking ourselves, are we not?, if the
soul, the psychological entity, exists. Obviously it exists, but surely
we mean much more than that. Soul as character exists, but surely,
we mean more than character when we talk about the soul? And
character can be modified, changed according to environment.
There is nothing permanent about character; it can be modified,
changed. according to environmental influences. But we mean
much more - there is the plus quality - when we talk about the soul,
don't we? Something which we posit as spiritual, as the more. The
difficulty is this, Sirs. When you ask a question of this kind, one
must go into it very carefully.
As far as one can see, there is only character modified,
controlled, shaped by the environment. One can find out if there is
something more, only when the environmental influences and their
limitations are understood and broken. The limited mind, which is
the mind conditioned by environment, cannot find out if there is
the plus quality, which is what you are asking. It is not a question
of belief; either it is or it is not, and that can only be experienced,
not believed in; and you can experience it only when there is no
conditioning factor which is the thought process.
We can see very well what is happening in the world. The plus
quality can never be controlled, shaped, caught in the net of time;
but character can be changed. You are born in a certain country,
there you have certain influences, certain moulds of character,
certain factors which are shaping the mind; but in another country
the same shaping is going on, in a different way. So, the so-called
character of a person can be changed, modified, controlled,

enlarged, what you will. Surely, that character is not the plus
quality; therefore, to understand the plus quality, the character or
the conditioning must cease. Which does not mean that you must
become vague and loose; all we can do is to make the character
fluidic, not static, capable of immediate adjustments. After all,
virtue is the capacity for swift adjustment, it is not the cultivation
of an idea; cultivation of an idea is not virtue. Virtue is not the
denial of vice, it is a state of being, and being is not an idea. The
man who cultivates virtue is not virtuous. To experience that which
is not an idea, ideation which is thought process must cease.
So, we see that character can be modified, changed, moulded,
and that is going on consciously or unconsciously all the time. But,
the plus quality is what you are after. You cannot `believe' in it.
The moment you use the word believe you will never find it,
because believing is a process of thought. Thought can never find
what is beyond, what is the plus. With the instrument of discovery
that you have, which is the mind, you have never found it. You can
invent, you can talk, you can describe, you can fool around with it.
But, thought can never find it, because the plus quality is obviously
not of time, and the only instrument that we have is of time, as
character, so we come back to the same question in a different way.
As long as we use the mind as a means of understanding, there
can be no understanding. Thought does not produce understanding;
on the contrary, you understand only with the cessation of thought
- don't call it intuition, for God's sake! By intuition you mean
perception and not action, but such a division is not real. This
implies a great deal, we will go into it another time.
Question: In the light of the new approach, what is the content

of education?
Krishnamurti: Now, what do you mean by the new approach?
Presumably, all that has been said during the last ten discussions all that has been said, unfortunately, by me. Sorry to introduce
myself into it. Now, the questioner wants to know what is the
content of education in the light of all that.
Sir, what do you mean by education? Why are we educating
ourselves? Why do you send your children to school? You would
say, wouldn't you?, to learn a technique by which to earn a
livelihood. That's all you are interested in, isn't it? As long as he
becomes a B.A., an M.A., and God knows what else, you will give
him a certain instrument, a certain faculty by which he will be able
to earn his livelihood; isn't that it? You are only interested, the
majority of you, in giving the child a technique, aren't you?
Now, is the cultivation of technique, education? I know it is
necessary to be able to read and write, to learn engineering or
something else, because in our society that is essential. But will
technique give the faculty, give the capacity rather, to experience?
Because, after all, what we mean by education is to be able to
experience life, and not merely learn a technique which, surely, is
only a part of life; we want to be able to experience life as a whole,
don't we? Can I learn to experience as a whole through merely
learning a technique? We admit technique is necessary; but to meet
life as a whole, as an integrated whole, I need to experience, don't
I? To experience pain, suffering, joy, everything, beauty, ugliness,
love - I have to experience life, I have to taste life, haven't I? at
whatever level. Now, will technique help me to face life? I know,
we admit technique is necessary, don't let us minimize it, but if that

is the only thing which we are striving for, are we not denying the
whole experiencing of life? But if you can help one to experience
life as a whole, then that very experience will create its technique
and not the other way round.
Is this difficult, is this a little bit complicated? Now, Sir, let me
put it in another way. We create the instrument to experience, isn't
that so? After all, you educate your son to experience life,
marriage, sex, worship, fear, government, which is all life. We
create the instrument to experience; but, can the instrument, which
is technique, experience? You give him the tools and say: "Go and
experience". What? Can the tool, or the thing that holds the tool,
experience?
If we approach it differently, that is, help the student to
experience, then the very experiencing will create the instrument
and not, as mere technique does now, act as a hindrance to
experience. Is this a little bit abstract?
Again, let me put it differently. You teach me to be an engineer,
give me the technique of livelihood, and my whole life is that of an
engineer. I think, dream, compete, I am an engineer, I treat my
wife, my children, my neighbours as an engineer. The profession,
the technique, the faculty, the function, has become important, but
the function cannot experience life; I mean the whole of life, not
just the mere building of a bridge or the building of a road or an
ugly house.
Now, what are we doing? We are emphasizing the making of
the instrument. So, we hope through the instrument to experience
life, and that is why modern education is a complete failure because you have got only the technique, you have marvellous

scientists, marvellous physicists, mathematicians bridge builders,
space conquerors, and then what? Are you experiencing life? Only
as specialists, and can a specialist experience life? Only when he
ceases to be a specialist. So, first we make him the specialist and
then hope he will experience. You see how wrong an approach it
is? Whereas, is it not possible to create an environment in a school
or in a community where the experiencing can go on, as a child, as
a boy or a girl, directly through the capacity for experiencing? Do
you see what is meant?
Surely, that is real revolution, to experience integrally, as a
whole human being, and as he experiences he will create,
obviously; that is, if he experiences art, beauty, he will inevitably
create the technique of painting, writing. He will want to express it;
but now, you stop him by telling him how to write essays, and
teaching him styles and all the rest of it. But, if he is capable of
experiencing a feeling, then the feeling will find its expression,
then he will find his own style; when he writes a love poem it will
be a love poem, not a carefully calculated rhyme.
So now what are we doing? We create the instrument but
destroy the man. The function has become all important and not the
man; but if the man is experiencing integrally all the time, he will
create his own instrument. Sir, this is not an outrageous dream.
This is what we do when we are real people, when we are not
stuffed with stupid facts which we call education. When you have
something to say, you say it, and it is style; but, now, we have
nothing to say because we have destroyed ourselves through
technique, and have made that the final aim of life because we treat
life as merely a matter of earning bread and butter, a job; life is a

job for us.
So if we see this, cannot those who are experiencing, express
through teaching? If the person who is a teacher is really
experiencing, then his expression will be teaching according to his
temperament, faculties, capacities, and so on. Then that teaching
will be the instrument of help to another human being to
experience and not to be caught in a technique.
Sir, to put it differently: As long as we don't understand life we
use the instrument hoping to understand life; but the instrument
cannot understand life, life has to be lived, understood by life, by
action, by experience. You see another factor is that the cultivation
of technique gives one a sense of security, not only economic but
psychological, because you think you have the capacity to do
something. And the capacity to do something gives you an
extraordinary strength. You say I can do this or that, I can play the
piano, any time I can go out and build a house. That gives you a
sense of independence, vitality. But we deny life and its experience
by strengthening the capacity, because life is dangerous, it is
unexpected, extraordinarily fluidic; we don't know the content of it,
it must be experienced constantly, continually renewed. Being
afraid of that unknown quantity we say, let's cultivate technique
because that will give us a certain sense of security, inwardly or
outwardly. So, as long as we use technique as a means of inward
security, life cannot be understood; and without experiencing life,
technique has no meaning and we are only destroying ourselves.
We have marvellously capable technicians, and what's
happening? Techniques are being used by experts to destroy each
other. That's what governments want. They want technicians, they

don't want human beings because human beings become dangerous
to governments. Therefore, governments are going to control all
education because they want more and more technicians.
So, the new approach is not the mere cultivation of a technique,
which does not mean you deny technique, but it is the helping to
create an integrated human being, who will come by the technique
through experiencing. Surely, Sir, that is very simple, I mean it is
simple in words. But you can see the extraordinary effect it will
have in society. We shall not be washed out at the age of 50 or 45
by a technique. Now, when I am 45 or 50, I am finished, having
given my life to a rotten society or to a government that has no
meaning at all except for the few who boss it; I have slaved my life
away and I am exhausted. Whereas, life should become richer and
richer, but that can happen only when technique is not used in the
place of experiencing. Sir, if one really thinks of it, it is a complete
revolution. As long as there is the cultivation of technique without
experiencing the integrated action of life, there must be
destruction, there must be competition, there must be confusion,
ruthless antagonism. You are becoming entities with perfect
capacities, and the more you emphasize technique the more
destruction there will be. If there were people who are
experiencing and there fore teaching, they would be real teachers
and they would create their own technique.
Therefore, experiencing comes first, life comes first, and not
technique. Sir, when you have the creative impulse to paint, you
take a brush and paint, you don't bother about the technique; you
may learn the technique, but that impulse creates its own technique
and that's the greatest art.

There is something very interesting happening in the world,
especially in America. The engineers are frantically designing
engines which do not need a single human being to run them. Life
will be run entirely by machines, by various kinds of machines,
and what is going to happen to human beings? Be cause they are
all fast becoming technicians, they are going to destroy one
another, for they will have nothing else to do. They won't know
how to utilize their leisure; so they will seek escape through
magazines or verbose ideation's, through the radio, the cinema, and
enfeebling amusements. What else will they have to do? The
solution is in the capacity, the integrated capacity to experience life
as a whole. Therefore, it means educating the educator to
experience as a whole, helping him to be a human being, and not a
technician, a specialist.
That is quite difficult as we have all learned some technique or
other. Some of you know how to meditate, you learned the
technique, but you are not meditators. Some of you have learned
the technique of playing the piano, but you are not musicians. You
know how to read, but you cannot write because there is nothing in
you crying for expression; you have filled your hearts and minds
with technique. You are full of quotations and you think you are
marvellous because you can talk about what others have thought or
said. What is there behind your technique? Words, words, mere
verbalization which is the technique. This is what we are doing
with ourselves - so don't laugh it off.
So, experiencing comes first, living comes first, not technique.
Love comes first, not how to express love. You read books about
love, but your hearts are dry; that is why you read, to stimulate

yourself. That is what you are all doing, because you have
cultivated thought, and thought is death; and as you are dying
slowly, you want stimulation and think technique will give you that
stimulation; but stimulation always brings decay, making you more
and more dull and weary.
Question: You have been leading a crusade against blind belief,
superstition and organized religion. Would I be wrong if I say that
in spite of your verbal denunciation of the Theosophical tenets, you
are fulfilling the central fact in Theosophy? You are preaching real
Theosophy. There is no real contradiction between your position
and the position of the Theosophical Society whose great President
first introduced you to the world. (Laughter).
Krishnamurti: Now, don't let us discuss personalities, Dr.
Besant and myself, for then we are lost.
Let us find out if I am leading a crusade against blind belief,
superstition and organized religion. I am merely trying to state a
fact. A fact can be interpreted by anyone according to his
conditioning, but the fact will remain a fact. I may translate it
according to my like and dislike, but that fact is not altered, it is
there.
Similarly, a belief, a superstition, an organized dogma of
religion, cannot help you to understand truth. Truth must be looked
at without the screen of these, and only then is there understanding,
and not according to my wishes; and organized beliefs, religions
which are organized dogmas, cannot help me to understand life.
They can help me to trans late life according to my conditioning,
but that is not understanding life, which again means that I am
translating life according to my instrument, faculty, or

conditioning. But that is not experiencing life, and religion is not
the experiencing of life through a belief; religion is experiencing
life directly without the. conditioning. Therefore, there must be
freedom from organized religion, and so on and on.
Now what is the Theosophical view? When the questioner says
I am fulfilling the central fact in Theosophy, you and I must find
out what the central fact in Theosophy is, and what the
Theosophical Society is, according to the questioner. Now what is
the central fact in Theosophy? I really do not know, but let us go at
it. What are the certain facts of Theosophy, divine wisdom? That is
what the word means. (Interruption) "No religion higher than
truth." Is that the central fact?
Theosophy and the Theosophical Society are two different
things. Now, which are you talking about? Please, Sir, first let me
assure you, I am not at tacking or defending. We want to find the
truth of the matter, at least I do. you may not; at least the adherents,
those who have committed themselves, those who have vested
interests in it, insist that this is Theosophy - but those people are
not truth seekers, they are merely depending on their vested
interest, hoping to be rewarded; therefore they are not truth
seekers.
Now, we must find out if there is a difference between
Theosophy and the Theosophical Society. Surely the teachings of
Christ are different from the Church. The teachings of Buddha are
different from Buddhism, the organized religion. Obviously. The
teaching is one thing, and organized society, organized religion,
organized teaching, is another, is it not?
So, Theosophy and the Theosophical Society are two different

things, are they not? Now, which do you want to find: the central
fact of Theosophy, or the Theosophical Society? If you are
interested in the central fact of Theosophy which is divine wisdom,
how are you going to find it out? That is, the central fact in
Theosophy is wisdom, isn't it? Isn't that so, Sir? Call it divine or
human wisdom, it doesn't matter which. Now, is wisdom sought in
a book, is wisdom given by another, is wisdom to be described, put
into words, verbalized, learnt and repeated - is that wisdom? When
I repeat the verbalization of the experience of a Buddha, is that
wisdom; and is not that repetition a lie? Is not wisdom to be
directly experienced? And I cannot experience wisdom when I
have only the information about the wisdom of another.
Sirs, those of you who want to find the central fact in
Theosophy, please listen carefully, do not close your ears. Is
wisdom to be organized, to be spread around as you spread
political propaganda, or political views? Can wisdom be organized
and spread around for the benefit of others? Is wisdom to be caught
through authority, and is not wisdom come at through direct
experience, and not through the technique of knowing what another
has said about wisdom? Now, when you say that there is no
religion higher than truth, it means that the central fact of
Theosophy is to find truth, is it not? To discover truth, to
understand it, to love it? And is truth a thing to be repeated and
learned? Can you learn a truth as you can learn a technique? Again,
is it not to be directly experienced, directly felt, directly known? I
am not saying that Theosophy does not imply all this. We are
discussing what the central fact is. I have not read Theosophical
books any more than I have read other religious books... probably

that is why one can think a little more freely about all these things.
So, can the central fact of Theosophy, which is wisdom and
truth, be expressed through an organized society; or can an
organized society help another to reach that? So let us leave that
now - the central fact of Theosophy.
Now, the Theosophical Society. How you take notice, I don't
know why you are interested in all this!
Now, what is an organized society, what is the function of an
organized society - not as you would like it, but actually, factually?
What is the function of an organized society, especially of this
kind: to spread this wisdom, is it not? Then what? To translate this
wisdom, to found a platform for people to come together in search
of it? You would say yes, wouldn't you? That is, an organized
society for the gathering together of those who will seek truth and
wisdom? Surely! No? (Interruption) Sir, I am not trying to catch
you, for, after all, an organized body exists for something. We at
once become protagonists, he on one side, I on the other.
(Laughter) He the ruler of a society or a section of the society, and
I the opponent. Sir, let me please say here I am not your opponent;
but I feel, on the contrary, that such societies are an impediment to
under standing.
Why does your Society exist? To propagate ideas? Or to help
people to seek the central fact of Theosophy? Or, to act as a
platform of tolerance so that people of different views can translate
truth according to their conditioning? You are either a group of
people who feel congenial to each other and say: We are in this
society because we have common views together; or you have
come together as a means of seeking truth and helping each other

to find it. These are four possibilities, and to these we can add.
Now, all these resolve essentially into two: that we come together
as a society to find truth, and to propagate truth. Now, can you
propagate truth, and can you seek truth? Let us examine.
Can you propagate truth? What do you mean by propaganda?
You think, for instance, that reincarnation is a fact. I am taking that
as an example; you say let us go and propagate that, it will help
people, alleviate their suffering, and so on - which means that you
know the truth of reincarnation. Do you know the truth of
reincarnation, or do you know only the verbal expression of an idea
that there is continuity? You have read it in a book, and you
propagate that, the words; you follow, Sir? Is that spreading the
truth? Can you propagate truth? Then you might turn around and
say to me: what are you doing? I tell you I am not propagating
truth; we are helping each other to be free, so the truth may come
to us. I am not propagating, I am not giving you an `idea'. What I
am doing is to help you to see what are the impediments that
prevent you from directly experiencing the truth. Is the person who
propagates truth, a truth speaker? Please, this is a very serious
question. You can propagandize, but your propaganda is not truth,
is it? The word `truth' is not the truth, is it? You are merely
spreading the word `truth', `reincarnation', or you are explaining it;
but the word `truth' is not the truth. It must be experienced,
therefore, your propagandizing is merely verbal, untrue.
The other point is: People come together to seek truth, that is
part of it. Now, can you seek truth, or does truth come to you?
There is an enormous difference there. If you seek truth, you are
wanting to utilize truth. You are using truth as a safeguard or to

reach comfort, security, this or that; you are using it as a means of
your own gratification, or what you will. When I seek something,
that is my objective; don't let us deceive ourselves by a lot of
words. When I seek power I go after it, I use it. And when you go
after truth it means you must already know it; for you cannot go
after something unknown. When you know it, you are going to use
it. What you know is self-protective and therefore it is not truth.
Can truth be found, or can you receive truth through belief?
Now, in discussing the Theosophical Society - of course, you
understand, I am not concerned with it, I am out of it completely.
You want to know if what I am saying, teaching, and the central
fact of Theosophy and the Theosophical Society, are the same. I
say obviously they are not. You would like to patch it up and say
we have produced you and therefore you are a part of us, as a baby
is part of the father and mother. That is a very convenient
argument, but actually the boy is entirely different from the father
when he grows a little older.
Surely, Sir, when you are becoming more and more, spiritually
climbing the ladder, you are denying truth, are you not? Truth is
not at the top of the ladder; truth is where you are, in what you are
doing, thinking, feeling, when you kiss and hug, when you exploit
- you must see the truth of all that, not a truth at the end of
innumerable cycles of life. To think that you may be a Buddha
some day is but another self-projected aggrandizement. It is
immature thinking, unworthy of people who are alive, deeply
thoughtful, affectionate. If you think that you will be something in
the future, you are not it now. What matters is now, not tomorrow.
If you are not brotherly now, you will never be brotherly

tomorrow, because tomorrow is also the now.
You have come together as a Society, and you ask me if you
and I meet. I say we do not. You can make us `meet,' you can twist
anything to suit your convenience. You can pretend that white is
black; but a mind that is not straight, that is incapable of direct
perception of things as they are, merely thinks in terms of vested
interest, whether in belief, in property, or in so-called spiritual
status. I am not saying you should leave your Society. I am not at
all concerned whether you leave it or don't leave it; but if you think
you are truth seekers, and have come together to find reality, I am
afraid you are going about it very wrongly. You may say: `that is
your opinion'. I would say that you are perfectly right. If you say:
`we are trying to be brotherly', I would say again that you are going
the wrong way, because brotherhood is not at the end of the
passage; and if you say you are cultivating tolerance, brotherhood,
I would say that brotherhood and tolerance do not exist. They are
not to be cultivated, you do not cultivate tolerance, When you love
someone, you do not cultivate tolerance. It is only the man who has
no love in his heart that cultivates tolerance. It is again an
intellectual feat. If you say your Society is not based on belief at
all, inwardly or outwardly, then I would say that from your
outward as well as your inward actions you are a factor of
separation, not of unity. You have your secret rituals, secret
teachings, secret Masters, all indicating separation. It is the very
function of an organized society to be separate in that sense.
So, I am afraid that when you go very deeply into the matter,
you, the Theosophical Society, and I, do not meet. You might like
to make us meet, but that is quite a different matter - which does

not mean you must leave yours and come over to this camp. There
is no `this camp', there are no sides to truth. Truth is Truth, one,
alone; it has no sides, no paths; all paths do not lead to Truth.
There is no path to Truth, it must come to you.
Truth can come to you only when your mind and heart are
simple, clear, and there is love in your heart; not if your heart is
filled with the things of the mind. When there is love in your heart,
you do not talk about organizing for brotherhood; you do not talk
about belief, you do not talk about division or the powers that
create division, you need not seek reconciliation. Then you are a
simple human being without a label, without a country. This means
that you must strip yourself of all those things and allow Truth to
come into being; and it can come only when the mind is empty,
when the mind ceases to create. Then it will come without your
invitation. Then it will come as swiftly as the wind and
unbeknown. It comes obscurely, not when you are watching,
wanting. It is there as sudden as sunlight, as pure as the night; but
to receive it, the heart must be full and the mind empty. Now you
have the mind full and your heart empty.
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I wonder what action means to most of us? Is action the outcome
of an idea, or the approximation to an idea, or conformity to a
pattern or ideation? Is action independent of relationship? Is not
action, relationship? And if we base it on an idea, on a principle, on
a conclusion, is it action? Is an action based on belief, which is a
form of ideation, creative? Has such action the power of releasing,
not only vitality, but creative energy, creative understanding?
Surely, it is important to find out, is it not?, how far our action
is dependent on an idea, and whether the idea comes first or action
comes first; whether mentation is the step preceding action, or
whether action is independent of mentation, of thought process.
We have to discuss this and find out; because, if action is merely
conforming to a particular pattern, to an idea or ideation, then the
idea becomes all-important, and not action. Action then is merely
the carrying out of that idea. Then, the problem arises of how to
approach action with the idea, how to put the idea into practice in
order to complete the idea, how to fulfil the idea through action,
and so on. Is idea the primary incentive to action, or does action
take place first, and then the ideation come into being? Surely, if
we observe very closely, action comes first: first we do something,
pleasurable or non pleasurable, and then the idea is born out of that
action. The idea then further controls the action; so the idea becomes all-important, and not action. Action then is merely the
continuation of an idea. So, with most of us, the difficulty is, is it
not?, that ideas, which arc the recording of previous experiences,

of the past, are controlling, guiding, and shaping action.
Now, as I said, action is relationship; and what happens when
action, when relationship, is based on an idea? Action born of an
idea must continue to condition thought; because an idea is the
outcome of one's background, and the background shapes the
action and therefore controls relationship. Therefore, action born of
an idea can never be releasing it must always be conditioned,
because the idea is a conditioned response, and an action born of
an idea is necessarily conditioned. There is no freedom, no creative
release, through action which is based on an idea; and yet all our
systems of action are based on ideation.
So, to look to an idea as a means of revolution, as a means of
releasing creative energy, is obviously erroneous. Then, what is
action without ideation? I hope you are interested, because this is
our problem. Our life is action, action is relationship; and if that
action is merely the outcome of an idea, which is but the residue of
previous experience, then that action can never be releasing; it is
merely the continuation of the past, only modified. So, we cannot
look for freedom, for liberation, for the understanding of reality,
through action which is the outcome of an idea. An experience, a
previous experience, cannot be the way to truth. Experience which
leaves a scar, as memory, cannot be the way to the understanding
of truth. Therefore, experience as an idea, as a memory of
yesterday shaping action, surely cannot be the way to truth.
Memory is not the way to understanding. That is, if action is based
on an idea, which is the result of previous experience, then that
action, being the outcome of the past, can never understand the
living present.

So, what is the way of true action, action which is not the
outcome of an idea? There is an action which is not merely the
repetition of an idea. Experience is not the way to truth; but to most
of us, experience is of the highest importance. We experience
through the screen of memories, which again conditions the
experience. That is, the idea, the background, has met the
challenge; and out of that response, there is experience. That
experience is conditioned, therefore action is conditioned; therefore
action, as experience, cannot lead to truth, cannot lead to
understanding. Please see the importance of this: that experience is
a hindrance to the state of experiencing; for experience is a
conditioned action, and being limited, can never be complete.
Therefore, an experience is always a hindrance to the
understanding of reality. This is contrary to what we have believed
- that we must have more and more experience, knowledge,
technique, in order to understand.
So, there has to be quite a different approach. You have to find
out for yourself, inwardly, whether you are acting on an idea and if
there can be action without ideation. We see that action based on
an idea does not lead to truth, that action based on experience is
limited action. That which is measurable cannot understand the
immeasurable, and experience is always measurable. So,
experience is not what we have made it out to be. Therefore, action
based on experience is an impediment to understanding reality, or
to understanding anything new. So, there must be a different
approach. Let us find out what that is: action which is not based on
an idea.
When do you act without ideation? When is there an action

which is not the result of experience? Because an action based on
experience is, as we said, limiting, and therefore a hindrance.
Action which is not the outcome of an idea is spontaneous when
the thought process, which is based on experience, is not
controlling action; which means, there is action independent of
experience when the mind is not controlling action. That is the only
state in which there is understanding: when the mind, based on
experience. is not guiding action; when thought, based on
experience, is not shaping action. What is action, when there is no
thought process? Can there be action without thought process?
That is, I want to build a bridge, a house. I know the technique, and
the technique tells me how to build it. We call that action. There is
the action of writing a poem, of painting, of governmental
responsibilities, of social, environmental responses. All are based
on an idea or previous experience, shaping action. But is there an
action when there is no ideation?
Surely, there is such action when the idea ceases; and the idea
ceases only when there is love. Love is not memory. Love is not
experience. Love is not the thinking about the person that one
loves, for then, it is merely thought. Surely, you cannot think of
love. You can think of the person you love or are devoted to - your
guru, your image, your wife, your husband; but the thought, the
symbol, is not the real which is loved. Therefore, love is not an
experience.
Now, when there is love, there is action, is there not; and is that
action not liberating? It is not the result of mentation, and there is
no gap between love and action, as there is between idea and
action. Idea is always old, casting its shadow on the present and

trying to build a bridge between action and idea. When there is
love - which is not mentation, which is not ideation, which is not
memory, which is not the outcome of an experience, of a practised
discipline - , then that very love is action. That is the only thing
that frees. As long as there is mentation, as long as there is the
shaping of action by an idea which is experience, there can be no
release; and as lone as that process continues, all action is limited.
When the truth of this is seen, the quality of love, which is not
mentation, which you cannot think about, comes into being.
This is what actually happens when you love somebody with all
your being; this is exactly what takes place. You may think of that
person, but that is not the actual; and, unfortunately, what happens
is that thought takes the place of love. Thought can then adjust
itself to the environment, but love can never adjust itself.
Adjustment is essentially of the mind, and the mind can invent
`love'. When I say, "I love you", I am adjusting myself to you; but
there can be no adjustment where there is love - it is alone, it has
no second. Therefore it cannot adjust itself to anything. When there
is love, this idea of adjustment, of conformity of action based on
idea, completely ceases. When there is love, there is action which
is relationship; and where there is adjustment in relation ship, there
is no love. When I adjust myself to you because I love you, it is
merely conforming to your desires, and the adjustment is always to
the lower. How can you adjust yourself to the higher, to that which
is noble, pure? You cannot. So, adjustment exists only when there
is no love. Love is second to none; it is alone, but not isolated.
Such love is action. which is relationship; it has not the possibility
of corruption, as mentation has, because there is no adjustment. As

long as action is based on an idea, action is mere adjustment, a
reformed, modified continuity; and a society which is the outcome
of an approximation to an idea, is a society of conflict, misery and
strife. There is freedom in the action which is not the result of
mentation; and love is not devotion to something which is ideation.
A devotee is not a lover of truth. Devotion is not love. In love,
there is not the you and the other. There is complete fusion of the
two, whether of the man with the woman, or the devotee with his
idea. Such love is not the gift of the few, it is not reserved for the
mighty ones.
But you have not understood the implications of action based on
experience. When one really sees that profoundly, when one is
aware of all the implications, there is the cessation of mentation.
Then there is that state of being which is the outcome of
discontent. Discontent is not pacified through self-fulfilment; but
as long as there is no self-fulfilment, discontent is the springboard
from which there is a jump into the unknown. It is this quality of
the unknown which is love. The man who is aware that he is in a
state of love, is not loving. Love is not of time. Therefore, you
cannot think about it; what you can think about is of time. What
you can think about is merely the projection of itself; it is already
the known. When you know love, when you practise love, surely it
ceases to be love, because it is merely an adjustment of experience
to the present; and where there is adjustment, there can be no love.
Question: What is the best method of stilling the mind?
Meditation and repetition of God's name are known to be the only
method. Why do you condemn them? Can intellect by itself ever
achieve this?

Krishnamurti: Let us go into this question of meditation, which
is really a very complex problem and needs careful thinking. Let us
see its whole implication. Let us unroll the map of what we call
meditation.
What do we mean by meditation? By meditation, we mean,
don't we?, the stilling of the mind, as it is generally understood;
and let us see how we approach it, because the means matter, for
the means create the end. If you employ wrong means, you will
create a wrong end. If you discipline your mind to be quiet, then
your mind should be quiet; but it is not. It is merely a disciplined
mind, a mind that is held within the room; and such a mind is not
quiet, it is only tethered, held in control. So, we have to go into this
question carefully.
What is the purpose of meditation? Is it to still the mind? Is the
stilling of the mind necessary for the discovery of truth or the
experiencing of reality? Is the process of exclusion, meditation?
Let us approach it negatively, because we do not know what right
meditation is. People have said this and that, and you do not know
what is real meditation. Is it through a series of denials of thought,
or through resistance, that you come to the quietness of mind? That
is, the mind is vagrant, it wanders ceaselessly; and you proceed to
choose one course, and resist all others, which is a process of
exclusion, denial. You build a wall of resistance by concentration
on a thought which you have chosen, and you try to ward off all
the others. That is what you are doing all the time, struggling to
learn concentration. Concentration then is an exclusion. You
choose to rest your thinking on a word or an image, on a phrase or
a symbol, and you resist every other thought that comes and

interferes. So, what we call meditation is the cultivation of
resistance, of exclusive concentration on an idea of our choice.
What makes you choose? What makes you say this is good,
true, noble, and the rest is not? Obviously, the choice is based on
pleasure, reward, or achievement; or it is merely a reaction of one's
conditioning or tradition. Why do you choose at all? Why not
examine every thought? When you are interested in the many, why
choose one? Why not ex amine every interest? Instead of creating
resistance, why not go into each interest as it arises, and not merely
concentrate on one idea, on one interest? After all, you are made up
of many interests; you have many masks, consciously and
unconsciously. Why choose one and discard the others, in
controlling which you spend all your energies, there by creating
resistance, conflict and friction? Whereas, if you examine every
thought as it arises - every thought, not just a few thoughts - , then
there is no exclusion; but it is an arduous thing to examine every
thought. Because, as you are looking at one thought, another
thought slips in; but if you are aware, without domination or
justification, you will see that by merely looking at that thought, no
other thought intrudes. It is only when you condemn, compare, ap
proximate, that other thoughts come in. Is that clear?
So, concentration is not meditation. We are going to find out
what meditation is, but first we must see what it is not.
Concentration implies discipline, various forms of denial, and
resistance. A mind that is caught up in exclusive concentration, can
never find truth. But a mind that understands every interest, every
movement of thought, a mind that is aware of every feeling, every
response, and sees the truth in every response - such a mind, being

extremely pliable, swift, is capable of understanding what is, which
is truth. But a mind that is concentrated is not a swift mind; a mind
that is disciplined is not a pliable mind. How can the mind be
subtle, swift and pliable, when it has learned merely to
concentrate?
Then, meditation cannot be supplication, supplication being
prayer. Have you ever prayed? What actually happens when you
pray? Why do you pray? You pray, don't you?, only when you are
in difficulty, only when you are troubled. You do not pray when
you are happy, joyous, clear; you pray only when there is
confusion, when there is fear of a certain event, in order to ward it
off; or you pray to gain what you want. You pray, because there is
fear in you. I do not say prayer is only fear; but all supplication
arises from fear. A petition, a prayer, may give you joy; the
supplicatory prayer to the so-called unknown may bring you the
answer you seek; but that answer to your petition may come from
your unconscious, or from the general reservoir, the storehouse of
all your demands. The answer is not the still voice of God.
What happens when you pray? By the constant repetition of
certain phrases, and by controlling your thoughts, the mind
becomes quiet, doesn't it? At least, the conscious mind becomes
quiet. You kneel as the Christians do, or sit as the Hindus do, and
you repeat and repeat; and through that repetition, the mind
becomes quiet. In that quietness, there is an intimation of
something. That intimation of something for which you have
prayed, may be from your unconscious, or it may be the response
of your memories. But, surely, it is not the voice of reality; for the
voice of reality must come to you; it cannot be appealed to, you

cannot pray to it. You cannot entice it into your little cage by doing
puja, bhajan, and all the rest of it, by offering it flowers, by
placating it, by suppressing yourself or emulating others. Those are
all forms of self-hypnosis; but once you have learnt the trick of
quieting the mind through the repetition of words and of receiving
hints in that quietness, the danger is - unless you are fully alert as
to whence these hints come - that you will be caught; and then
prayer becomes a substitute for the search for truth. So, a mind that
is made quiet through prayer is not a still mind, for it is a thing that
is put together and so can be undone. All that happens is, that the
conscious layer of your mind, made quiet through pacification,
made dull through repetition, receives some response to your
petition; and that which you ask for, you get - but it is not the truth.
If you want, and if you petition, you receive; but you will pay for it
in the end.
We see, therefore, that prayer as petition supplication, helps to
make the mind still; but there is also another form of prayer, which
is to be completely receptive, not asking a thing, at least not
consciously. This sensitive receptivity, induced through prayer, is
also a form of stillness. It is merely your desire that is calling the
response out of the unconscious; and that open receptivity of the
conscious mind that is made still, is not capable of understanding,
because the mind is made still, but is not still. A mind that is made
still can never be still; it can receive an answer only from with in
the confines of its own limitation. A stupid mind can be made still,
but its answer will be stupid. A stupid mind may think that the
answer it has received is directly from God, but it is not. A mind
that is made still can only receive an answer in accordance with its

own conditioning. So, we see that prayer is not meditation.
Neither is devotion, meditation. Meditation is not selfimmolation to an idea. What is your devotion? You are devoted to
something that will give you gratification. If it does not give you
gratification, you will not be devoted. You are a devotee as long as
that to which you are devoted gives you gratification; when it
ceases, you go elsewhere. You change your guru, you change the
idea. The teacher, the guru, the image, is the self-projection of the
devotee; and that self-projection is based on gratification. So, you
are really being devoted to yourself, externalized as a deity, as an
idea, or as a Master, or a picture. You are devoted only to that
which gives you gratification; and so a devotee, with all his puja,
his garlands, his chants, is worshipping his own image, glorified,
enlarged. Surely, that is not meditation.
Meditation is not discipline. Merely to discipline the mind is to
limit the mind, to build a wall around it, so that it cannot escape.
That is why a mind that is disciplined, a mind that is shaped,
controlled, suppressed, that has found substitutes, that has found
sublimation, is still a mind that is incapable of freedom. Does
freedom come into being through discipline? Can you discipline
yourself to be free? If you use wrong means, the end will also be
wrong, for the end is not different from the means. So, when a
mind is disciplined in order to achieve a result, the result is only
the projection of the disciplined mind. Therefore, there is no
freedom, there is only a disciplined state. So meditation is not
discipline.
Meditation is not concentration, meditation is not prayer,
meditation is not devotion, meditation is not a process of

discipline. Then, what is it? We are going to find out. Now, when
you discover that concentration, prayer, devotion, discipline, are
not meditation, then what happens? You are discovering yourself
in action, are you not? The understanding of these things is the
discovery of your own process of thinking, which is selfknowledge, is it not? The uncovering of this process is the
uncovering of yourself in action; to understand this, is to
understand yourself. Therefore, meditation is the process of
understanding yourself. There is no meditation without selfknowledge, and that is what you have discovered just now.
Therefore, you are watching yourself in action through
concentration, through prayer, through discipline, through
devotion.
What we are doing now is discovering ourselves as we are,
without deception, without illusion. Then what happens? Selfknowledge is not an end in itself; self-knowledge is the movement
of becoming. In examining these four aspects of myself in action, I
have found that there is only one process, and that is, that I am
interested in becoming, in continuing. So then, the more
knowledge of the self there is, of the self at any level - which is
seeing the truth of every moment, the truth which is not the
outcome of experience, but immediate perception - , the more is
there tranquillity of the mind. For example, seeing the truth of
prayer, and all its implications, surely frees the mind from prayer,
from fear, from supplication. Similarly in seeing the truth of
discipline, with all its implications, there is freedom from
discipline. So, there is that much more knowledge, intelligence and
awareness. The mind is made free from its becoming, therefore

there is the awareness of truth.
Now, we have to experience this; we cannot go further without
experiencing. If you are still caught in prayer, then your going
further has no meaning; if you are still caught in discipline, what
we proceed into has no meaning; so, too, if you are still concerned
about the control of thought. But a mind that is quiet, not made
quiet, not put together; a mind that is quiet because it has real
interest, because it has seen truth, because truth has come to it, is a
mind that is intelligent, that is free of conflict. Conflict has been
resolved through the perception of every movement of thought and
feeling, and by seeing the truth of that movement. Truth can be
perceived, or truth can come into being, only when condemnation,
justification, and comparison, cease; only then is the mind quiet,
only then is there the cessation of memory.
Now, what happens when the mind is tranquil, when it is still,
when it is no longer becoming, no longer seeking an end; when it is
extraordinarily alert, passive? In that silence there is a movement,
there is an experiencing, in which time is not. It is a state of being
in which neither the past nor the present nor the future exists.
Meditation is the living from moment to moment every day. It
is not isolating oneself in a room or in a cave, for that way one can
never know reality. Reality is to be found in relationship, not in the
distant relationship, but in the relationship of our daily existence. If
there is no understanding of truth in relationship, you will not
understand what it is to have a mind that is still. It is the truth that
makes the mind still, not your desire to be still; and truth is to be
found in relationship, which is action, which is as a mirror in which
to see yourself.

So, self-knowledge is the beginning of wisdom, and without
wisdom there can be no tranquillity. Wisdom is not knowledge.
Knowledge is a hindrance to wisdom, to the uncovering of the self
from moment to moment. A mind that is still shall know being,
shall know what it is to love. Love is neither personal nor
impersonal. Love is love, not to be defined or described by the
mind as exclusive or inclusive. Love is its own eternity; it is the
real, the supreme, the immeasurable.
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As this is the last talk, I would like, if I may, to make a brief
resume of what we have been discussing during the last five weeks.
It is the lack of capacity to understand that creates problems. The
incapacity to understand a problem brings about conflict; and if we
have the capacity to understand a problem, then the problem itself
ceases to exist. It is the incapacity to understand a challenge that
brings about a problem.
Life is, and must be, a series of challenges and responses. The
challenge is not according to our likes and dislikes, nor according
to our particular desires, but assumes different forms at different
times. And if we have the capacity to meet that challenge
adequately, fully, directly, then there is no problem. But because
we do not meet that challenge fully, adequately, a problem arises.
How is it possible to have that capacity? Life's challenge is not at
any one particular level of existence. Life is not at one level only,
neither the economic nor the spiritual. Life is, as we discussed, a
relationship at different levels; it is all the time in flux, all the time
expressing itself in different ways; and he is a happy man who is
able to meet life completely and fully at different levels all the
time.
So, the man who regards life as being merely the conditioning
by environment, either economic or intellectual, and who meets
life only from that point of view, is obviously an unintegrated
person; and his conflicts are innumerable, because surely, life isn't
at one level of existence. Life is relationship with things, people,

and ideas; and if we do not meet these relationships rightly, fully,
then conflicts arise from the impact of the challenge.
So, our problem is, is it not?, how to bring about, how to
cultivate deliberately - if one can deliberately cultivate - , that
capacity to meet the challenge all the time. Because, there is not a
moment when there is no challenge; and if there is not a response,
there is death, there is decay. It is only when we know how to meet
the challenge all the time, continuously, freely, fully, that there is
life, that there is depth, the height of thought and feeling.
Now, how is one to have that capacity, how does one come by
it? Surely, no information can give it. Though you may study all
the books written about how to meet life, that very factual
understanding is really an impediment; because, having the facts,
you try to meet the challenge with that framework of information.
And, obviously, facts do not create or bring about that capacity.
Without the capacity to meet life fully, life becomes a constant
source of pain. So, it is not facts, it is not knowledge - you may
read the Bhagavad Gita, you may read all the sacred books, listen
to the talks given by all the saints, practise innumerable disciplines
- , that will help you to have that capacity with which to meet life.
So, if it is not facts, if it is not knowledge, what is it that is
required? Before we can find that out, we have to discover, have
we not?, what is life itself, what is living. If we can understand
that, per- haps we shall have the capacity to meet the challenge,
which is life itself. Life is, is it not?, both challenge and response.
It is not challenge alone nor response alone. Life is experience,
experience in relationship. One cannot live in isolation; so, life is
relationship, and relationship is action. And how can one have that

capacity for understanding relationship, which is life? Does not
relationship mean, not only communion with people, but intimacy
with things and ideas? Life is relationship, which is expressed
through contact with things, with people, and with ideas. In
understanding relationship, we shall have capacity to meet life
fully, adequately. So, our problem is not capacity - for capacity is
not independent of relationship - , but rather the understanding of
relationship, which will naturally produce the capacity for quick
pliability, for quick adjustment, for quick response,
Relationship, surely, is the mirror in which you discover
yourself. Without relationship you are not; to be, is to be related; to
be related is existence. And you exist only in relationship;
otherwise, you do not exist, existence has no meaning. It is not
because you think you are, that you come into existence. You exist
because you are related; and it is the lack of understanding of
relationship that causes conflict.
Now, there is no understanding of relationship because we use
relationship merely as a means of furthering achievement,
furthering transformation, furthering becoming. But, relationship is
a means of self-discovery, because relationship is to be, it is
existence. Without relationship, I am not. To understand myself, I
must understand relationship. So, relationship is a mirror in which I
can see myself. That mirror can either be distorted, or it can be `as
is', reflecting that which is. But most of us see in relationship, in
that mirror, things we would rather see; we do not see what is. We
would rather idealize, escape, we would rather live in the future
than understand that relationship in the immediate present.
So, the present is merely used by the past as a passage to the

future. And so, relationship, which is always in the present, and not
in the future or in the past, has no meaning, and therefore conflict
arises. Conflict arises because we use the present as a passage to
the future or to the past. The mind is the result of the past; without
the past, there is no thought. Without the background, with out the
conditioning, there is no thought. But thought, which is the result
of the past, cannot understand the present, as it only uses the
present as a passage to the future. The future is always a becoming,
so, the present, in which alone there can be understanding, is never
grasped. While there is a becoming, there is conflict; and the
becoming is always the past using the present, to be, to achieve. In
the process of that becoming, thought is caught in the net of time.
And time is not a solution to our problems. You understand only in
the immediate, not tomorrow or yesterday; always in the now,
though that now may be tomorrow. So, under standing is timeless.
You cannot under stand next life or next year.
So, that capacity to understand life comes into being only when
one under stands relationship. Relationship is a mirror. It must
reflect, not as one wishes oneself to be, ideally or romantically, but
what one actually is, and it is very difficult to perceive oneself as
one actually is, because one is so accustomed to escaping from
what is; it is arduous to perceive, to observe silently what is,
because one is so used to condemning, justifying, comparing,
identifying. And in that process of justification, condemnation, that
which is, is not understood. Only in the understanding of what is, is
there freedom from what is.
So, life has problems and conflicts and miseries, only when you
use relationship as a means of becoming, that is, when you gratify

yourself through relationship. When I use another, or when I use
property or an idea, as a means of self-expansion, which is the
perpetuation of gratification, then life becomes a series of ceaseless
conflicts and miseries. It is only when I understand relationship which is the beginning of self-knowledge - that self-knowledge
brings about right thinking with regard to what is; and it is right
thinking that dissolves our problems - not the gurus, not the heroes,
not the Mahatmas, not the literature, but the capacity to see what is
and not escape from what is.
To acknowledge what is, is to understand what is. But to
acknowledge what is, is most difficult, as the mind refuses to see,
to observe, to accept what is. To see what is, to observe what is,
demands action; and an ideal, the process of becoming, is an
escape from action, is the avoidance of action. Since we surround
ourselves with inaction, with escape, with ideals, we are running
away from what is, which is relationship; but it is only in that
relationship that we see ourselves clearly as we are. The more you
go into what is, the more you see the deeper layers of
consciousness, that is, life at different levels. In that there is
freedom - not of discipline, not of cultivated, enclosed thought, but
the freedom that truth, as virtue, brings; for without virtue there is
no freedom. But the man who is becoming virtuous is not free.
Virtue is only in the present, not in the future. So, we see that the
whole significance of existence is not the avoidance of the present,
but the comprehension of the present in relationship; and there is
no relationship except in the present, and therein is the beauty of
relationship.
After all, that is love, is it not; Love is not in the tomorrow. You

cannot say that you will love tomorrow. Either you love now, or
never. And that tremendous thing, that significance and beauty of
love, can be understood only in relationship; but the mere
cultivation of love, through discipline, is the denial of love. Then
love is merely intellection. A man who loves with the mind, is
empty of heart. Mind can adjust itself, thought can adjust itself, but
love never `adjusts'. It is a state of being. What is pure, is pure
always, though it be divided. And it is that love, it is that truth
which liberates.
Question: You say the mind, memory and the thought process,
have to cease before there can be understanding, and yet you are
communicating to us. Is what you say the experience of some thing
in the past, or are you experiencing as you communicate?
Krishnamurti: When do you communicate? When do you tell
another your experience? When you have had the experience, not
in the moment of experiencing. It is only an after result, this
communication. You must have memory, words, gestures, to
communicate an experience which you have had. So your
communication is the expression of an experience which is over.
Now, when do you understand, when is there understanding? I
do not know if you have noticed that there is under standing when
the mind is very quiet, even for a second; there is the flash of
understanding when the verbalization of thought is not. just
experiment with it and you will see for yourself that you have the
flash of understanding, that extraordinary rapidity of insight, when
the mind is very still, when thought is absent, when the mind is not
burdened with its own noise. So, the understanding of anything - of
a modern picture, of a child, of your wife, of your neighbor - , or

the understanding of truth which is in all things, can only come
when the mind is very still. But such stillness cannot be cultivated,
because if you cultivate a still mind, it is not a still mind, it is a
dead mind.
It is essential to have a still mind, a quiet mind, in order to
understand, which is fairly obvious to those who have
experimented with all this. The more you are interested in
something, the more your intention to understand, the more simple,
clear, free the mind is. Then verbalization ceases. After all, thought
is word, and it is the word that interferes. It is the screen of words,
which is memory, that intervenes between the challenge and the
response. It is the word that is responding to the challenge, which
we call intellection. So, the mind that is chattering, that is
verbalizing, cannot understand truth - truth in relationship, not an
abstract truth. There is no ab- stract truth. But truth is very subtle.
It is the subtlety that is difficult to follow. It is not abstract. It
comes so swiftly, so darkly, it cannot be held by the mind. Like a
thief in the night, it comes darkly, not when you are prepared to
receive it. Your reception is merely an invitation of greed. So, a
mind that is caught in the net of words, cannot understand truth.
The next question is: Is it not possible to communicate as one is
experiencing? For communication there must be factual memory.
As I am talking to you, I use words, which you and I understand.
Memory is a result of the cultivation of the faculty of learning, of
storing words. The questioner wants to know how to have a mind
which does not merely express or communicate after the event,
after the experience, but a mind that is experiencing and at the
same time communicating. That is, a new mind, a fresh mind, a

mind that is experiencing without the interference of memory, the
memory of the past. So, first let us see the difficulty in this.
As I said, most of us communicate after the experience;
therefore communication becomes a hindrance to further
experience; because communication, the verbalization of an
experience, merely strengthens the memory of that experience.
And strengthening the memory of one experience prevents the free
experiencing of the next. We communicate either to strengthen an
experience, or to hold onto it. We verbalize it in order to fix it as
memory, or to communicate it. The very fixing, through
verbalization, of an experience is the strengthening of an
experience that is over. Therefore, you are strengthening memory;
and so it is memory that is meeting the challenge. In that state,
when the response to challenge is merely verbal, experience of the
past becomes a hindrance. So, our difficulty is to be experiencing
and, in communicating it, not to make verbalization a hindrance to
further experience.
In all these discussions and talks, if I merely repeated the
experience of the past, it would not only be extremely boring to
you and to me, but it would also strengthen the past and therefore
prevent experiencing in the present. What is actually taking place
is that the experience is going on, and at the same time there is
communication. The communication is not verbalization, it is not
clothing the experience. If we clothe the experience, give it a
garment, shape it, the perfume and depth of that experiencing will
be lost. So, there can be a fresh mind, a new mind, only when
experiencing is not clothed by words. And, in expressing it
verbally, there is the danger of clothing it, giving it a shape, a form,

and therefore burdening the mind with the image, with the symbol.
It is possible to have a new mind, a fresh mind, only when it is not
the word which is important, but the experiencing. That
experiencing is from moment to moment. There cannot be
experiencing if it becomes accumulative, for then it is
accumulation that experiences, and there is no experiencing. There
is experiencing from moment to moment only when there is no
accumulation. Verbalization is accumulation. It is extremely
difficult and arduous to express, and still not be caught in the net of
words.
Mind is, after all, the result of the past, of yesterday. And that
which is not of time cannot be followed by time. The mind cannot
follow that which is exceedingly swift, not of space, not of time;
but in that state of the mind which is experiencing, which is not
becoming everything is new. It is the word that makes what is, old.
It is the memory of yesterday that clothes the present. And to
understand the present, there must be experiencing; but
experiencing is prevented when the word becomes all-important.
So, there is a new mind, the mind that is experiencing continuously
without shaping or being shaped by the experience, only when the
word, the past, is not used as a means of becoming.
Question: Is marriage compatible with chastity?
Krishnamurti: Let us together explore this question. Many
things are involved in it. Chastity is not the product of the mind.
Chastity doesn't come through discipline. Chastity is not an ideal to
be achieved. That which is the product of the mind, which is
created by the mind, is not chaste; because the mind, when it
creates the ideal of chastity, is escaping from what is; and a mind

which is attempting to become chaste, is unchaste. That is one
thing. We will explore it presently.
Then, in this question there is involved the problem of our
sexual appetites, the whole problem of sex. Let us find out why for
most of us sex has become a problem. And also, how is it possible
to meet the sexual demand intelligently and not turn it into a
problem?
Now, what do we mean by sex? The purely physical act, or the
thought that excites, stimulates, furthers that act? Surely, sex is of
the mind; and because it is of the mind, it must seek fulfillment, or
there is frustration. Do not be nervous about the subject. You have
all become very tense, I see. Let us talk it over as though it were
any other subject. Don't look so grave and lost! Let us deal with
this subject very simply and directly. The more complex a subject
is. the more it demands clear thinking, the more must it be
approached simply and directly.
Why is it that sex has become such a problem in our lives? Let
us go into it, not with constraint, not with anxiety, fear,
condemnation. Why has it become a problem? Surely, for most of
you it is a problem. Why? Probably, you have never asked yourself
why it is a problem. Let us find out.
Sex is a problem because it would seem that in that act there is
complete absence of the self. In that moment you are happy,
because there is the cessation of self-consciousness, of the me; and
desiring more of it, more of the abnegation of the self in which
there is complete happiness - without the past or the future
demanding that complete happiness through full fusion, integration
- ,naturally it becomes all-important. Isn't that so? Because it is

something that gives me unadulterated joy, complete self
forgetfulness, I want more and more of it. Now, why do I want
more of it? Because, everywhere else I am in conflict, everywhere
else, at all the different levels of existence, there is the
strengthening of the self. Economically, socially, religiously, there
is the constant thickening of self-consciousness, which is conflict.
After all, you are self-conscious only when there is conflict. Selfconsciousness is in its very nature the result of conflict. So,
everywhere else, we are in conflict. In all our relationships with
property, with people, with ideas, there is conflict, pain, struggle,
misery; but in this one act there is complete cessation of all that.
Naturally you want more of it, because it gives you happiness,
while all the rest leads you to misery, turmoil, conflict, confusion,
antagonism, worry, destruction, therefore the sexual act becomes
all significant, all-important.
So, the problem is not sex, surely, but how to be free from the
self. You have tasted that state of being in which the self is not, if
only for a few seconds, if only for a day, or what you will; and
where the self is, there is conflict, there is misery, there is strife.
So, there is the constant longing for more of that self-free state. But
the central problem is the conflict at different levels, and how to
abnegate the self. You are seeking happiness, that state in which
the self, with all its conflicts, is not, which you find momentarily in
that act. Or, you discipline yourself, you struggle, you control, you
even destroy yourself through suppression; which means, you are
seeking to be free of conflict, because with the cessation of conflict
there is joy. If there can be freedom from conflict, then there is
happiness, at all the different levels of existence.

What makes for conflict? How does this conflict arise, in your
work, in your relationships, in teaching, in everything? Even when
you write a poem, even when you sing, when you paint, there is
conflict.
How does this conflict come into being? Does it not come into
being through the desire to become? You paint, you want to
express yourself through colour, you want to be the best painter.
You study, worry, hope that the world will acclaim your painting.
But, wherever there is the desire to become the more, there must be
conflict. It is the psychological urge that demands the more. The
need for more is psychological, the urge for the more exists when
the psyche, the mind, is becoming, seeking, pursuing an end, a
result. When you want to be a Mahatma, when you want to be a
saint, when you want to understand, when you are practising
virtue, when you are class-conscious as a `superior' entity, when
you subserve function to heighten yourself - all these are
indications, obviously, of a mind that is becoming. The more,
therefore, is conflict. A mind which is seeking the more, is never
conscious of what is, because it is always living in the more - in
what it would like to be, never in what is. Until you resolve the
whole content of that conflict, this one release of the self, through
sex, will remain a hideous problem.
Sirs, the self is not an objective entity that can be studied under
the microscope, or learned through books, or understood through
quotations, however weighty those quotations may be. It can be
understood only in relationship. After all, conflict is in relationship,
whether with property, with an idea, with your wife, or with your
neighbour; and without solving that fundamental conflict, merely

to hold onto that one release through sex, is obviously to be
unbalanced. And that is exactly what we are. We are unbalanced,
because we have made sex the one avenue of escape; and society,
so-called modern culture, helps us to do it. Look at the
advertisements, the cinemas, the suggestive gestures, postures,
appearances.
Most of you married when you were quite young, when the
biological urge was very strong. You took a wife or a husband, and
with that wife or husband you jolly well have to live for the rest of
your life. Your relationship is merely physical, and everything else
has to be adjusted to that. So what happens? You are intellectual,
perhaps, and she is very emotional. Where is your communion with
her? Or she is very practical, and you are dreamy, vague, rather
indifferent. Where is the contact between you and her? You are
over-sexed, and she is not; but you use her because you have
rights. How can there be communion be tween you and her when
you use her? Our marriages are now based on that idea, on that
urge; but more and more there are contradictions and great
conflicts in marriage, and so divorces.
So, this problem requires intelligent handling, which means that
we have to alter the whole basis of our education, and that
demands understanding not only the facts of life, but also our every
day existence; not only knowing and understanding the biological
urge, the sexual urge, but also seeing how to deal with it
intelligently. But now, we don't do that, do we? It is a hushed
subject, it is a secret thing, only talked about behind walls. When
the urge is very strong, irrespective of anything else, we get mated
for the rest of our life. See what one has done to oneself and to

another.
How can the intellectual meet, commune, with the sentimental,
the dull, or with the one who is not educated? And what
communion is there then, except the sexual? The difficulty in all
this is, is it not?, that the fulfillment of the sexual urge, the
biological urge, necessitates certain social regulations; therefore
you have marriage laws. You have all the ways of possessing that
which gives you pleasure, security, comfort; but that which gives
constant pleasure, dulls the mind. As constant pain dulls the mind,
so constant pleasure withers the mind and heart.
And how can you have love? Surely, love is not a thing of the
mind, is it? Love is not merely the sexual act, is it? Love is
something which the mind can not possibly conceive. Love is
something which cannot be formulated. And with out love, you
become related; without love, you marry. Then, in that marriage,
you `adjust yourselves' to each other. Lovely phrase! You adjust
yourselves to each other, which is again an intellectual process, is
it not? She has married you, but you are an ugly lump of flesh,
carried away by your passions. She has got to live with you. She
does not like the house, the surroundings, the hideousness of it,
your brutality. But she says "Yes, I am married, I have got to put
up with it." So, as a means of self-protection, she yields, she
presently begins to say: "I love you." You know, when, through the
desire for security, we put up with something ugly, that ugly thing
seems to become beautiful, because it is a form of self-protection;
otherwise we might be hurt, we might be utterly destroyed. So we
see that which was ugly, hideous, has become gradually beautiful.
This adjustment is obviously a mental process. All adjustments

are. But, surely, love is incapable of adjustment. You know, Sirs,
don't you?, that if you love another, there is no `adjustment'. There
is only complete fusion. Only when there is no love, do we begin
to adjust. And this adjustment is called marriage. Hence, marriage
fails, because it is the very source of conflict, a battle between two
people. It is an extraordinarily complex problem, like all problems,
but more so because the appetites, the urges, are so strong.
So, a mind which is merely adjusting itself, can never be chaste.
A mind which is seeking happiness through sex can never be
chaste. Though you may momentarily have, in that act, selfabnegation, self-forgetfulness, the very pursuit of that happiness,
which is of the mind, makes the mind unchaste. Chastity comes
into being only where there is love. Without love, there is no
chastity. And love is not a thing to be cultivated. There is love only
when there is complete self-forgetfulness; and to have the blessing
of that love, one must be free through understanding relationship.
Then, when there is love, the sexual act has quite a different
significance. Then that act is not an escape, is not habit. Love is not
an ideal; love is a state of being. Love cannot be where there is
becoming. Only where love is, is there chastity, purity; but a mind
that is becoming, or attempting to become chaste, has no love.
Question: We have been told that thought must be controlled to
bring about that state of tranquillity necessary to understand reality.
Could you please tell us how to control thought?
Krishnamurti: First, Sir, don't follow any authority. Authority is
evil. Authority destroys, authority perverts, authority corrupts; and
a man who follows authority, is destroying himself, and destroying
also that which he has placed in a position of authority. The

follower destroys the master, as the master destroys the follower.
The guru destroys the pupil, as the pupil destroys the guru.
Through authority you will never find anything. You must be free
of authority to find reality. It is one of the most difficult things to
be free of authority, both the outer and the inner. Inner authority is
the consciousness of experience, consciousness of knowledge. And
out ward authority is the State, the party, the group, the
community. A man who would find reality must shun all authority,
external and inward. So, don't be told what to think. That is the
curse of reading: the word of another becomes all-important.
The questioner begins by saying: "We have been told." Who is
there to tell you? Sir, don't you see that leaders and saints and great
teachers have failed, be cause you are what you are? So leave them
alone. You have made them failures because you are not seeking
truth, you want gratification. Don't follow anyone, including
myself; don't make of another your authority. You yourself have to
be the master and the pupil. The moment you acknowledge another
as a master and yourself as a pupil, you are denying truth. There is
no master, no pupil, in the search for truth. The search for Truth is
important, not you or the master who is going to help you to find
the truth. You see, modern education, and also the previous
education, have taught you what to think, not how to think. They
have put you within a frame, and that frame has destroyed you;
because you seek out a guru, a teacher, a leader, political or other,
only when you are confused. Otherwise you never follow anybody.
If you are very clear, if you are inwardly a light unto yourself, you
will never follow anyone. But because you are not, you follow, you
follow out of your confusion; and what you follow must also be

confused. Your elders, as well as yourself, are confused, politically
and religiously. Therefore, first clear up your own confusion,
become a light unto yourself, and then the problem will cease. The
division between the master and the pupil is unspiritual.
Now, the questioner wants to know how to control thought.
First of all, to control it, you must know what thought is and who is
the controller. Are they two separate processes, or a joint
phenomenon? You must first understand what thought is, must you
not?, before you say, "I will control thought; and also you must
know what the controller is. Is there a controller without thought?
If you have no thoughts, is there a thinker? The thinker is the
thought, the thought is not separate from the thinker, they form a
single process.
So, you have only thoughts left, not the thinker. Though you use
the words `I think', it is only a form of communication; there is
actually only a state in which thought is. And thought creates the
thinker, who then communicates his thought. The thinker is merely
the verbalization of the thought.
So, we have to find out what is thought. Then we shall know
whether it is possible to control it or not, and why you want to
control it. There may be quite a different approach to putting an
end to the thought process, but it is not by control. Because, the
moment you exert control, making an effort through an act of will,
you do not understand thought. You are then merely condemning
one thought and justifying another. That which you have justified,
you want to hold onto. That which you condemn you want to push
aside. So, let us find out what we mean by thought.
What is thought? Without memory there is no thought, is there?

Thought is the result of accumulated experience, is it not?, which is
the past. Without the past, there can be no thought in the present,
can there? So thought is a response of the past to the present
challenge. That is, thought surely, is the reaction of memory. But,
what is memory? Memory, the continuance of remembering, is the
verbalization of experience, isn't it? There is challenge, response,
which is experience - , and that experience is verbalized. That
verbalization creates memory; and the response of memory to
challenge, is thought. So thought is verbalization, isn't it?
I do not know if you have ever tried to think without words. The
moment you think, you must use words. I am not saying that there
is not a state in which there is no verbalization. We are not
discussing that. The thought is the word. Without verbalization,
without the word, thought - the thought that we know - is not. So,
if you see that the word - the verbalization - is the thought process,
then it is not a question of con trolling thought, but of the cessation
of thinking as verbalization. Where there is verbalization of an
experience, there must be thought. To think is to verbalize. So, our
problem is not how to control thought, but whether it is possible
not to verbalize, not to put everything in to words? Why do we put
our responses, our reactions, into words? Why do we do that? For
one obvious reason: to communicate, to tell another our feeling.
Also, we verbalize in order to strengthen that feeling, don't we?, in
order to fix it, in order to look at it, in order to recapture that
feeling which is gone. The word has taken the place of the feeling
which has gone. So the word becomes all-important, and not the
feeling, not the response, not the experience. The word has taken
the place of experiencing. So, the word becomes the thought,

which prevents experiencing.
Our problem, then, is this: is it possible not to verbalize, not to
name, not to give a term? Obviously it is possible. You do this
often, only unconsciously. When you are faced with a crisis, with a
sudden challenge, there is no verbalization. You meet it fully. So, it
is possible, but only when the word is not im- portant, which
means, when thought is not important, when the idea is not
important. When an idea assumes importance, then the pattern
becomes important, the ideology becomes important, and the
revolution based on an idea becomes important; but a revolution
based on an idea is not a revolution, it is merely the continuation,
the modified continuity, of an old idea, an idea of yesterday.
So, the word becomes important only when experiencing is not
important, when there is not the state of experiencing, which is to
meet the challenge without verbalization, without the screen of
words. You give life to the word, which is memory, when it is that
memory which meets the challenge; because memory has no life in
itself, has it? The word has no meaning in itself. It gains vitality,
strength, impetus, fullness, only when the past, the memory, meets
the challenge. Therefore, out of the living, the dead comes to life.
And as it gains more life from that which in itself is dead, then
thought becomes all-important. Thought by itself has no meaning
except in relation to the past, which is verbal. And it is not a
question of controlling thought. On the contrary, a controlled mind
is incapable of receiving truth. A controlled mind is an anxious
mind, a mind that is resisting, suppressing, substituting, and such a
mind is afraid; and how can a mind that is anxious, be still? How
can a mind that is afraid, be tranquil? There can be tranquillity only

when the mind is no longer caught in the net of words. When the
mind is no longer verbalizing every experience, then naturally it is
in a state of experiencing.
Where there is experiencing there is neither the experiencer nor
the experienced. In that state of experiencing, which is always new,
which is always being - though one can communicate that being by
using words - , one knows that the word is not the experience, the
word is not the thing, the word has no content; only the experience
itself is full of content. Then, experiencing is not verbalization.
Experiencing is the highest form of understanding, because it is the
negation of thinking. Negative form of thinking is the highest form
of comprehension; and there can be no negative thinking when
there is verbalization of thought. So, it is not a question of con
trolling thought at all, but of being free from thought. It is only
when the mind is free from thought that there is a perception of
that which is, of that which is eternal, which is truth.
Question: What do you mean by transformation?
Krishnamurti: Obviously, there must be a radical revolution.
The world crisis demands it. Our lives demand it. Our everyday
incidents, pursuits, anxieties, demand it. Our problems demand it.
There must be a fundamental, radical revolution, because
everything about us has collapsed. Though seemingly there is
order, in fact there is slow decay, destruction: the wave of
destruction is constantly overtaking the wave of life. So there must
be a revolution - but not a revolution based on an idea. Such a
revolution is merely the continuation of the idea, not a radical
transformation. And a revolution based on an idea brings
bloodshed, disruption, chaos. Out of chaos you cannot create order;

you cannot deliberately bring about chaos, and hope to create order
out of that chaos. You are not the God-chosen who are to create
order out of confusion. That is such a false way of thinking on the
part of those people who wish to create more and more confusion
in order to bring about order. Because for the moment they have
power, they assume they know all the ways of producing order.
But seeing the whole of this catastrophe - the constant repetition of
wars, the ceaseless conflict between classes, between peoples, the
awful economic and social inequality, the inequality of capacity
and gifts, the gulf between those who are extraordinarily happy,
unruffled, and those who are caught in hate, conflict, and misery - ,
seeing all this, there must be a revolution, there must be complete
trans formation, must there not? Now, is this transformation, is this
radical revolution, an ultimate thing, or is it from moment to
moment? I know we would like it to be the ultimate thing, because
it is so much easier to think in terms of far away. Ultimately we
shall be transformed, ultimately we shall be happy, ultimately live
shall find truth, but in the meantime, let us carry on. Surely, such a
mind, thinking in terms of the future, is incapable of acting in the
present; and therefore such a mind is not seeking transformation, it
is merely avoiding transformation. And what do we mean by
transformation?
Transformation is not in the future, can never be in the future. It
can only be now, from moment to moment. So, what do we mean
by transformation? Surely, it is very simple: seeing the false as the
false, and the true as the true. Seeing the truth in the false, and
seeing the false in that which has been accepted as the truth. Seeing
the false as the false, and the true as the true, is transformation.

Because when you see something very clearly as the truth, that
truth liberates. When you see that something is false, that false
thing drops away. Sir, when you see that ceremonies are mere vain
repetitions, when you see the truth of it, and do not justify it, there
is transformation, is there not?, because another bondage is gone.
When you see that class distinction is false, that it creates conflict,
creates misery, division between people - when you see the truth of
it, that very truth liberates. The very perception of that truth is
transformation, is it not? And as we are surrounded by so much
that is false, perceiving the falseness from moment to moment is
transformation. Truth is not cumulative. It is from moment to
moment. That which is cumulative, accumulated, is memory, and
through memory you can never find truth; for memory is of time time being the past, the present, and the future. Time, which is
continuity, can never find that which is eternal; eternity is not
continuity. That which endures is not eternal. Eternity is in the
moment. Eternity is in the now. The now is not the reflection of the
past, nor the continuance of the past, through the present, to the
future.
A mind which is desirous of a future transformation, or looks to
transformation as an ultimate end, can never find truth. For truth is
a thing that must come from moment to moment, must be
discovered anew; and, surely, there can be no discovery through
accumulation. How can you discover the new if you have the
burden of the old? It is only with the cessation of that burden that
you discover the new. So, to discover the new, the eternal, in the
present, from moment to moment, one needs an extra ordinarily
alert mind, a mind that is not seeking a result, a mind that is not be

coming. A mind that is becoming can never know the full bliss of
contentment; not the contentment of smug satisfaction, not the
contentment of an achieved result, but the contentment that comes
when the mind sees the truth in what is and the false in what is.
The perception of that truth is from moment to moment; and that
perception is delayed through verbalization of the moment.
So, transformation is not an end result. Transformation is not a
result. Result implies residue, a cause and an effect. Where there is
causation, there is bound to be effect. The effect is merely the
result of your desire to be transformed, When you desire to be
transformed, you are still thinking in terms of becoming; and that
which is becoming can never know that which is being. Truth is
being from moment to moment; and happiness that continues, is
not happiness. Happiness is that state of being which is time less.
That timeless state can come only when there is a tremendous
discontent - not the discontent that has found a channel through
which it escapes, but the discontent that has no outlet, that has no
escape, that is no longer seeking fulfillment. Only then, in that state
of supreme discontent, can reality come into being. That reality is
not to be bought, to be sold, to be repeated; it cannot be caught in
books. It has to be found from moment to moment, in the smile, in
the tear, under the dead leaf, in the vagrant thoughts, in the fullness
of love. For love is not different from truth. Love is that state in
which thought process as time has completely ceased. And where
love is, there is transformation. Without love, revolution has no
meaning; for then revolution is merely destruction, decay, a greater
and greater, evermounting misery. Where there is love, there is
revolution, because love is transformation from moment to

moment.
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This is the first talk of the series, and as most of the people will not
be able to come to all the talks, I will try to make each talk
complete in itself, if I can.
For most of us who have problems, the difficulty lies in that we
try to solve each problem on its own plane. We do not try to solve
the problem integrally, as a whole, but try to solve it from a
particular point of view; or we try to differentiate, or separate the
problem from the total process which is life. If we have an
economic problem, we try to solve it on that plane alone,
disregarding the total process of life; and each problem, when so
tackled, obviously must fail to be solved, because our life is not in
watertight compartments: our life is a total process,
psychologically as well as physiologically, and when we try to
solve the psychological problems without understanding the
physiological problems, we give wrong emphasis, and therefore
further complicate the problem. What we have to do, it seems to
me, is to take each problem, and not deal with it as a separate issue,
but as part of a whole.
So, what are our problems in life? Because, it seems to me that,
if we can understand how to approach each problem rightly, we
shall be able to understand not only that problem, but the whole
significance of existence. And that is our difficulty, is it not?, how
to approach a problem integrally, as a whole, and not keep it on a
separate level, not try to look at it from one particular point of
view, but to regard it as part of a whole.

How is it possible to approach a problem integrally? What is it
that we mean by a problem? Because, all of us have various
problems, acute or superficial, immediate or which can be
postponed. We are driven by innumerable problems, subtle or
obvious; and how can we really approach them rightly, and what
do we mean by a problem? And are we aware that we have
problems, and how we approach them? What is our attitude
towards the problem?
What do we mean by a problem? Surely, we mean a state in
which there is conflict. As long as there is a conflict in us, we
regard that conflict as a problem, as something to be dissolved, to
be understood, to be solved, or from which we wish to escape. So,
we approach a problem, a conflict, do we not?, either with a desire
to escape from it, or to find an answer for it, to find a solution for
it.
Now, is the solution different from the problem, or does the
solution lie in understanding the problem itself, and not away from
it? Obviously, those of us who want to escape from a problem have
innumerable ways - drink, amusement, religious or psychological
illusions, and so on. It is comparatively easy to find an escape from
our problems, and shut our eyes to them, which most of us do,
because we do not know how to tackle them. We always have a
ready made answer, according to our beliefs, our prejudices;
according to what a teacher, a psychologist, or someone else has
told us; and with that ready-made answer we try to solve, to
approach the problem. Surely, that doesn't solve it. That is but
another form of escape.
So it seems to me that to understand a problem requires, not a

ready-made answer, not trying to seek a solution for the problem,
but a direct consideration of the problem itself, which is to
approach it without the desire to find an answer, if one may so put
it. Then you are directly in relationship with the problem then you
are the problem, is no longer separate from yourself And I think
that is the first thing one must realize, that the problem of
existence, with all its complexities, is not different from ourselves.
We are the problem; and as long as we regard the problem as
something away from us, or apart from us, our approach must
inevitably result in failure. Whereas, if we can regard the problem
as our own, as part of us. not separate from us, then perhaps we
shall be able to understand it significantly - which means,
essentially, does it not?, that a problem exists because there is no
self-knowledge. If I do not understand myself, the whole
complexity of myself, I have no basis for thinking. "Myself" is not
at any one particular level surely. "Myself" is at all levels, at
whatever level I may place it. So, as long as I have no
comprehension of myself, as long as I do not understand myself
fully, significantly - the conscious as well as the unconscious, the
superficial as well as the hidden - obviously I have no means of
approaching the problem, whether it be economic, social,
psychological, or any other problem.
Self-knowledge is the beginning of understanding of the
problem. Belief, ideas, knowledge, have really no significance at
all without self-knowledge. Without self-knowledge they lead to
illusion, to all kinds of complications and stupidities into which we
can so subtly escape - and most of us do. That is why we join so
many societies, so many groups, so many exclusive organizations

and secret bodies. Is it not the nature of stupidity to be exclusive?
The more one is stupid, the more one is exclusive, religiously or
socially; and each exclusiveness creates its own problems.
So, it seems to me, our difficulty in understanding the many
problems that confront us, both the subtle and the obvious, comes
about through ignorance of ourselves. It is we who create the
problem, we who are part of the environment - as, well as
something more, which we shall discover if we can understand
ourselves. Merely to assert that we are something more, something
divine, spiritual; that there is something eternal, some spiritual
essence in us - all that, it seems to me, is obviously an illusion,
because it is mere verbalization of something which you do not
know. You may have a feeling, a sensation; but that is not factual.
What is a fact must be discovered, must be experienced. But, to
experience something deeply, fundamentally, there must be no
belief; because, what you experience then, is merely conditioned
by your belief. Belief creates its own experience; therefore, such an
experience is not true. It is merely the conditioned response to a
challenge.
So, to understand the innumerable problems that each one of us
has, is it not essential that there be self-knowledge? And that is one
of most difficult things, self-aware - which does not mean an
isolation, a with drawl. Obviously, to know oneself is essential; but
to know oneself does not imply a withdrawal from relationship.
And it would be a mistake, surely, to think that one can know
oneself significantly, completely, fully, through isolation, through
exclusion, or by going to some psychologist, or to some priest; or
that one can learn self-knowledge through a book. Self-knowledge

is obviously a process, not an end in itself; and to know oneself,
one must be aware of oneself in action, which is relationship. You
discover yourself, not in isolation, not in withdrawal, but in
relationship - in relationship to society, to your wife, your husband,
your brother, to man; but to discover how you react, what your
responses are, requires an extraordinary alertness of mind, a
keenness of perception.
So, as any problem is the result of a total process, and not an
exclusive, isolated result, to understand it, we must understand the
total process of ourselves; and to understand ourselves - not only
superficially, in one or two layers of the upper mind, but through
the whole content of consciousness, the whole content of our being
- to understand that fully, significantly, it must be perceived and
experienced in relationship. We can either make that relationship
exclusive, narrow, limited, and thereby hinder our self-knowledge;
or we can look at, be aware of it, that relationship as a whole, as
the means of self-discovery. Surely, only in relationship the
process of what I am, unfolds, does it not? Relationship is a mirror
in which I see myself as I am; but as most of us do not like what
we are, we begin to discipline, either positively or negatively, what
we perceive in the mirror of relationship. That is, I discover
something in relationship, in the action of relationship, and I do not
like it. So, I begin to modify what I do not like, what I perceive as
being unpleasant. I want to change it - which means, I already have
a pattern of what I should be. The moment there is a pattern of
what I should be, there is no comprehension of what I am. The
moment I have a picture of what I want to be, or what I should be,
or what I ought not to be - a standard according to which I want to

change myself - then, surely, there is no comprehension of what I
am at the moment of relationship.
I think it is really important to understand this, for, I think this is
where most of us go astray. We do not want to know what we
actually are at a given moment in relationship. If we are concerned
merely with self-improvement, there is no comprehension of
ourselves, of what is. You are merely concerned with achieving
results; and to achieve a result is in the end an awful bore, because
it leads nowhere. But to know what I am, not what I should be, is
extremely arduous; because the mind is so subtle, so eager to avoid
anything which is. And so it has developed various standards,
patterns, assumptions, which deny what is. So, to understand
oneself, which is not a dead thing, but a living thing, your approach
must be actively new, and therefore, it cannot have the positive or
the negative assertion of a standard.
So, to understand oneself - which can be done only in
relationship, not outside relationship - , there must be no
condemnation. If I condemn something, I do not understand it; or if
I accept something, I do not understand it. Acceptance is merely
identification with the problem, and denial or condemnation is
another form of identification. But, if we can look at the problem
without condemnation or justification - that is, the problem of
myself as I am in relationship, which is action - , then there is a
possibility of understanding what is, and therefore, unfolding what
is.
So, as our problems are the result of the total process of
ourselves, which is action in relationship. whether with things,
ideas or people, it is essential, is it not?, that there should be

understanding of ourselves. Without knowing myself, I have no
real basis for thinking. I can think, or at least I think I can think. I
may have opinions, I may have innumerable beliefs, I may belong
to this society, to that organization or church, have immense
knowledge. Surely, all that is not a basis for right thinking. It leads
to illusion. It leads to further conflict, further confusion. So, to
think rightly, it is essential, is it not?, that there be self-knowledge;
which is to know yourself as you are from moment to moment, to
be aware of everything that is going on, of all the inward responses
to every outward challenge, to every experience. But you cannot
know yourself fully, completely, deeply, extensively, if there is any
form of belief, any form of adherence to an experience of
yesterday. To understand something, you need a fresh mind - not a
mind that is prejudiced, not a mind that is clogged with experience;
because to understand yourself, there must be self-discovery.
Obviously, discovery can only be from moment to moment,
therefore, there must be continuity - not merely thought which is
conditioned to a particular pattern, however noble, or however
absurd and stupid.
So, it is not very easy to be aware of the whole significance of a
particular experience, which is relationship. It requires an
extraordinarily alert, keen mind; but a mind is made dull by
clinging to an experience of yesterday; a mind is made dull by
belief. As I said, experience according to belief, merely conditions
the mind; and such an experience, though very satisfactory
gratifying, obviously limits the extraordinary, extensive self knowledge which comes through awareness of the response in
relationship; because, if you have an experience and you cling to

that experience, which is memory, and with that conditioned
thought, with that memory, you approach a new challenge,
obviously there is no comprehension of that challenge. And
relationship, surely, is challenge, is it not? Relationship is not a
static thing. And, because we are not capable of meeting that
challenge adequately, fully, we have problems. Because we are
nationalists, Catholics, Protestants, Buddhists, or God knows what
else, or because we belong to this society or that group, which are
all limiting, we are incapable of meeting a challenge which is
constantly arising; for to meet a challenge, there must be complete
self-knowledge. And to rely on memory, on a past experience, as a
means of discovering ourselves, obviously limits our thinking, our
perception. Because, after all, what is it that most of us are
seeking? Though we have our problems, though we are worried
economically, though there is immense insecurity, wars, the
nuisance of nationalism, the exclusiveness of innumerable cults,
religions, and our own desire to be exclusive - in spite of all these
stupidities what is it that we are actually seeking? If we can know
that, perhaps we shall be able to understand. Because, we seek
according to our age, according to the period and circumstances of
our lives.
Do we not seek, through all this confusion, something
permanent, something lasting, something which we call real, God,
truth, what you like? - the name doesn't matter, the word is not the
thing, surely. So don't let us be caught in words. Leave that to the
professional lecturers. There is surely a search for something
permanent, is there not?, in most of us - something we can cling to,
something which will give us assurance, a hope, a lasting

enthusiasm, a lasting certainty; because in ourselves we are so
uncertain. We do not know ourselves. We know a lot about facts,
what the books have said; but we do not know for ourselves, we do
not have a direct experience.
And what is it that we call permanent? What is it that we are
seeking, which will, or which we hope will give us permanency?
Are we not seeking lasting happiness, lasting gratification, lasting
certainty? We want something that will endure everlastingly,
which will gratify us. If we strip ourselves of all the words and
phrases, and actually look at it, this is what we want. We want
permanent pleasure, permanent gratification - which we call truth,
God, or what you will.
So, we want pleasure. Perhaps that may be putting it very
crudely, but that is actually what we want - knowledge that will
give us pleasure, experience that will give us pleasure, a
gratification that will not wither away by tomorrow. And we have
experimented with various gratifications, and they have all faded
away, and we hope now to find permanent gratification in reality,
in God. Surely. that is what we are all seeking - the clever ones and
the stupid ones, the theorist and the factual person who is striving
after something. And is there permanent gratification? Is there
something which will endure?
Now, if you seek permanent gratification, calling it God, or
truth, or what you will - the name does not matter - surely you
must understand, must you not? the thing you are seeking. When
you say, "I am seeking permanent happiness" - God, or truth, or
what you like - , must you not also understand the thing that is
searching, the searcher, the seeker? Because, there may be no such

thing as permanent security, permanent happiness. Truth may be
something entirely different: and I think it is utterly different from
what you can see, conceive, formulate. So, before we seek
something permanent, is it not obviously necessary to understand
the seeker? Is the seeker different from the thing he seeks? When
you say, "I am seeking happiness", is the seeker different from the
object of his search? Is the thinker different from the thought? Are
they not a joint phenomenon, rather than separate processes?
Therefore, it is essential, is it not?, to understand the seeker, before
you try to find out what it is he is seeking.
And that is why it seems to me so essential, so important, to
understand oneself; because in oneself is the whole problem and
the whole issue. To stipulate, to formulate, that you are the end,
that you are the absolute, that you are God, this or that, is
obviously a verbalization which gives you an escape, and through
which you do escape. To say that you are, or you are not, the real
or the false, has no meaning; because, you have no basis for any
such thinking, and you can think rightly only when you know
yourself. To know yourself, you must be completely aware of
every movement of thought; then, in that awareness, you will find
out whether the thinker is different from his thought. If he is
different, then we have the many complex problems of how to
control the thought, and then begin all the stupidities of
disciplining - the meditations, the approximation of the thinker to
the thought. But if there a thinker different from his thoughts? Is
not the thinker, the thought? They are not separate, but a unitary
process. Therefore we are thought, not the thinker thinking
thoughts. And this must be a direct experience, this realization that

the thinker is the thought; and when there is such an experience,
then we will see that there is a possibility of going beyond thought.
Because, after all, thought is merely the response of memory;
and what memory creates, fabricates, projects, is not the real. God
is not the result of memory, of education, of belonging to this
society or that society, or believing in this or in that dogma. Those
are all merely the results of thought, which is the response of
memory, of experience. But to find out if there is reality, if there is
such a thing as God, obviously it is essential to understand oneself
first, and not to speculate if there is God, or if there is not; for all
speculation is a waste of time.
So, to understand the problems which confront each one of us,
however complex, however subtle, surely, one must understand
that they are not something outside of us, outside of our thinking but that these problems are the process or the result of ourselves.
The world is us, not separated from us. The world's problem is my
problem, your problem, not something to be dealt with, apart. And
to resolve these problems - not superficially, not temporarily, but
fundamentally, lastingly - , there must be comprehension of
oneself; and to understand oneself, there must be choiceless
awareness in relationship.Then, one perceives oneself as one is;
and then one can go into it more fully, deeply. But if you cover up
what you are, by condemnation, or by approximation,
identification, then there is no understanding, then the process of
self-knowledge is limited. Only in understanding oneself
completely and fully, both the conscious as well as the
unconscious; only when the mind is still, not made still - only then,
is there a possibility of discovering or experiencing or knowing the

real.
That is why meditation is important; but not the meditation that
most of us indulge in, which is merely compulsion, or
approximation to an idea, or disciplining in order to make the mind
still - which is infantile, because the mind cannot be made still.
Who is it that makes the mind still? Such effort leads to illusion,
which we will deal with another time. But when the mind is still,
not through compulsion, not through any form of approximation;
when it is not compelled, not forced, not made to conform; when
the mind is really still through understanding its own process - then
only is there a possibility of discovering that which is eternal. Then
you don't have to seek truth; to seek truth is to deny truth, because
truth cannot be sought after: it must come to you. And it can come
only when the mind is quiet - not made quiet, but is quiet. And
there is quietness, there is tranquillity, there is stillness, only
through self - knowledge.
I have been given a few questions, and I will try to answer some
of them.
Question: Is there going to be another war, and how soon?
Krishnamurti: You want a prediction from me?! So you may
safeguard your investments?! Now why do we ask such a question?
Don't you know if there is going to be a war or not? Not from the
newspapers, not from your political leaders - for, after all, you
choose your leaders according to your confusion: the more you are
confused, the more leaders you have; the less confused you are and
the clearer you are in yourself, which is not through your learning,
the fewer leaders you need. So, don't you know for yourself, if
there is going to be a war or not?

What do we mean by war? War is not only the dramatic,
spectacular bloodshed; that is the ultimate. But aren't we
continuously at war with ourselves, and therefore with our
environment, with our neighbours? Surely, you don't have to be
told that we are at war. What we are, that we make the world to be.
War is inevitable so long as we are nationalistic: so long as you are
English and I am Hindu, there is sure to be war. As long as there
are frontiers, sovereign governments, separate armies, there is
bound to be war. As long as there are social, economic divisions,
the exclusiveness of different castes and classes, there is bound to
be war.
We all know this. Perhaps you may read one or two history
books and have a superficial knowledge of history. These are the
obvious causes of war: when one nation wants to be superior to
another nation, one group feels inferior to another group; when
there is prejudice - the white and the black and the brown and the
purple, or whatever it is. How do you think all this comes about?
Obviously, what we are, we protect. The world is the result of
ourselves, of our self-projection. So, there will be war as long as
you are nationalistic, as long as you are exclusive in your beliefs,
though you may be "tolerant." Tolerance is a thing of the mind,
invented by the clever people: when you love, you do not
"tolerate." Only when you and I are no longer bound to castes, to
classes; only when we are not bound to any form of religion,
organized belief, whether it is small or large; only when we are no
longer greedy for power, for position, for authority, for comfort only then will there be peace. peace is not a result of legislation;
peace isn't going to be brought about by the United Nations. How

can outside law make you peaceful? How can an outside
compulsion make you love? And if you rely on an outside
authority to make you peaceful, to make you kind, non-greedy,
then you are looking to something which will never come into
being. So, war - whether on the physical or on a different level of
consciousness, it is all the same - ,conflict is inevitable, as long as
you and I are striving after our own particular security through
nationalism, through belief, through illusions. We are merely
perpetuating conflict in ourselves, and so outwardly.
You see, we all know these things. Every preacher on the corner
talks about them. But we are not peaceful; we haven't stopped
being greedy. Though we may not be greedy for money, we are
greedy for more things, more power, more self-expansion, wishing
to be something, now, or at some future date. This whole sense of
hierarchical, social development, or inward development - all this,
obviously indicates a process which will eventually result in
conflict, in war, in destruction and misery. We all know these
things, but yet we don't ask why they continue to exist. Surely, that
is much more important, to find out why we don't live the things
which we feel. Probably we don't feel them. Probably we are
merely living on the verbal level, saying, "There must be no war.
We will all believe in brotherhood, join various organizations that
believe in brotherhood." But inwardly we are as corrupt as the
person who sits in an office and plans war - because we want to be
somebody, in the family, in a group, in society, in the nation. We
want power. We are not content to be as nothing, because we are
so carried away by the desire for outward stimulants, outward
show, because inwardly we are empty - and of that we are so

frightened. Therefore, we pile up possessions, either of ideas or of
things. And it is only when we are content to be as nothing - which
is not fundamentally the contentment of satisfaction, of
sluggishness, lethargy, stupidity - , only when we are content with
what is, which requires an extraordinary understanding of all the
escapes: only then will there be peace.
Question: What is prejudice? How can one really overcome it?
What is the state of mind free from all prejudices?
Krishnamurti: Can you overcome a prejudice? To overcome
something is to reconquer it again and again. Can you really
overcome a prejudice? Or is this overcoming merely a substitution
of one prejudice for another? Surely, our problem is not how to
overcome prejudice - because then we are merely seeking a
substitution; it is to understand the whole process of prejudice,
what are the implications of prejudice, not merely verbally, on the
verbal level of the mind, but fundamentally, deeply. Then there is a
possibility of being free from prejudice. But if you are striving to
overcome one prejudice, or various prejudices, then you are merely
seeking to overcome a pain which you call prejudice, a hindrance
which you call prejudice.
Now, what do we mean by prejudice? When is there freedom
from prejudice? How does prejudice come into being? One way,
obviously, is through so-called education. History books are full of
prejudice. All religious literature is full of it - the instilled belief;
and that belief, which is created, manufactured from childhood,
grows into prejudice. You are this, and I am that. You are
Protestant, and I am Hindu. Therefore, my belief and your belief
come into conflict. You try to proselytize me, convert me, and I am

going to try to do the same. Or we are "tolerant", you hold to your
belief, I hold to mine, and we try to be friendly. That is, I live in
my fortress of prejudice, and you live in yours, and we look over it
and try to be friends, which is called "tolerance", but it is really
intolerance. It is really the most absurd form of trying to be friends.
How can we be friends, how can we have real affection, if I am
living in my prejudice and you are living in yours?
So, we know the various causes of prejudice - ignorance,
purposely cultivated, creates prejudices through education, through
environmental influences, through religion, and so on; and there is
our own desire to be exclusive, to be protected in our beliefs.
Surely, it is very obvious, how prejudices come into being. And
also we like to think in terms of races or nationalities, because it
requires less effort than treating people as individual human
beings. It's easier to deal with people when you are prejudiced.
When you call them Germans, Hindus, Russians, Negroes, or
whatever it is, you think you have solved the problem. But to look
at each individual person, requires a great deal of thought, of
exertion; and as we do not want to do that, we say, "Well, we'll call
them by some name", and thereby we think we have understood
them.
So, we know why prejudices come into being, how they are
produced for our own self-protection, which is a process of
isolation. It is much easier to hate, to be prejudiced, to be limited;
and that is what most of us are. You belong to this or that society,
which is a form of prejudice. You believe that your experience is
superior to mine, or is as good as mine, and are therefore held in
your experience. All this indicates, does it not?, forms of prejudice,

forms of exclusion, self-protective guards which you have so
carefully cultivated. How can you overcome them? When you do,
you will find substitutions for them; for if you have no prejudice,
you are extremely vulnerable, sensitive, and you suffer much more.
And therefore, to guard ourselves, we throw up walls, either selfprojected or created for us by others, which we accept. And to try
to overcome prejudices is to find other protections which will be
more pleasurable, more instructive, more cultured. But they are
still prejudices.
So, to be free of prejudice is to live in a state of uncertainty, is
to live in a state of insecurity. Now, we must understand what we
mean by insecurity. Obviously, there must be reasonable physical
security, otherwise it is impossible to live at all. But that physical
security is denied when you are seeking psychological security,
and that is what we are doing. When we want to be psychologically
secure, through nationalism, through belief, through a particular
form of society, left or right - it is this psychological desire, this
inward desire to be certain, to be secure, to be dependent, that
creates outward insecurity. And it is only when the mind is free
from self-protective re- actions, inward self-protective reactions only then is there a possibility of being free from prejudice.
"What is the state of the mind which is free from prejudice?" is
the next question. Why do you want to know? I think you want to
know in order to experience it, and therefore make that into a
standard, into something which is to be achieved; or you want to
understand what it is to be free, what it means for a mind to be free
from self-protective reactions. To find that out, you must
experience it directly, must you not? - not merely listen to my

words, or those of another. That is, you have to be aware of your
own process of thinking and feeling, haven't you?, not only when
you happen to like it, but all the time, which means, surely, that to
be free from prejudice - which is a self-protective reaction, whether
cultivated or instinctively brought into being - , there must be an
awareness of the total process of yourself. But to speculate on what
is the state of mind which is free from prejudice is surely vain, is it
not? So, all that we can do is, not to wonder what is the state of
mind when it is free, but to understand ourselves. And to
understand ourselves, there must be an awareness in which there is
no compulsion, in which there is no justification or condemnation one must be aware easily, without any form of fear. In that
awareness there is the unfoldment of the movement of thought and
feeling. And then, when the mind is still - not made still - there is a
possibility of discovering that which is timeless.
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Probably most of us have definite views, or we have come to
definite conclusions from which it is very difficult to deviate or to
look at another point of view; because most of us have lived quite
painfully, have suffered, and we have come to certain points of
view which we find difficult to change; and if we listen to another
at all, we listen through the screen of our own conclusions, of our
own experiences, of our own knowledge, and so it is extremely
difficult to understand another fully and completely. And, if I may
suggest, we should, for the time being, or at least for this morning,
put aside our particular conclusions and points of view, and try to
consider together the problems that confront us. Our difficulty is
going to be that we want conclusions, we want answers to the
various problems. But, if we can examine each problem that arises,
sufficiently intelligently, which means without being bound by
conclusions, without definite opinions, then perhaps we shall be
able to understand the problem fully, integrally.
One of the problems in our life is, is it not?, that of the
individual and his relationship to the State. Perhaps, if we can
understand the whole process of the individual, then we shall be
able to understand our relationship, not only to the one or two, but
to the many, to the mass, to the country, to the people as a whole.
So this division between the State and the individual seems to me
to be erroneous; because, after all, what we are, we make the State
to be. We project that which each one of us is. This may seem to be
a very simple philosophy, a very simple idea, and not worthwhile

examining; because, our minds are so complicated, we have read
so much, we are so intelligent, so clever, that we cannot think of a
problem simply. But, it seems to me, we must think of this highly
complex problem very directly and simply; because, after all, a
complex problem can be understood fully, only when we approach
it negatively. And in understanding the individual and his process,
we shall perhaps understand the relationship of the individual to
the State, or to the mass, or to another individual.
So, to me, the problem of the relationship of the individual to
the State can be understood only when we understand the process
of the individual; because, without the individual, the State is not.
There is no such thing as the mass. It is a political implement
convenient for various purposes, for exploitation, and so on. And
also, for most of us, when we talk about the mass, it is a convenient
way of disposing of people; because, to look at an individual, to
look at another, requires a great deal of attention, thought,
consideration, which we are unwilling to give; and therefore, we
call them the mass - and the mass is ourselves, you and me.
To understand the whole projection which we call society, with
all its complexities, surely we have to understand ourselves. But
most of us are unwilling to understand ourselves; because that is a
tedious job, unexciting, and we think it has not much significance,
that the understanding of oneself will lead nowhere. Whereas, if we
can work, help to bring about certain reformations, certain
alterations in society, that, perhaps, will be worthwhile. And also,
there is the impression that in understanding ourselves we will
inevitably be self-centred, self-enclosed.
Surely, fully to understand oneself and the whole process of

what the individual is, requires, not isolation, not a withdrawal, but
the understanding of relationship; because, after all, all action is
relationship: there is no action without relationship. And, if in my
relationship with another there is antagonism, greed, envy, if there
are all the various causes that bring about conflict, surely, I will
create a society which will be the result of that relationship. So, the
understanding of myself is not an egocentric process; on the
contrary, it requires an awareness of relationship. Therefore,
relationship is the mirror in which I discover myself, I see myself whether it be the relationship with the one or with the many, with
society. And if I want a radical transformation in society, I must
obviously understand myself.
This may sound rather childish and infantile, without much
significance; but I do not think it is so easy, nor so easily brushed
off.
You may say, "What can the individual do to affect history?"
Can he do anything by his life? I don't think you are going to stop
wars immediately, or bring about a better understanding between
the various peoples. But, at least in the world I live in, in the world
of my immediate relationship - whether it is with my boss, with my
wife, with my children, or with a neighbour - there, at least, I can
bring about a certain reformation, a certain transformation, a
certain understanding. I may not be able to bring about
understanding with the Russians, or the Germans, or the Hindus;
but at least in the world I am living in, there can be a certain peace,
a certain happiness, a certain love, affection, and all the rest of it,
And I think, though it may not widely affect the world at large, at
least I can be a nucleus, a centre of different value, of different

understanding and significance; and perhaps that may gradually
bring about a transformation in the world.
But, surely, we are not principally concerned with the
transformation of the world, because what I do, what you do, will
have little effect. But, if I can stop being greedy - not superficially
but profoundly - if I can stop being ambitious, then perhaps I shall
be able to bring a new breath, a new understanding, to life. And
surely, that is the most effective and direct action, is it not? - to
bring about transformation, a radical change, in oneself; for after
all, that is how all great movements are started, with the individual,
with oneself. So, my relationship - or your relationship, the
relationship of the individual - to the State can be understood, and
a change in that relationship brought about, only when I understand
the total process of myself.
Do not, please, brush this aside, saying, "This is infantile,
stupid; it has no effect in the world." What has a fundamental
effect in the world? A mass movement? Or, is that fundamental
effect brought about by a few creative people who are not self centered, egotistic, self-enclosed, who do not project their interests
and ambitions, a few who, are really free of their egotism? So, to
understand this, one must know the process, one must be aware of
oneself in action, which is relationship. In understanding what we
are, we shall find the solution to the many problems that confront
us, understanding not only what we are, superficially, on the upper
levels of the mind, but knowing the whole content of oneself, the
hidden as well as the open, the superficial as well as the many
layers of our consciousness, of which at present we are unaware.
Perhaps we are aware of them at rare moments; but to bring all the

hidden into the conscious and so dissolve the personal, egotistic,
narrow intentions and pursuits, thereby establishing right
relationship, seems to me of the utmost importance. That is the
only thing which I feel is worth - while discussing, talking about,
and living; how to be free of greed, not only superficially, but
inwardly. Because, that is one of the causes of conflict, is it not? greed, not only for things, possessions, but greed for power, greed
for knowledge, greed for prestige. And to understand greed
requires, surely, a great deal of attention - not to find out who is
greedy, or to imitate the pattern of a person who is not greedy, but
to be aware of oneself as being greedy, and to follow and
understand every implication of that greed. Because, obviously,
greed has a social effect: individuals being greedy, seeking power,
bring about a group or a nation that is equally greedy for power,
position, prestige, which creates wars.
Is it possible to be free from greed, and live in a society which
is nothing but the result of greed, of violence? I think that question
can be answered only through direct experience; not verbally
trying to be free from greed, but when we know the experience, the
true experience, of non-greed. After all, greed expresses itself in so
many ways - the greed for truth, the greed for position, the greed
for happiness, and the greed for things, for security. Is outward,
physical security denied when there is no inward, psychological
security? Is it not possible to live in this world without each one
seeking his own security? After all, each one of us is seeking
psychological security much more than physical security. We use
possessions, things, outward security, as a means of psychological
security. When the physical needs become a psychological

necessity, then that psychological necessity destroys outward
security. We can think this out - it is so obvious. As long as I am
using things, possessions, property, as a means of self-expression,
as a means of aggressive, self-projecting existence, then the needs
become all-important; then things, property, become all-dominant;
because I am using things, property, for my inward psychological
security.
And why do we want to be inwardly secure? it is essential to be
outwardly, materially secure, otherwise we cannot live; you and I
could not be here if I hadn't my normal food and you hadn't yours.
We must have outward security. But I feel that our security is
denied, is destroyed, when we use the outward security as a means
of inward expansion, of inward pursuit of greed; because then we
use things, not as necessities, but we give to them psychological
significance. Property then becomes for us a means of
psychological survival. After all, the titles, positions, degrees,
wealth are used as a means, are they not?, of psychological
survival, psychological certainty, security; and as long as we seek
psychological security through things, there must be contention
about things?
Is it possible to live in relationship, without being inwardly
secure, psychologically certain? After all, that is what we mean by
the words "certain", "secure." Most of us are seeking psychological
security, are we not?, apart from physical security. We must have
physical security, much or little, depending on our environment,
and so on. But need there be psychological security? Do we want
it? Though we are seeking it, though our eternal pursuit is to be
secure inwardly, is that not a wrong process, a wrong approach to

life? Is there inward security? You and I may want it - but is there
such a thing as inward security? When I want to be certain in
relationship - whether it be with an idea, with a person, or with a
thing - do I find security in that relationship, inward certainty in
that relationship?
And, if I am secure in my relationship, is it a relationship? If I
am sure of you as my wife, or my boss, or my friend - sure in the
sense of using you as a means of my inward security - is there a
relationship between us? Is there any relationship between you and
me when I use you? As long as I am using you as a means of my
inward security, what is our relationship? You are only a useful
instrument for me. I am not related to you. You are a piece of
furniture, to be used. That is, inwardly, psychologically, I am poor,
empty, insufficient; so, I use you as a means of covering myself up,
as a means of escape from myself. And such usage we call love, or
what you will.
This escape we call relationship, whether it is relationship with
property, with people, or with ideas. And, surely, such a
relationship must inevitably create conflict, sorrow, and disaster.
And that is the state we live in - using people, things, as a means of
covering up our own inward poverty. Therefore, the things that we
use become all-important; the person, the possession, the idea, the
belief, become all-important; because, without them we are lost:
therefore, more knowledge, more people, more things. And yet,
that which we are, we have never understood. And it seems to me,
as long as we are seeking psychological security, we shall never
understand ourselves. But, when we are aware that we are using
people, things, ideas, for our own escape from ourselves, being

aware of that escape, surely brings about a different relationship.
Then the person, the idea, or the thing is no longer important in
itself. Therefore, we are not so attached to things, to people; then
there is an intelligent approach to the question of property. But I
cannot approach it intelligently as long as I am using property as a
means of covering up my inward poverty; because, as long as we
are attached to things, we are those things. As long as you are
attached to property, you are the property, you are not a spiritual
entity: that is just a lot of phony talk. As long as you are attached to
a belief, you are that belief. As long as you are attached to a
person, you are that person. And we are attached so desperately,
because in ourselves we are empty, in ourselves we are nothing;
being afraid of that emptiness we hold on to outward things, to
ideas, to ideals which are self-projected.
So, this question of relationship cannot be understood
superficially, or verbally, or read about in books; but the whole
significance of it, with its intricacies and its extraordinary depth,
can be understood only when we are aware of our relationship with
each other. And what that relationship is, society is. Merely to talk
about brotherhood has no meaning without understanding oneself.
You may join societies, form groups for brotherhood; but as long
as you are using a society, or people, or things, as a means of your
inward security, you are bound to create more conflict, more
illusion, more pain in the world, which is what is happening, just as
nationalism, used as a means of covering up one's own poverty and
of identifying oneself with a particular country, leads to war.
What is important is to understand oneself, and to come face to
face with oneself, with that poverty which we are avoiding, that

emptiness which we all shun. And when we understand that, really
experience it, without condemnation, when we are fully related to
that emptiness, then only is there a possibility of going beyond and
discovering what is truth or what is God.
There are several questions, and I will try to answer some of
them.
Question: I have tried very hard, but cannot stop drinking. What
should I do?
Krishnamurti: You know, each one of us has various escapes.
You take a drink, and I follow a Master. You are addicted to
knowledge, and I to amuse- ment. All escapes are similar are they
not? whether one takes to drink, follows a Master, or is addicted to
knowledge. They are all the same, surely, because the intention, the
purpose, is to escape. Perhaps drinking may have a social value, or
may be more harmful; but I am not at all sure that the ideational
escapes are not worse. They are much more subtle, more hidden,
and more difficult do be aware of. A man addicted to rituals,
ceremonies, is no different from the man addicted to drink, because
both are trying to escape through stimulants.
And I think it is possible to stop escapes only when you are
aware that you are escaping, that you are using all these things drink, Masters, ceremonies, knowledge, love of country, what you
will - as stimulants, sensations, to get away from yourself. After
all, there are various ways to stop drinking. But if you merely stop
drinking, you will take up something else. You may become a
nationalist, or pursue some teacher on the other side of the world,
or become ideationally fanciful.
Surely, the reason for escape is obvious: we are dissatisfied with

ourselves, with our state, outwardly and inwardly. And so we have
many escapes; and we think we shall understand, dissolve the
escape, the drinking, when we discover the cause. When we know
the cause of escape, do we stop escaping? When I know that I am
drinking because I am quarrelling with my wife, or because I have
a rotten job - when I know the cause, do I stop drinking? Surely
not. I stop drinking only when I establish right relationship with
my wife, with another, and remove the conflict which is causing
pain.
That is, to put it differently, as long as I am seeking selffulfilment, in which there is frustration, there must be an escape.
As long as I am frustrated, I must find an escape. When I want to
be something - a politician, a leader, the pupil of a Master,
anything - as long as I want to be something, I am inviting
frustration; and as being frustrated is painful, I seek an escape from
it, whether it is a drink, or a Master, or a ceremony, or becoming a
politician - it doesn't matter what it is, they are all the same.
So, then, the question arises, is there self-fulfilment? Can the
self, the me, be something, become something? And what is the me
which wants to become something? The me is a bundle of
memories, a chain of memories in reaction with the present; I am
the result of the Past in conjunction with the present. And that me
wants to perpetuate itself, through family, through a name, through
property, through ideas. The me is merely an idea, an idea which is
satisfying, giving sensations, and to that the mind clings; the mind
is that. And as long as the mind is seeking fulfilment as the me,
obviously there must be frustration; as long as I give importance to
myself as being something, there must be frustration; as long as I

am the centre of everything, of my thoughts, my reactions: as long
as I give myself importance, there must be frustration. Therefore,
there must be pain, and from that pain we try to escape, through
innumerable ways. And the means of escape are similar.
So, don't let us worry over the means of escape - whether yours
is superior to mine. What is important is to realize that as long as
one is seeking fulfilment in the self, there must be misery, strife;
and this misery cannot be avoided as long as the self is important,
the me is important.
So, you will say, "What has drinking got to do with all this?
You haven't answered my question, how to stop drinking." I think
the problem of drinking, as any other problem, can be understood
and put an end to, only when I understand the process of myself,
when there is self-knowledge. And that understanding of oneself
requires constant watchfulness - not a conclusion, not something
you can hold on to, but constant awareness of every movement of
thought and feeling. And, to be so aware is tiresome, and so we
say, "Oh, it isn't worth it." We push it aside, and therefore increase
the sorrow, the pain. But surely, only in understanding oneself as a
total process, do we solve the innumerable problems that we have.
Question: I find it impossible to believe in God. I am a scientist,
and yet my science gives me no satisfaction. I cannot bring myself
to believe in anything. Is this merely a matter of conditioning? If
so, is faith in God more real? How can I come to that faith?
Krishnamurti: Why do we believe? What is the necessity of
believing? Which doesn't mean that you must not believe - that is
not the problem. Why do we believe? And believing can only
condition experience. Surely, what I believe, that I experience. If I

believe in God, that I will experience. But such experience is not
reality; it is only a self-projected experience.
So, it is important, is it not?, to find out why we believe; and
through belief, can we find anything? Can we discover something?
Or, is a mind capable of discovering only when it is not held,
tethered to a belief, to a conclusion? But why do we believe in
God? Obviously, it is because we see that everything about us is
transient, everything about us is changing, being destroyed, coming
to an end - our thoughts, our feelings, our existence; and we want
something permanent, lasting, enduring. Either we create that
permanency in ourselves, calling it the soul, the Atman, or what
you like; or we project that demand for permanency into an idea
which we call God.
Ideas can never be permanent. I may like an idea to be
permanent, but in itself it is not permanent. I may want
permanency; but as long as I am wanting it, I am creating a
permanency which is non-existent. And belief, faith in God, is
merely the reaction, the response of a person who is seeking
permanency. Therefore, his belief conditions his experience. He
says, "I know there is God. I have experienced that extraordinary
feeling." But surely, such experience, based on the desire for
permanency, is a self-projected experience, and therefore not an
experience of reality. And, what is real can be found only when
there is no longer any question of seeking security, permanency,
that is, when the mind is utterly still and free from all want.
So, as long as we believe, we can never find. Therefore, to find
what is real, what is God - whatever name you like to call it - there
must be freedom: freedom from fear, freedom from the desire to be

inwardly secure, freedom from that fear of the unknown. And only
then, surely, is it possible to experience whatever that something is,
to know if there is such a thing as God. But a man who believes in
God, or a man who does not believe in God, if he holds on to that
conclusion, is obviously caught in an illusion. I can know that
something, understand it, experience it directly, only when I am
not self-enclosed, when I am not conditioned by belief by fear, by
greed, by envy, and so on.
Belief, then, obviously destroys the experiencing of reality. And
it is very difficult to think that way, because most of us are so
conditioned in belief - the scientist as well as you and I; because
we all find satisfaction in belief. And if I do not find satisfaction in
things, in people, in ideas, then I create a super idea, which is God.
And to that I cling, because that is much more satisfying, more
gratifying. So the search for gratification must inevitably create
barriers, and to these barriers we cling. You are a believer or a nonbeliever, but if you and I really want to understand if there is
reality, if there is God, if there is something not fabricated by the
mind, not the result of sensation or the search for sensation - if we
want to find such a thing, then we must understand the process of
sensation. Because, belief gives us sensation, as does drink, and to
these sensations we cling; and these sensations are self-projected.
We make from our minds the image of God, and to that we cling.
But, if you and I would really experience that thing which is not
nameable, which is not of time, we cannot cling to beliefs, which
are self-projected images; because anything which is named is not
the real, it is the outcome of memory, of our conditioning; and if it
is of time, then it is still part of the mind, for the mind is the result

of the past, of the various influences, social, environmental,
educational, and so on. So, if we understand the process of time, of
naming, if we understand the conditions which exist in us, the
influences in which we are caught, that understanding brings about
a tranquillity of the mind. As I said, mind is not made still. When
you make the mind still, then it is a dead mind. When you
discipline the mind to be quiet, though it may be superficially
quiet, it is still in a state of agitation, like a child being put in a
corner. But when we understand the whole process of belief, the
stimulants, the desire to be secure, the search for permanency;
when we understand the truth of all these things, fully, not just
superficially or verbally, but actually experience it - then the mind
is quiet, you don't have to make the mind quiet. It is no use to make
the mind quiet. You are the mind; you are the thinker as well as the
thought. But if the thinker separates himself and tries to control his
thought that leads to illusion.
So, then, you see all this, understand it, experience it directly then the mind is quiet. And in that quietness you will know if there
is God, reality, or if there isn't: in that stillness, in that silence, you
will know. Before that, to speculate on God or no God, on whether
you are following the right Master or not - all that seems to me so
childish, immature. But the experiencing of reality is not a thing
that can be imagined, that can be speculated upon. It is only in the
state of experiencing that you will find the real; but to seek faith as
a means of stimulation, as an escape from our daily existence of
relationship, must inevitably lead to illusion, at whatever level you
may like to place that illusion.
So, obviously, to discover, there must be freedom, freedom

from greed; and whether you are a scientist, and I a layman, or
whether I am ignorant and you full of knowledge, we can find that
reality only when we understand ourselves. And in the
understanding of ourselves comes tranquillity, for self-knowledge
brings wisdom. And it is only in wisdom that there is tranquillity not in knowledge, not in intellectual amusement and ideation's.
There is no tranquillity in ideas. And that tranquillity comes into
being, only when the mind is no longer pursuing its own
projections. The experiencing of reality is not a thing to be handed
to one: no Master, no saviour, can give it to you. It comes into
being only with the depth of our own understanding of ourselves.
Question: If what you talk about is so rare, and apparently only
for a few once in a while, what is the purpose of your talking to us?
Can you really help us, the mass?
Krishnamurti: I think the purpose of my talking is very clear - at
least, to me. First I am not talking in order to exploit you. I am not
getting a kick out of it, nor do I feel lost if I do not talk. It isn't that.
I talk for a simple reason: because I feel that you and I can help
each other to understand our problems - and not because I feel that
I am a superior person, who has achieved something or other. By
talking over the innumerable problems that we have - the problems
of relationship, for there are no other problems - we can understand
them. We can talk them over quietly, free of any bias; or, being
biased, prejudiced, we can be aware of that bias and prejudice.
After all, we are trying to establish a relationship between us,
you and I. If I am using you, or you are using me, we have no
relationship. Then you exploit me and I exploit you. But if each
one of us is trying to understand the problem which is oneself, then

we shall establish right relationship. Then, perhaps, when we
discuss - not intellectually, not verbally - we can explore ourselves,
we can see ourselves as we are; because, after all, relationship is a
mirror in which I see myself as I am - that is, if I want to see
myself. But, as most of us dislike to see what is we make
relationship a farce. Relationship then becomes an escape.
If you do not want to escape through me, or I through you, then
it is possible in understanding the various problems together, to see
ourselves as we are whether we are one or many. To me there is no
such thing as the mass. The mass is you and me. We think we
understand people when we call them Germans, Russians, English,
or Hindus. It is a lazy mind that does that, a slack mind that says,
"Oh, you are a Hindu", or, "You are English." Because, it is so
much easier, isn't it?, to call someone by a name, and then to think
"I understand him." But if I do not call you by a name, I have to
look at you much more closely; I have to see your face to study
your individual movements of thought I have to be aware of you as
an individual. But if I treat you as the mass, then I can bomb you
very easily, destroy you.
So, to help another, I must see the other, not as being this or
that, belonging to this nationality or to that, but to see him as he is.
I cannot see him as he is, if I am myself caught in my own petty
nationalism, in my own societies, beliefs, and ridiculous
superstitions, my own nonsense. So, to understand each other we
must look at each other very clearly - that is, to understand you, I
must know myself: I must see myself very clearly in my
relationship with you. And then only is there a possibility of our
helping each other.

October 9, 1949

LONDON 3RD PUBLIC TALK 16TH OCTOBER
1949
I think it is fairly obvious that to understand a complex, and
especially a psychological problem, requires a very quiet mind a
mind that is still, but not with an enforced stillness; a mind that is
peaceful, silent, so that it is capable of understanding directly the
complex problem and its answer.
What prevents this quietness of mind is obviously conflict.
Most of us are in such turmoil, worried about so many things,
anxious about life, death, security, and our relationships. There is
constant agitation; and it is extremely difficult, naturally, for a
mind that is so agitated to understand the everincreasing social as
well as psychological problems. And it is essential, is it not?, that
to understand a problem completely, there should be a silent mind,
a mind that is not biased, a mind that is capable of being free, still,
and allowing the problem to reveal itself, unfold itself. And such a
quiet mind is not possible, when there is conflict.
Now, what makes for conflict? Why are we in such conflict,
each one of us, and so society, and so the State and the whole
world? Why? From what does conflict arise? When conflict ceases,
obviously there can be a peaceful mind; but a mind that is caught
in conflict cannot be tranquil. And, desiring tranquillity, a certain
sense of peace, we try to escape from conflict through every kind
of means - social service, losing ourselves in some ritual, or in
some kind of activity, mental and otherwise. But, obviously,
escapes lead to illusion and to further conflict. Escapes only lead to
isolation, and therefore to greater resistance. And, if one did not

escape, or if one were aware of the escapes, and therefore were
capable of understanding directly the process of conflict, then
perhaps there would be a quietness of the mind.
And I think it is essential to see that a tranquil mind is necessary
- but not a tranquillity that is forced, that remains in isolation,
enclosed; not a tranquillity that is attached to one particular idea,
and therefore is enclosed, held in that idea, or in a belief. Such
tranquillity is not reality; it is death, because there is no creative
process in its self-enclosed isolation.
So, if we could understand the process of conflict, and how it
arises, then perhaps there would be a possibility of the mind being
free, quiet. But, the difficulty in understanding conflict is, that most
of us are so eager to get away from it, to go beyond conflict, to find
a way out of it, to find the cause of it; and I do not think that
merely looking for the cause or discovering the cause of conflict, is
going to resolve conflict. But, if one can understand the total
process of conflict, see conflict from every point of view,
psychological as well as physiological; if one can have patience to
investigate silently, without any condemnation or justification then perhaps it will be possible to understand conflict.
After all, conflict arises, does it not?, through desire to be
something, to be other than what is. This constant desire to be
something other than what is, is one of the ways of conflict: which
does not mean that we should be content with what is - one never
is. But to understand what is, we must understand this desire to be
something other than what is. I am something - ugly, greedy,
envious - and I want to be something else, the opposite to what is.
Surely, that is one of the causes of conflict, these opposing and

contradictory desires, of which we are made up.
I think that merely looking at conflict, being aware of its
process, is in itself freeing. That is, if we are aware, without any
friction, without any choice, merely aware of what is: and if we are
also aware of the desire to run away from what is, into the selfprojected ideal - and all ideals are homemade, and therefore
fictitious, unreal - if we are merely aware of all that, then that very
awareness will bring about a tranquillity of the mind. And then you
can proceed with what is; then there is a possibility of
understanding what is.
But, surely, conflict is much more significant than the mere
friction between opposites. Conflict arises, does it not?, through
approximation of action to an idea. We are always trying to
approximate action to a belief, to an ideal, to an idea. I have an
idea of what I should be, of what the State should be, and I'm
trying to live up to that ideal. Therefore, conflict arises when there
is the attempt to bridge idea and action. But, is it possible to bridge
idea and action? Action is real, is actual, isn't it? Without action I
cannot live. But why should I try to conform action to an idea? Is
idea more real than action? Has idea more substance than action?
Is idea truer than action? And yet, if we watch ourselves, all our
action is based on idea. We have the idea first, and then there is
action. Only rarely is there action which is spontaneous, free,
without the idea encompassing it.
So, why is there this division between idea and action? If we
can understand that, perhaps we may be able radically to put and
end to conflict; because, conflict is obviously not the way to
understanding. If I quarrel with you, if I am in conflict with you,

with my wife, with society, with my neighbours, close by or far
away, there can be no understanding. Does understanding come
through the struggle between thesis and antithesis, between the
opposites? Does synthesis come through conflict? Or, is there
understanding when there is no conflict? That understanding we try
to translate through action, from which again arises conflict. To put
it differently, when there is creativeness, when we have that
creative feeling, there is no struggle, there is absence of struggle,
which means that the self, the me, with all its prejudices, its
conditioning, is not there. In that state, when the self is not, there is
creativeness; and that creative feeling, that creative state, we try to
express in action, through music, painting, or what you will. Then
the struggle begins - the desire for recognition, and so on.
Surely, the creative state does not demand struggle; on the
contrary, when there is struggle, there is no creative state. When
the self, the me, is totally absent, then there is a possibility for that
creative state to come into being. And as long as idea
predominates, there must be struggle, there must be conflict. That
is, to shape action according to idea, must further conflict. So, if
we can understand why idea predomi- nates in our minds, then
perhaps we shall be able to approach action differently.
Most of us are concerned with how to live according to an idea.
We have the idea first - how to be noble, how to be good how to be
spiritual, and all the rest of it - and then try to live according to it.
Why do we do this? We first establish a mental pattern, which we
call the idea, or the ideal, and according to that we try to live.
Why? Is not the whole process of ideation brought about through
the me, the I, the self? Is not the self, the me, an idea? There is no

me apart from the idea of the me. The me creates the pattern. The
me is an idea, and according to that idea we live, we try to act.
So, the idea is primarily, is it not?, the outcome of the
importance of the self. And, having established the importance of
the me and the mine, the pattern of behaviour, we try to live
according to that. Therefore, idea controls action, idea impedes
action. Take, for instance, generosity, complete generosity - not the
generosity of mind, but of heart. If one lived according to that, it
would be very dangerous, wouldn't it? If one were to act
completely generously, it would lead to all kinds of friction with
existing standards. So, the idea intervenes, controls generosity.
And it is safer to live according to the idea of generosity, than
according to the generosity of the heart.
So, when idea predominates, it is obvious that we are seeking
security, safety, comfort, exclusion, isolation - and are therefore
creating more friction. Because, nothing can live in isolation: to be,
is to be related. Idea brings isolation, and action does not. And our
conflict is always between idea and action. And I think that, if we
can understand this process of ideation, if we can understand
ourselves, not superficially, but the whole process of ourselves, the
conscious as well as the unconscious, then perhaps we shall
understand this conflict. After all, conflict arises because the me is
important - the me which is identified with the country, with the
particular belief, with the particular name or family. That is the
source of all conflict, is it not? - because the me is ever seeking
isolation, exclusion. Action based on the idea of exclusion must
inevitably create conflict, from which we try to escape, consciously
or unconsciously; and therefore conflict is increased.

So, to understand conflict, it is important, it seems to me, to
know the whole process of one's thinking, and to be aware of how
actually, in daily life, we are trying to approximate action to an
idea. And, can one live without idea? Can one live without the
self? Really and basically it comes to that - can one live in this
monstrously ugly, conflicting world, without the thought of me? I
think this can be answered actually, not theoretically, only when
one understands the process of the me, what makes up the me. One
sees that these tortuous ways, the contradictions, the denials, the
approximations, all belong to the self-projected pattern of an idea.
So, in knowing oneself totally - not at any one level of
consciousness, but as a total process that is going on constantly - in
being aware of that, there does come about a freedom from the
self; and only then is it possible for the mind to be silent.
Only when the self is absent, is there a possibility for the mind
to be quiet, and therefore be able to understand, able to receive that
which is eternal. But to make a picture of eternity, to conceive an
idea of it, or to hold to a belief about it, is really self-projection; it
is merely an illusion, it has no reality. But, for the timeless to be,
the workings, the fabrications, the projections of the self must
obviously, entirely cease. And the cessation of that self-projection
is the beginning of meditation, is it not? - because understanding
oneself is the beginning of meditation; and without meditation
there is no possibility of understanding the self. Without
understanding the process of the self, there is no basis for thought,
there is no basis for right thinking. Merely to approximate action to
an idea or to an ideal, is utterly vain. Whereas, if we can
understand ourselves in action, which is relationship in daily life:

relationship with one's wife, one's husband, the way one talks to
one's servant, the snobbishness, the nationalism, the prejudices, the
greed's and the envies of everyday life; not the self, placed at a
higher level, which is still within the field of thought, and therefore
still part of self - to be aware of all this action in relationship is the
beginning of meditation. And in understanding this action of the
self, surely, there is tranquillity. Only when the mind is really
quiet, not made quiet; only when it is not compelled not
conforming, but is quiet - only then is there a possibility of
discovering that which is eternal.
Question: Would you tell us what, according to you, is the truth
which will free us? What is meant by your statement, "Truth must
come to you, you cannot seek it"?
Krishnamurti: Surely, by understanding what is false, what is
illusion, what is ignorance, truth comes into being, does it not?
You don't have to seek it; because thought is the instrument with
which you are seeking. If I am greedy envious, prejudiced, and I
try to seek truth, obviously my truth will be the result of greed,
envy, prejudice - therefore it is not truth. All that I can do, is to see
what is false, to be aware that I am conditioned, that I am greedy,
that I am envious. That is all I can do - to be aware of it
choicelessly. Then, when I am so aware, and therefore free from
greed, truth comes into being. But if we seek truth, the result
obviously will be illusion. How can you seek truth? Truth must be
something unknown to a mind that is caught in the false - and we
are; because we are conditioned, psychologically as well as
physiologically, and a conditioned mind, do what it will, cannot
possibly measure the immeasurable.

These are not just words. You can see the truth of it, if you are
really willing to listen rightly. How can I, when I am conditioned
by belief, by fear, by my nationalism, by my prejudices, and in
innumerable ways by greed and envy - how can I see the truth? If I
do, it will be a self-projection. What the self seeks, is obviously its
own creation, therefore untrue. And seeing the truth of this the
truth of what I have just now said, is already a liberating process, is
it not? - merely to see it, to be aware that greed cannot find, envy
cannot find, that which is true. Merely to observe it, to see it, to
silently be aware of it, will bring about not only release from greed,
but the realization of what is true.
So, those who are trying to seek truth, will obviously be caught
in illusion; and therefore, truth must come to you, you cannot go
after it, you cannot chase it. Because, after all, what is it we all
want? We want gratification, we want comfort, we want inward
security, peace - and that is what we are seeking. We call it truth,
we give it a name. Therefore, what we are seeking in different
forms, at different levels, is gratification, not truth. Truth can come
into being only when the desire for gratification, for security, has
come to an end - which is extremely arduous: and as most of us are
lazy, sluggish, we pretend to seek truth, and form societies and
organizations around it.
So, all that we can do, is to be aware of our own appetites,
desires and vanities - it does not matter at what level you may
place them: to be aware of all that, and to be free of it, which
means to be free of the self, the me. Then, you do not have to seek
truth; then truth will come to you, because the field is there - a
mind that is quiet, undisturbed by its own agitations. Such a mind

is capable of receiving. It must be negatively aware, passively
aware - which again is very, very arduous, because the mind wants
to be something; it wants a result, an achievement. And if it has
failed in one direction, it will seek success in another. That success
it calls the search for truth. Whereas, truth is the unknown, it must
be discovered from moment to moment, not in some abstraction,
not in some isolated action, but in every moment of our daily
existence. To see the false as the false, is the beginning of the truth
- the false in our speech, the false in our relationships, the little
appetites, the little vanities, the barbarities which we indulge in. To
see the truth of the falseness of all that, is the beginning of the
perception of what is true.
But you see, most of us do not want to be so aware. It is
tiresome. We'd rather escape into some illusion, into some belief,
in which we can find isolation and consolation - it's so much easier;
and in that isolation we say that we seek truth. It is not possible to
find truth in isolation. It is not possible, being psychologically
secure, certain, for the great uncertainty of truth to come into
being. So, all that we can do, if we are really serious, earnestly
interested, is to give truth an opportunity to come into being by
understanding our relationship with things, with people, with ideas.
Then, understanding brings freedom; and in that freedom alone can
there be the real.
Question: Your teachings some years ago were understandable
and inspiring. You then spoke earnestly about evolution, the path,
discipleship, and the Masters. Now it is all different. I am utterly
bewildered. I readily believed you then, and would like to believe
you now. I am confused. Which is the truth - what you said then, or

what you say now?
Krishnamurti: This really needs serious consideration; and I
hope those of you who are bored with this kind of stuff will listen
patiently.
First of all, it's not a question of belief. You don't have to
believe what I say - far from it. If you believe what I say, then it is
your misery, not mine; then you will use me as another authority,
and therefore take shelter, comfort. But what I am saying is merely
that without self-knowledge, without knowing yourself, there can
be no understanding of life. That does not demand belief. it
demands watchfulness on your part - not belief in what I say. So,
let us be very clear on that point, because, I think, that to believe is
a hindrance to the understanding of truth - which does not mean
that you must become an atheist, which is another form of belief.
But to understand the total process of believing, of why you
believe, is the beginning of wisdom.
We believe because we want to hold on to something, because
we want security; we are so uncertain in ourselves, we are so
discontented, we are so inwardly poor, that we want something rich
to hold on to. As the worldly man holds on to property, so the socalled believer holds on to his belief - there is not much difference
between the two. Both want security, both want comfort, both want
certainty. And these beliefs are self-projected, and therefore do not
lead to reality.
Now, the questioner wants to know why I have changed. At one
time, some years ago, I talked of Masters, discipleship, progress,
spiritual growth, and all that kind of thing. And now I do not.
Why? Where has the change come, and what has produced it? -

isn't that the basis of the question? And he wants to know which to
believe: those things which I said previously, or what I am saying
now.
What was said previously, demanded belief. After all, you need
a belief about the Masters. You can rationalize that belief, but still
it is a belief. And it's very convenient to have such a belief,
especially when the Master is somewhere far away - because then
you can play with that idea. But if you have a guru, a teacher,
directly in relationship with you physically, then it's much more
difficult, isn't it? - because he will criticize you, he will watch over
you, he will tell you off - which is much more painful. Whereas, to
have a Master in India, or in the Himalayas, or on some mountain
far away from all our daily life, is very convenient, very
encouraging. And such a thing needs belief. It is a self-projected
idea. And that gives you comfort; because then you can postpone
action, then you can say, "Well, I'll be like him in my next life. It
will take me a long time to be free from greed" - and that you call
evolution. Surely, greed is not a thing to be postponed; either you
are free from greed now, or you will never be. To say that you will
become free from greed some day, is the continuation of greed.
And the idea that someone is looking after you, patting you on the
back, encouraging you, showing special interest in you, while you
discipline yourself according to him, according to the ideals laid
down by him - all this is obviously puffing up the self. Naturally it
gives you encouragement, it gives you inspiration, to think that
someone is looking after you, that you have all eternity in front of
you to be something, that the path is a thing to tread slowly, taking
your time, and that one day you will arrive.

All such thoughts and beliefs are very encouraging and
inspiring. That's why societies are formed for people who want to
be encouraged. Such a process, to me, is the way of exploitation because you like to be exploited by the Master, or by the
representative of the Master; and you choose the representative
according to your desires and gratifications. When you are being
gratified, it's very inspiring - at least, you call it inspiring; it's really
another form of sensation.
Now, when you see all that as being false, utterly without any
basis; when you see that nothing can lead you to the truth except
your own understanding of yourself. that no Master can give you
the light save yourself - then it's not so inspiring, not so
encouraging because to know oneself demands watchfulness,
alertness, constant vigilance; and it is rather boring, tiresome,
depressing, to know that one is ugly. But to be told there is
something in you which is eternal, marvellous - that you like. And
so you follow the Master, and accept all the illusions that go with
it. Then it gives you satisfaction; and that is, after all, what most of
us are seeking - not truth, not to understand what is false, bus to be
gratified. And as you seek certainty, security, in the physical world,
so you carry that over into the psychological, spiritual world. But
there is no security in the psychological world. If you seek
security, then there is illusion; for it is only in great uncertainty that
you find.
Now, when you see all that, obviously you put those things
away from you. You no longer play with them. And what I say
now is not the other side of the coin - it has nothing to do with
those things, which are false. To understand oneself, is the

beginning of wisdom. When you see that which is false, you are
already beginning to see that which is true. Obviously, this whole
structure of self-expansion, with spiritual degrees of discipleship,
the ladder of hierarchical achievement, is utterly false; because,
that which is true, has no divisions. But we like divisions; we like
exclusions, socially we like to be called by a title. And you carry
the same snobbishness into the other world. But when one sees this
whole process as being self-expansive, giving importance to the
me, to the mine. giving prestige to myself, then, surely, it fades
away; you don't have to struggle against it. It's like seeing
something poisonous: it has no attraction, it is no longer true,
therefore, you no longer belong to that way of thinking.
You see, all this implies that one must stand alone. But most of
us are afraid to be alone - not alone in the sense of isolation, but
alone in the sense of seeing something as it is, seeing the false as
the false and the true as the true. To see the false as the false, when
everybody is seeing what is false as the true, needs certain
choiceless awareness. And, as most of us dread to be alone, quiet,
free from all self-projected illusions, we cling to things made by
the mind. Without understanding yourself, do what you will, invent
any theory, any Master follow any discipline - it will not lead to
happiness. You may deceive yourself; you may deceive yourself by
saying, "What you say and what I believe are the same. They're the
two sides of the coin." You may say what you like; but that is mere
self-deception. But to go into this whole problem of the self, to see
all its ways, its deceptions and illusions, its comforts - to know
oneself so completely, brings tranquillity of the mind, which
another cannot give you. Then, in that tranquillity, that which is

eternal, can be. Question: How is one to be free of the constant fear
of death?
Krishnamurti: What is it that creates fear? Why is one afraid of
death? If you don't mind, let us experiment with this - not only with
what I have said previously, but with this also. You see, while most
of us are afraid of death, we also know why. Obviously, we don't
want to come to an end. We know the body is going to perish, be
destroyed like any other thing which is used constantly. But,
psychologically, we don't want to come to an end. Why?
Because we don't want do come to an end, we have rationalized
innumerable theories: that we will continue in the hereafter, that
there is reincarnation, that some kind of self continues, and so on.
But still, in spite of all these rationalized beliefs, convictions and
determinations, there is fear. Why? Is it not because we want
certainty of the unknown? We don't know what is after death. We
would like to continue with all our qualities, with all our
achievements, with all our identifications. We seek permanency,
which we call immortality. We seek permanency in this world
through name, property, possessions, family, and so on - which is
an obvious thing we are doing all the time. And we also want to
continue in another realm of thought, of feeling - in the
psychological world, the spiritual world.
What is it that continues? Idea, thought, is it not? The idea of
yourself as a name, as a particular identified individual - which is
still an idea, which is memory, which means the word. So, thought,
mind, identifying itself as memory, as the word, as the name, wants
to continue. Surely, most of us are clinging to that, aren't we? in
different ways. As I grow older, I look back upon life, or I look

forward with fear to death. So, we want to continue, in some form
or other. And, being uncertain of that continuity, we are afraid.
You are not afraid of leaving your family, your children; that is just
an excuse. Actually, you're afraid to come to an end.
Now, that which continues, that which has continuity - can that
be creative? Is there a renewal in that which continues? Surely,
there is renewal only in that which comes to an end. Where there is
an ending, there is a rebirth - but not in that which continues. If I
continue as I am, as I have been in this life, with all my ignorance,
prejudices, stupidities, illusions, memories, and attachments - what
have I? And yet it is to that, we cling so tenaciously.
Surely, in ending there is renewal, is there not? It's only in death
that a new thing comes into being. I am not giving you comfort.
This is not something to be believed or thought about, or
intellectually examined and accepted - for then you will make it
into another comfort, as you now believe in reincarnation, or
continuity in the hereafter, and so on. But the actual fact is that that
which continues has no rebirth, no renewal. Therefore, in dying
every day there is renewal, there is a rebirth. That is immortality.
In death there is immortality - not the death of which you are
afraid, but the death of previous conclusions, memories,
experiences, with which you are identified as the me. In the dying
of the me every minute there is eternity, there is immortality, there
is a thing to be experienced - not to be speculated upon or lectured
about, as you do about reincarnation and all that kind of stuff. Only
when you come to an end as the me, when you cease to be attached
to your family, to your properties, to your ideas - only then is there
immortality; which does not mean that you become indifferent,

callous, or irresponsible.
When you are no longer afraid, because every minute there is an
ending and therefore a renewal, then you are open to the unknown.
Reality is the unknown. Death is also the unknown. But to call
death beautiful, to say how marvellous it is, because we shall
continue in the hereafter and all that nonsense has no reality. What
has reality, is seeing death as it is - an ending; an ending in which
there is renewal, a rebirth, not a continuity. For, that which
continues, decays; and that which has the power to renew itself, is
eternal. But a mind that is attached, possessed, can never renew
itself. Therefore, such a mind is afraid of the unknown, of the
future. Fear ceases only when there is constant renewal, which
means constant death. But most of us do not want to die that way.
We like to be attached to our furniture and properties, to our
beliefs, to our so-called loved ones. We want to continue in that
state, with our conflicts, with our experiences, with our
attachments. And, when all that is threatened, we are frightened.
And so there are innumerable books written about death. You're
more interested in death than in living; whereas, in understanding
living, that is, yourself in constant relationship; in seeing the false
as the false, and therefore dying every minute, not in theory, but
actually, to the things to which you are attached, to beliefs, to
memories - only then is there renewal in which there is no death.
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For the past few weeks we have been discussing the problem of
self-awareness and self-knowledge. It is so obviously essential to
know oneself completely. And to know oneself, is not a withdrawal
from life, but rather, the understanding of relationship relationship with things, with people, with ideas. And, experience
can be understood only through self-knowledge; experience is not
apart from self-knowledge.
Unfortunately, most of us do not seek self-knowledge, but cling
to experience. And we use experience as a measure to discover
truth, to discover reality, or God, or what you will. So experience,
with most of us, has become the standard of valuation.
But does experience reveal truth, or whatever name you like to
call it? Surely, experience is a distraction, a process away from
oneself. That is, most of us are so unaware of the total process of
our existence; we do not see that we are running away from
ourselves. In ourselves, whether we admit it or not, consciously or
unconsciously, there is a state of poverty, an emptiness, which we
try to cover up, from which we try to run away. And in the process
of covering it up, we have various experiences; we cling to various
points of view, beliefs. And these distractions, which are obviously
away from ourselves, are experiences. That is, one is aware,
consciously or unconsciously, of a sense of emptiness in oneself, a
sense of being nothing a sense of being insufficient. Most of us are
aware of it; but we are not willing to face it, not willing to
understand what it is; we try to run away from that state of

emptiness, that state of nothingness, either through holding on to
property, through name, through position or family, through
people, or through knowledge. This flight from ourselves is called
experience; and, to these escapes we cling, and therefore the means
of escape become much more important than the understanding of
ourselves. The means of escape from our` own state offer
happiness, and therefore experience becomes a hindrance to the
understanding of what is.
That is, to put it differently, most of us are aware that we are
lonely; and to escape from that loneliness, we turn on the radio, or
read a book, or cling to a person, or become addicted to
knowledge. This escape from what is, gives us various
experiences; and to these experiences we cling. Then property,
name, position, prestige, become extraordinarily important.
Similarly, the person becomes important, whether the one or the
many, the individual or the group, the society. And likewise
knowledge, as a means of escape from ourselves, becomes
extraordinarily important.
So, we cover up that emptiness, that loneliness, through
knowledge, through relationship, and through possessions;
therefore, possessions, relationships, and knowledge become
extraordinarily important - because without them we should be
lost. Without them we are face to face with ourselves as we are,
and to escape from that, we resort to all these means, and are
caught in the experiences of these escapes. We use those
experiences as a standard, as a measure, to discover reality. But
reality, or God, is the unknown; it cannot be measured by our
experience, by our conditioning; and to come to it, we must put

aside all escapes and face what is - which is our loneliness, our
extraordinary sense of being nothing. Because we are empty,
though we do not like to acknowledge it; and we have therefore
surrounded ourselves with things through which we escape from
ourselves.
So, experience is not a measure, is not the way to reality;
because, after all, we experience according to our belief, according
to our conditioning; and that belief is obviously an escape from
ourselves. To know myself, I need not have any belief: I only have
to watch myself, clearly and choicelessly - watch myself in
relationship, watch myself in escape, watch myself in attachment.
And one has to watch oneself without any prejudice, without any
conclusion, without any determination. In that passive awareness,
one discovers this extraordinary sense of aloneness. I am sure most
of you have felt this - the sense of complete emptiness which
nothing can fill. It is only in abiding in that state, when all values
have utterly ceased; it is only when we are capable of being alone
and facing that aloneness without any sense of escape - only then
does reality come into being. Because, values are merely the result
of our conditioning; like experience, they are based on a belief, and
are a hindrance to the understanding of reality.
But, that is an arduous task, which most of us are unwilling to
go through. So we cling to experiences - mystical, superstitious,
the experiences of relationship, of so-called love, and the
experiences of possession. These become very significant, because
it is of these that we are made. We are made of beliefs, of
conditioning's. of environmental influences: that is our
background. And from that background, we judge, we value. And

when one goes through, understands, the whole process of this
background, then one comes to a point where one is utterly alone.
One must be alone to find reality - which does not mean escape,
withdrawal from life. On the contrary it is the complete
intensification of life; because, then there is freedom from the
background, from the memory of the experiences of escape. In that
aloneness, in that loneliness, there is no choice, there is no fear of
what is. Fear arises only when we are unwilling to acknowledge or
see what is.
Therefore, it is essential for reality to come into being, to set
aside the innumerable escapes that one has established, in which
one is caught up. After all, if you observe, you will see how we use
people - how we use our husbands and wives, or groups, or
nationalities - to escape from ourselves. We seek comfort in
relationship. Such a search for comfort in relationship brings
certain experiences and to those experiences we cling. Also, to
escape from ourselves, knowledge becomes extraordinarily
important; but knowledge is obviously not the way to reality. Mind
must be completely empty and still, for reality to come into being.
But a mind that is rattling around with knowledge, addicted to
ideas and beliefs, ever chattering, is incapable of receiving that
which is. Similarly, if we seek comfort in relationship, then
relationship is an avoidance of ourselves. After all, in relationship
we want comfort, we want something to lean on, we want support,
we want to be loved, we want to be possessed - which all indicates
the poverty of our own being. Similarly our desire for property, for
name, for titles, for possessions, indicates that inward
insufficiency.

When one realizes that this is not the way to reality, then one
comes to that state when the mind is no longer seeking comfort,
when the mind is completely content with what is - which does not
mean stagnation. In the flight from what is, there is death; in the
recognition and awareness of what is, there is life. So, experience
based on conditioning, the experience of a belief, which is the
result of escape from ourselves, and the experience of relationship
- these become a hindrance, a block; they cover up our
insufficiencies. And it is only when we recognise that these things
are an escape, and therefore see their true value - only then is there
a possibility of remaining quiet, still, in that emptiness, in that
loneliness. And when the mind is very quiet, neither accepting nor
rejecting, being passively aware of that which is - then there is a
possibility for that immeasurable reality to be.
Question: Is there, or is there not, a Divine Plan? What is the
sense of our striving if there is not one?
Krishnamurti: Why do we strive? And what are we striving
after? What would happen if we did not strive? Would we stagnate
and decay? What is this constant striving to be something? What
does this strife, this effort, indicate? And, does understanding come
through effort, through striving? One is constantly striving to
become better, to change oneself, to fit oneself to a certain pattern,
to become something - from the clerk to the manager, from the
manager to the divine. And, does this striving bring understanding?
I think the question of effort should really be understood. What
is it that is making the effort, and what do we mean by "the will to
be"? We make an effort, do we not?, in order to achieve a result, in
order to become better, in order to be more virtuous, or less of

Something else. There is this constant battle going on in us
between positive and negative desires, one superseding the other,
one desire controlling the other - only we call it the higher and the
lower self. But, obviously, it is still desire. You can place it at any
level, and give it a different name; it is still desire, a craving to be
something. There is also the constant strife within oneself and with
others, with society.
Now, does this conflict of desires bring understanding? Does
the conflict of opposites, the want and the non-want, bring
clarification? And is there understanding in the struggle to
approximate ourselves to an idea? So, the problem is not the strife,
the struggle, or what would happen if we did not struggle, if we did
not make an effort, if we did not strive to be something,
psychologically as well as outwardly; the problem is, how does
understanding come into being? Because, when once there is
understanding, there is no strife. What you understand, of that you
are free.
How does understanding come into being? I do not know if you
have ever noticed that the more you struggle to understand, the less
you understand any problem. But, the moment you cease to
struggle and let the problem tell you the whole story, give all its
significance - then there is understanding; which means, obviously,
that to understand, the mind must be quiet. The mind must be
choicelessly, passively, aware; and in that state, there is
understanding of the many problems of our life.
The questioner wants to know if there is, or if there is not, a
Divine Plan. I do not know what you mean by a "Divine Plan." But
we do know, do we not?, that we are in sorrow, that we are in

confusion, that confusion and sorrow are ever on the increase,
socially, psychologically, individually and collectively. It is what
we have made of this world. Whether there is a Divine Plan or not,
is not important at all. But what is important is, to understand the
confusion in which we live, outwardly as well as inwardly. And to
understand that confusion, we must begin, obviously, with
ourselves - because we are confusion; it is we who have produced
this outward confusion in the world. And to clear up that
confusion, we must begin with ourselves; because, what we are,
the world is.
Now, you will say, "Well, it will take a very long time in this
way to bring about order in the world." I'm not at all sure that you
are right; because, after all, it's one or two who are very clear, who
understand, that bring about a revolution, a change. But we are
lazy, you see; that is the difficulty. We want others to change, we
want circumstances to change, we want the Government to order
our lives, or some miracle to take place that will transform us. And
so, we abide with confusion.
So, what is really important, is not to inquire if there is or if
there is not a Divine Plan; because, over that you will waste
speculative hours, proving that there is or there is not. That
becomes a game for the propagandists. But what is important, is
really to free oneself from confusion; and that does not take a long
period of time. What is essential is to see that one is confused, that
all activity, all action which springs from confusion, must be
confused also. It's like a confused person seeking a leader: his
leader must also be confused. So, what is essential, is to see that
one is confused, and not try to escape from it, not try to find

explanations for it: be passively, choicelessly, aware. And then you
will see, that quite a different action springs from that passive
awareness; because, if you make an effort to clarify the state of
confusion, what you create will still be confused. But, if you are
aware of yourself, choicelessly, passively aware, then that
confusion unfolds, and fades away.
You will see, if you will experiment with this - and it will not
take a long period of time, because time is not involved in it at all that clarification comes into being. But you must give your whole
attention, your whole interest, to it. And I am not at all sure that
most of us do not like to be confused - because in the state of
confusion you need not act. And so we are satisfied with the
confusion; because, to understand confusion, demands action
which is not the pursuit of an ideal or an ideation.
So, the question whether there is, or whether there is not, a
Divine Plan, is irrelevant. We have to understand ourselves and the
world we have created: the misery, the confusion, the conflict, the
wars, the divisions, the exploitations. All that is the result of
ourselves in relationship with others. And if we can understand
ourselves in relationship with others, if we can see how we use
others, how we try to escape from ourselves through people,
through property, through knowledge and therefore give immense
significance to relationship, to property, to knowledge - if we can
see all that, be aware of it passively, then we shall be free from that
background which we are. Then only is there a possibility of
finding out what is. But, to spend hours speculating whether there
is a Divine Plan or not, striving to find out about it, lecturing about
it, seems to me so infantile. For, peace does not come into being

through conformity to any plan, whether the plan is left, right, or
divine. Conformity is mere suppression, and in suppression there is
fear. Only in understanding can there be peace and tranquillity; and
in that tranquillity, reality comes into being.
Question: Does understanding come to one suddenly, unrelated
to past effort and experience?
Krishnamurti: What do we mean by past experience? How do
you experience a challenge? After all, life is a process of challenge
and response, is it not? - the challenge always being new,
otherwise it is not a challenge. And our response is inevitably the
outcome of the background, of our conditioning. So, the response,
if it is not adequate, full, complete with regard to the challenge,
must create friction, must create conflict. It is this conflict between
the challenge and the response that we call experience. I do not
know if you have ever noticed that, if your response to the
challenge is complete, there is only a state of experiencing, not the
remembrance of an experience. But, when the response is not
adequate to the challenge, then we cling to the memory of the
experience.
It is not so difficult; don't be so puzzled. Let us explore it a little
more, and you will see. As I said, life is a process of challenge and
response - at all levels, not at one particular level; and as long as
that response is not adequate to the challenge, there must be
conflict. Surely, that is obvious. And conflict invariably prevents
understanding. Through conflict, one cannot understand any
problem, can one? If I am constantly quarrelling with my
neighbour, with my wife, with my associates, it is not possible to
understand that relationship. It is possible to understand only when

there is no conflict.
And does understanding come suddenly? That is, can conflict
cease suddenly? Or, must one go through innumerable conflicts,
understanding each conflict, and then be free of all conflict? That
is, to put the problem differently, behind this question I'm sure
there is another question: "Since you have been through the various
fogs, confusions, conflicts, belief in Masters, in reincarnation, the
various societies, and so on and so on, must I not also go through
them? Since you have been through certain phases, must I not also
go through those phases, in order to be free?" That is, must we not
all experience confusion, in order to be free of confusion?
So, the problem is, is it not?, does understanding come through
following or accepting certain patterns, and living through those
patterns in order to be free? Say, for example, at one time you
believed in certain ideas; but now, you have pushed them aside,
you are free and have understanding. And I come along and see
that you have lived through certain beliefs, and have pushed them
aside and gained understanding. So I say to myself, "I will also
follow those beliefs, or accept those beliefs, and eventually I will
come to understanding." Surely, that is a wrong process, is it not?
What is important is to understand. Is understanding a matter of
time? Surely not. If you are interested in something, there is no
question of time. Your whole being is there, concentrated,
completely absorbed in that thing. And it is only when you want to
gain a result that the question of time comes in. So, if you treat
understanding as an end to be gained, then you require time, then
you talk about "immediate" or "postponed." But, understanding,
surely is not an end-process. Understanding comes when you are

quiet, when the mind is still. And if you see the necessity of the
mind being still, then immediately there is understanding.
Question: What, according to you, is true meditation?
Krishnamurti: Now, what is the purpose of meditation? And
what do we mean by meditation? I do not know if you have
meditated; so, let us experiment together to find out what is true
meditation. Don't listen merely to my expression of it; but together
we'll find out and experience what is true meditation. Because,
meditation is important, isn't it? If you do not know what is right
meditation, there is no self-knowledge; and without knowing
yourself, meditation has no meaning. To sit in a corner or walk
about in the garden or in the street, and try to meditate, has no
meaning. That only leads to a peculiar concentration, which is
exclusion. I'm sure some of you have tried all those methods. That
is, you try to concentrate on a particular object, try to force the
mind, when it is wandering all over the place, to be concentrated;
and when that fails, you pray.
So, if one really wants to understand what is right meditation,
one must find out what are the false things which we have called
meditation. Obviously, concentration is not meditation - because, if
you observe, in the process of concentration there is exclusion, and
therefore there is distraction. You are trying to concentrate on
something, and your mind is wandering off towards something
else; and there is this constant battle going on to be fixed on one
point while the mind refuses and wanders off. And so we spend
years trying to concentrate, to learn concentration, which is
mistakenly called meditation.
Then there is the question of prayer. Prayer obviously produces

results, other- wise millions wouldn't pray. And in praying,
obviously the mind is made quiet; by constant repetition of certain
phrases, the mind does become quiet. And in that quietness there is
a certain intimation, certain perceptions, certain responses. But that
is still a part of the trick of the mind - because, after all, through a
form of mesmerism you can make the mind very quiet. And in that
quietness there are certain hidden responses arising from the
unconscious and from outside the consciousness. But, it is still a
state in which there is no understanding.
And, meditation is not devotion - devotion to an idea to a
picture, to a principle; because, the things of the mind are still
idolatrous. One may not worship a statue, considering it idolatrous
and silly, superstitious; but one does worship, as most people do,
the things of the mind: and that is also idolatrous. And, to be
devoted to a picture or an idea, to a Master, is not meditation.
Obviously, it's a form of escape from oneself. It's a very
comforting escape, but it's still an escape.
And this constant striving to become virtuous, to acquire virtue
through discipline, through careful examination of oneself and so
on, is obviously not meditation either. Most of us are caught in
these processes; and since they do not give understanding of
ourselves, they are not the way of right meditation. After all,
without understanding yourself, what basis have you for right
thinking? All that you will do, without that understanding of
yourself, is to conform to the background, to the response of your
conditioning. And such response to the conditioning is not
meditation. But to be aware of those responses, that is, to be aware
of the movements of thought and feeling, without any sense of

condemnation, so that the movements of the self, the ways of the
self, are completely understood - that way is the way of right
meditation.
Meditation is not a withdrawal from life. Meditation is a process
of understanding oneself. And when one begins to understand
oneself, not only the conscious but all the hidden parts of oneself
as well, then there comes tranquillity. A mind that is made still,
through meditation, through compulsion, through conformity, is
not still. It is a stagnant mind. It is not a mind that is alert, passive,
capable of creative receptivity. Meditation demands constant
watchfulness, constant awareness of every word, every thought and
feeling, which reveals the state of our own being, the hidden as
well as the superficial; and as that is arduous, we escape into every
kind of comforting, deceptive thing, and call it meditation.
If one can see that self-knowledge is the beginning of
meditation, then the problem becomes extraordinarily interesting
and vital. Because, after all, if there is no self-knowledge, you may
practise what you call meditation and still be attached to your
principles, to your family, to your property; or, giving up your
property, you may be attached to an idea and be so concentrated on
it that you create more and more of that idea. Surely, that is not
meditation. So, self-knowledge is the beginning of meditation;
without self-knowledge there is no meditation. And as one goes
deeper into the question of self-knowledge not only does the upper
mind become tranquil quiet, but the different layers of the hidden
are revealed. When the superficial mind is quiet, then the
unconscious, the hidden layers of consciousness project
themselves; they reveal their content, they give their intimations;

so that the whole process of one's being is completely understood.
So, the mind becomes extremely quiet - is quiet. It is not made
quiet, it is not compelled to be quiet by a reward, by fear. Then
there is a silence in which reality comes into being. But that silence
is not Christian silence, or Hindu silence, or Buddhist silence. That
silence is silence, not named. Therefore, if you follow the path of
Christian silence or Hindu or Buddhist, you will never be silent.
Therefore, a man who would find reality must abandon his
condition completely - whether Christian, Hindu, Buddhist or of
any other group. Merely to strengthen the background through
meditation through conformity brings about stagnation of the mind,
dullness of the mind; and I'm not at all sure that's not what most of
us want - because it's so much easier to create a pattern and follow
it. But to be free of the background demands constant watchfulness
in relationship.
And, when once that silence is, then there is an extraordinary
creative state - not that you must write poems, paint pictures: you
may or you may not. But that silence is not to be pursued, copied,
imitated - then it ceases to be silence. You cannot come to it
through any path. It comes into being, only when the ways of the
self are understood, and the self, with all its activities and mischief,
comes to an end. That is, when the mind ceases to create, then
there is creation. Therefore, the mind must become simple, must
become quiet, must be quiet - the "must" is wrong: to say the mind
must be quiet, implies compulsion. And the mind is quiet only
when the whole process of the self has come to an end. When all
the ways of the self are understood, and therefore the activities of
the self have come to an end - then only is there silence. That

silence is true meditation; and in that silence the eternal comes into
being.
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It must seem very difficult for most of us to bring about a real
transformation within ourselves. We see the necessity of real, deep,
radical revolution, both inwardly and in outward things; and it is
obvious that this transformation should be, not momentary, but
constant. We want to bring about changes in the world - economic
changes, social changes, and so on; but it seems to me, that one
cannot really bring about a significant outward change, unless there
is a radical psychological revolution, transformation. For the inner,
surely, always overcomes the outer. What one is, that one creates
outwardly. And unless this transformation takes place mere
outward reforms, outward changes, however carefully worked out
will inevitably fail, because the thing that is missing, is this inward
revolution, this inward transformation.
And how is this inner transformation to be brought about? If we
can really discuss it this morning, we may see that it is not so
impossible, that it is not just for the few, but for those who are
really serious and earnest. And what do we mean by this
revolution, by this transformation within? Because if there is no
inner transformation, one can see that whatever one may do
outwardly, whatever social reforms one may bring about will
inevitably fail. Unless the inner motives, desires, impulses, are
understood, they overpower the outward structure.
So, it is essential to begin within oneself, to bring about the
transformation in one's own attitude, actions and direction. That
transformation, surely, must begin with self-knowledge; because

without self-knowledge, there can be no radical revolution.
Revolution is not according to an idea, according to a pattern; then,
it is not a revolution - it is merely a modified continuity. But, if one
can understand the psychological process of oneself, the inward
demands, pursuits, fears, ambitions, hopes; and if one can go
through the whole process of them - then it is possible to bring
about a transformation. And therefore it is necessary, surely, to
understand oneself, before one can bring about a transformation,
outwardly or inwardly.
Now, this study of oneself cannot take place without
understanding relationship. And as I've been saying over and over
again, it is only in relationship that one begins to see the ways of
the self - the self at whatever level one may place it; because,
relationship is the fundamental issue, is it not? Without
understanding relationship, the relationship between yourself and
another, and without bringing about a radical transformation there,
mere attempts at social revolution will inevitably fail because our
whole existence is based on relationship - the relationship between
yourself and your wife, between yourself and your neighbour, and
therefore the relationships of society as a whole. It is there that
there must be transformation. And, there cannot be transformation
in relationship if the self is not fully investigated and understood because the self is obviously the source of all conflict. One may
give full expression to that self, thinking that it is the only thing
one has; but it will invariably bring conflict and confusion in
relationship. And it is only in understanding relationship that there
can be transformation. So, transformation must surely begin with
relationship, and not merely with the trimming of outward

circumstances.
So, the problem of transformation, that is, of complete inward
revolution, is not so difficult. It comes about only in understanding
relationship; because relationship is the mirror in which I discover
myself in action. And without understanding the total process of
myself, there can be no radical revolution. So, in the unfolding of
relationship, I begin to discover myself - not only at the superficial
level, but at the deeper levels as well. Surely, one can begin there,
can one not? One can begin to watch oneself constantly, to observe
the sense of possessiveness, the sense of domination, which
expresses itself outwardly, in your office and at home.
And why is there this sense of possession in relationship?
Obviously, if we did not possess the person whom we say we love,
we would feel frustrated, we would be at a loss, we would be faced
with ourselves and our own emptiness, our own loneliness. So, we
begin to possess, we begin to dominate, and are thereby caught in
jealousy. So, in relationship we begin to discover ourselves; but, in
possessing, in dominating another, that relationship does not unfold
itself, does not uncover the process of ourselves.
Most of us do not want to know ourselves. But that is the first
necessity, is it not?, if we are to understand ourselves. Most of us
are afraid to know, afraid to discover, what we are - the ugly and
the beautiful - whatever it is. So, we run away from it and use
relationship as a means of comfort, as a means of security; and
therefore, we never understand ourselves. The self is a closed door
when we seek comfort in relationship. And it is this desire for
comfort from which arise all the complications of relationship domination, jealousy, differentiation, loving one, more than

another, trying to make love impersonal, trying to be detached, and
so on. There can be transformation only in the understanding of
oneself. Only then is it possible to have a still mind - a mind that is
not made still, but is still, through comprehension.
So, what is important is the intention to discover in relationship
what is, what exactly is. And in understanding what is, without
condemnation, without justification, one can go beyond it. It is this
capacity to look clearly at what is - jealousy, ambition, greed, or
whatever is discovered through relationship; it is this capacity to
look at it, to be with it, without any sense of condemnation or
suppression, without any sense of escape, that makes it possible to
go beyond what is. And it is only then that there can be radical
transformation.
Therefore, virtue is that state which comes into being, when
what is, is transcended. But the transcending, the going beyond
what is, cannot take place, if there is effort to be something. After
all, that is what we are all trying to do, is it not? We all want to be
something - more virtuous, more religious; we want to come nearer
to the truth, or we are ambitious, worldly, and so on. We want to be
something. We want to have greater understanding, greater
happiness, greater wisdom. The very wanting to be something, is
the denial of that which is. If I want to be something, I'm not
understanding what I am. To understand what I am, this desire to
be something, this desire to become, must be understood. Why do
we want to be other than we are? If I do not make an effort to be
something, will that lead to contentment, that false, respectable
stagnation? Is that the reason why we want to be something? Or, is
it because we do not face what we are, therefore, it is a process of

escape from what is? - this constant desire to be something, with
all its turmoil, confusion, struggle, effort, is an escape from what
is, an escape from ourselves. And as long as we do not understand
ourselves, and merely escape from what is, we only create greater
conflict, greater misery. And if we can see that, see the futility of
becoming something, of trying to achieve something
psychologically then there comes a contentment with what is. It is
only then, that there is no struggle with what is, trying to make it
into something else: then it is possible to understand it. But, as long
as we are trying to modify, to change what is, then there is no
going beyond it. To discover what is, to be content with what is, is
not stagnation: on the contrary, to be content with what is, is the
most effective action; it does not bring confusion, it does not create
enmity. There is so much enmity and confusion in the world, so
much misery; and if we desire to bring about a radical
transformation there, we must begin with ourselves, begin to
understand what is, live with it, look at it without any sense of
trying to sublimate, to change, to modify it. And that is not
possible when we merely discard what is by giving it a name;
because, the very naming of it is a process of condemnation or
acceptance. But, when we do not name what is, it is transformed;
and with that transformation there comes contentment - not the
contentment of acquisition, not the contentment of having or
possessing, or achieving a result, but the contentment that comes
when there is no conflict; because it is conflict that creates
discontent. And conflict is not creative, it cannot bring
understanding. Conflict is unnecessary in life; and conflict comes
to an end only when we can understand what is.

The understanding of what is, comes with freedom from the
whole background of condemnation, justification, or identification.
And as we discussed the other day, condemnation arises only when
there is the analyzer, the examiner, the observer. But, the observer
and the observed are a joint phenomenon; and that unification, that
integration between the observer and the observed, takes place only
when there is no sense of condemnation, justification or
identification - that is, when there is freedom from the background,
which is the I, the me, the mine. It is only when there is that
freedom from the background that there is a possibility of
responding to the challenge anew. Life is a process of challenge
and response, and whenever the response is inadequate, there is
conflict; and the inadequacy of the response can be removed only
through understanding the process of relationship. And as we
understand more and more the process of relationship, which is the
process of myself in action, there is a possibility of the mind being
still. A mind that is not still - whether it is pursuing knowledge, or
greed, or becoming something now or in the hereafter - such a
mind is incapable, obviously, of discovering; because there must
be freedom to discover. And as long as the mind is trying to be
something, there can be no discovery. It is only in freedom that
there can be discovery, and freedom is virtue; because virtue gives
freedom. But to strive to be virtuous, is not freedom; it is another
form of becoming, which is self-expansion.
So, virtue is the denial of becoming; and that denial takes place
only with the understanding of what is. And when there is this
radical transformation, through self-knowledge, then there is a
possibility of creative living. For, truth is not something to be

achieved, it is not an end; it is not something to be gained. It comes
into being from moment to moment. it is not a result of
accumulated, stored up knowledge, which is merely memory,
conditioning, experience. But truth comes into being from moment
to moment, when the mind is capable of being free from all
accumulations. For, the accumulator is the self: the self that
gathers, in order to assert, to dominate, to expand, to self-fulfil.
Only with the freedom of the self does truth come into being - not
as a continuous process, but to be discovered from moment to
moment. Therefore, to discover, the mind must be fresh, alert, and
still.
Question: In what way can I help you in your work?
Krishnamurti: Is it my work, or your work? If it is my work,
then you will become propagandists. And those who do
propaganda are incapable of telling the truth; because they are
merely repetitive machines, not knowing what they are saying.
They may know the clever expressions, the slogans, the cliches;
but they can never discover what is true. And most of us are
directed by the propagandists; because we live mostly by words,
without much content. We accept words so easily - words like
democracy, peace, communist, God, or soul. We never look into
these things. We never go beyond the transitory sensations these
words evoke. And so, if you are merely a propagandist, or live by
propaganda, then you cannot find that which is eternal. And
without discovery of truth, life becomes tedious, painful.
So, you are not doing my work, you are not helping me. But
what you are doing in all this is discovering yourself as you are,
understanding yourself; because, without understanding yourself,

there is no basis for action, there is no basis for right thinking. So,
you are not helping me in my work, but understanding yourself.
And whatever you understand of yourself, that, for the time being,
is the truth. And that can be discovered only in daily relationship and in the relationship between you and me as I talk and you listen,
and how you listen. If you listen with prejudice, if you listen with
your own background with all your condemnations, prejudices, for
or against, then you are not listening: you and I have no
relationship. But if you listen to find out about yourself, to discover
yourself in relationship, then it's your work, and not my work.
Then, since you are seeking truth, you will not be a mere
propagandist. Then you are not concerned with convincing another
trying to convert another to your particular form of belief, trying to
reform another, trying to bring another to your particular group, to
your particular society Then you, with your belief, are not
important. But, the man with the belief, he is important, because
the belief with which he is identified gives him importance. The
man who is seeking real self-knowledge is not enclosed by belief;
he is not hedged about by any society, any organization, by any
religion. Therefore, there is no question of your work and my
work. What is important, is to discover truth; and the discovery of
truth is not yours or mine.
So, since it is not my work, but your own, it is important how
you deal with it, how you approach the whole structure of your life.
That is what we are discussing - to see it, to see the structure of
your being, and thereby bring about a transformation. The very
perception of what is, brings a radical transformation. But if you
are listening in order to conform to what I am saying, then you will

be a mere propagandist, then you will be a believer: you will create
enmity and contention. And, God knows, there are enough groups,
beliefs, in the world, all contending with each other, fighting with
each other, for money for membership, and all that nonsense. But
the man who is seeking self - knowledge will not create enmity,
because he is honest, he is true to himself, he is true to what is.
But, what is important in this question is, to cease to be a
propagandist, and to experience directly - not through a book, not
through another, not through your own particular illusions and
deceptions, but - to experience the truth directly for yourself from
moment to moment. And such perception of truth is the liberating
process. It brings joy to life, it brings clarity, an intensity that does
not depend on moods. Therefore. it is your work, and that work
begin; with self-knowledge. Question: Is all activity an escape? Is
the service of humanity in its greatest need also an escape? Is not
individual creative expression a true way of resolving conflict
within oneself?
Krishnamurti: What do we mean by activity and escape? Surely
those of us who are at all aware, know that we are extraordinarily
dull, extraordinarily empty. We have plenty of knowledge of what
others say, of what others have written. We read, we listen, we try
to copy, to imitate. But in ourselves we are as nothing. We are
empty, insufficient, poor, lonely, driven like a leaf. And to escape
from that, that sense of enormous fear, that gnawing anxiety of
loneliness, we do all kinds of things we indulge in all kinds of
activities, religious, political, scientific, and so on. And this escape
from ourselves is called activity. Is it activity? It is movement, it is
agitation, it is something to do; because, if you are left to yourself,

you will be aware of that loneliness. So, you turn on the radio, or
you pick up a book, or you run after somebody, or cry when that
somebody leaves, or dies because you are left with yourself.
So, without understanding that emptiness, going through with it,
understanding it fully, completely, how can you help humanity?
What is humanity? Yourself and another, is it not? - you and your
wife, you and your neighbour, the immediate world in which you
live; not the Russian world, or the Indian world, but the world you
live in. If there is no understanding there, if there is conflict,
misery, strife, jealousy, envy there, how can you help humanity at
large? It has no meaning, has it? It is merely a phrase of the
exploiter, of the lecturer.
So, without understanding yourself, without observing all your
activities - the escapes, the process of covering up your own
ugliness, your own poverty, your own strife: the pursuit of the
Master, the pursuit of virtue - any of these activities must lead to
confusion and enmity. So, all activity becomes an escape, without
understanding yourself. But, the understanding of yourself does not
come through isolation, through cessation of activity. Activity is
obviously relationship, action is relationship; and if whatever you
discover in that action is shunned, put away, suppressed, avoided,
then such activity is bound to create mischief and misery. But if in
action, which is relationship, you discover what you are - the
pettiness, the shallowness, the snobbishness, the sense of
domination, and so on - and be with what you are, then out of that
comes action which is entirely different from the activity of escape.
Then, that action is releasing. creative. That action is not the
outcome of a self - enclosing movement.

And the questioner wants to know if individual creative
expression is not a way of resolving the individual conflict. That is,
if you have a conflict, go and paint and forget it, release yourself
through colour, through action, write a poem, go out for a walk,
listen to a concert, pick up a book, go to church, think of the
Master, serve humanity - do something. Will that put an end to
conflict? Will that resolve the struggle, the pain? You may, as a
scientist, be creative in your room, in your laboratory. Or you may
paint creatively. But will that resolve your conflict? You may, at
that moment of creative expression, escape from or put aside your
conflict. But. the moment your work is finished, you are back again
where you were, are you not? You may be a scientist, but, the
moment you leave your laboratory, you are an ordinary human
being, are you not? with your prejudices, with your nationalism,
with your pettiness, your ambition, and all the rest of it. Similarly,
you may have moments of creative understanding, creative
expression - and then you paint. But the moment you stop painting,
you are back with yourself.
Surely, no action will help to put an end to conflict, no activity
of any kind will resolve conflict. What resolves conflict, is to be
the conflict, completely; and you cannot be directly in relationship
with conflict if you are trying to escape from it. And one of the
many ways of escaping is to condemn it, to justify it, to suppress it,
to sublimate it, to find a substitute for it. But, if we do not do any
of these things, but merely live with it, be passively aware,
choicelessly aware of conflict, then the conflict itself will unfold its
meaning, it will reveal its content; and only when the content of
conflict is revealed, is there freedom from conflict.

Therefore, a mind that is escaping, is incapable of looking at
what is, with tranquillity. You may place that escape at any level whether it be drink, a temple, knowledge, or sensation. As long as
activity is merely an escape from what is, it must breed contention
and enmity. But, if there is the understanding of what is. then there
is liberation, which brings its own action; and that action is entirely
different from the activity of escape.
Question: No matter what you say, there are, and there have to
be leaders, guides, Masters, teachers. You yourself are one of
them. What is your purpose in denying this obvious fact, and
creating a new conflict in us?
Krishnamurti: Whether there are leaders, guides, Masters and
teachers, is not important; but what is important is, why you need
them. If we begin to discuss whether there are, or there are not
Masters, guides and teachers, we shall be lost in opinion and in socalled experience - which is really a self-projected reaction. But it
is important, is it not?, to find out why you demand leaders, why
you follow teachers why you worship Masters, why you obey
gurus or guides. So, if you can find out why you want them, why
you need them, then the problem can be tackled.
You need them, you'll say, because you are confused: you do
not know in what direction to go. You need a refuge, a comfort, a
crutch, somebody to lean on; you need the glorified father, the
glorified mother; you want somebody to tell you what to do, give
you a pattern for action, a code; someone to encourage you, to tell
you how wonderful you are, or that you are making progress. This
all resolves itself into a very simple fact: that you are in conflict
and confusion, you are in misery and strife, in hopeless

unhappiness, caught in the everyday routine of boring relationship.
So, either you create a romantic world of Masters, teachers, a
romantic world of super-knowledge; or, because you are confused,
you want someone to help you to clear up the confusion.
So, in other words, you are confused. miserable, and you want
help from someone to clarify that confusion. And what do you do?
When, out of your confusion, you choose a leader, a guru, or a
Master, that leader, that guru, that Master, must also be confused.
Do you choose when there is clarity? If you are clear, there is no
choice; there is no question of demanding, asking, looking for a
guide. It is only when you are confused, that you look for a guide
for a teacher - not when you are happy, not when you are joyous,
not when you have completely forgotten yourself. It is only when
you are with yourself with your miseries, conflicts, and want to
escape - only then do you look for a guide, and out of your
confusion, you choose. Therefore, what you have chosen, must
also be confused. Therefore, your leaders are confused, whether
political or religious.
So, you want someone to help you out of your confusion. In
other words, you want to run away from your confusion. And those
who give you the means of escape, you worship, you make leaders
of. And what you have made, the confusion that you have created,
is the outcome of yourself, the outcome of your environment, of
your background, of your education, of your social and
environmental influences. So, since you are yourself the cause of
all this confusion, it is no good going away, seeking somebody to
help you. You have to clear it up yourself. And as that is a painful
task, you want to be romantic, sentimental. So you chase the gurus,

the Masters, and create contention between the believer and the
non-believer. Whereas, to be aware of your confusion, see all its
intricacies, its subtleties its structure; to understand who creates the
confusion: confusion with regard to things, to property, to
possessions; confusion with regard to people, to relationships;
confusion with regard to ideas, what to believe and what not to
believe, what is true and what is false - to be aware of all this
process, not only at the superficial level of the mind but also in the
hidden depths, demands great alertness, great watchfulness. It does
not demand any teacher, including myself. On the contrary, any
teacher whom you choose will deceive you, because you want to
be deceived. But what is important is, to watch this process of
confusion to be aware of it in your relationships. In the very
awareness of what is, in the very awareness of this process of
confusion, there is freedom.
Since it is our problem, yours and mine, you and I must clear it
up, and not another. We have to be a light unto ourselves, not seek
light from another. We are not candles to be lit by any saviour. We
have created this confusion in the world, which is the outcome of
our own confusion, and we cannot clear it up, save through
understanding ourselves. To understand ourselves, we do not need
a Master. The Master will lead you astray - because the Master
whom you choose is self-projected. To clear up this confusion, you
have to observe yourself in relationship, which is action; you have
to be aware of yourself in relationship, in action from moment to
moment, watching every word, every thought, every feeling,
without any distortion, without any condemnation, looking at it
simply, as you look at a child you love and wish to understand.

Then there is freedom. Then you are no longer creating confusion.
Confusion arises only as long as there is a centre - the centre of me
and mine, of accumulated memories, experiences, frustrations and
fears. And when that centre does not exist, what need is there for a
teacher, a Master, a guide?
What is important is, not who is the teacher and who is the
guide, but to understand ourselves, for that brings about happiness,
that brings creative joy. And that joy, that bliss, is not a thing that
you can learn from a Master. You can learn the words, you can
learn the technique; but the technique is not the thing, the word is
not the real. Through a technique you cannot experience.
Experiencing is a state in which the me is non-existent. The me is
the technique; the me is the way through which we achieve a
result, a gain, or through which we deny; and the me can never be
in that state of experiencing. After all, when you are experiencing
something, there is no consciousness of the me. But the me exists
as long as there is the consciousness of the centre, demanding,
denying, and creating confusion. That consciousness is a state of
experience, in which there is naming and recording. But if there is
no recorder as the me, there is only the state of experiencing; and
that experiencing of the real cannot take place without selfknowledge. Without knowing yourself, to follow another - it does
not matter who it is, whether a political or a religious leader - leads
to illusion, to destruction, to misery.
So, what is important is, not to find out why you have created
the leaders, the Masters, whether they exist or do not exist, whether
their existence is factual or not: but, why you follow them, why
you listen, why you worship. You deny idolatry; and yet this is a

form of idolatry. You deny the idols made by the hand, the craven
image; but the image carved by the mind, you worship. They are
all escapes from your own poverty, your own insufficiency, your
own misery; and you can understand that conflict. only when you
confront yourself in relationship, which is action.
Question: What is true simplicity?
Krishnamurti: To understand a question of this kind, we must
not only consider it at the verbal level, but also experience it
directly. Perhaps we can experiment, at least for a few minutes,
with this question. Though I shall be talking about it verbally
giving it an expression in order to communicate, we can still find
out what is true simplicity and experience it. It is the experiencing
that is of vital importance, not the mere listening to words,.
So, what is true simplicity? Obviously, to find that out we must
approach it negatively; because our minds are stuffed with positive
conceptions of what it is, according to the dictionary, to the Bible,
to the religious books and so on. But, that is merely imitation,
merely approximation. That is not simplicity. There is one obvious
fact: that a mind that is crowded with conclusions is not a simple
mind. Therefore, we can understand it only through the negative
process.
So, simplicity does not begin with the loincloth, possessing only
a few essential things, obviously does not indicate simplicity.
Renunciation and its effect, which is pride, is not simplicity. There
is no simplicity as long as the mind is trying to achieve a result, as
long as the mind is becoming something. as long as the mind is
caught in effort negatively or positively - to be, or not to be. We
seem to think simplicity consists mostly in having few possessions.

Few possessions are convenient, that is all; if you want to travel,
you have to travel lightly. But it's not a virtue; it doesn't make you
simple.
Simplicity is for the mind to be free from belief, to be free from
the struggle of becoming, to remain with what is. And a mind that
is crowded with beliefs, struggles, effort, pursuing virtue, is not a
simple mind. But unfortunately, we worship the outward
expression of simplicity; because we have so crowded our life with
things, with properties, with furniture, books, clothes, we worship
anybody who denies all that; we think he is a marvellously simple
person, a saint. Surely, that is not simplicity. Simplicity comes
when the self is absent. and the self is, when there is the desire to
be, positively or negatively; and the desire to be, creates
complexity, confusion. So out of fear, we deny this confusion, this
complexity and pain, by worshipping the simple expression of
having few things. Surely, the man who has given up the world,
but who lives in the world of ideas and beliefs, of hidden pursuits
and secret ambitions. who is burning with his own desires, is not a
simple person; he is not a saint. There is simplicity, only when
there is no desire to be something, positively or negatively. then
the me is absent, it is not identified with anything - with a nation,
with a group, with a particular ideology or religious dogma. When
that me is totally absent, then there is simplicity which expresses
itself in the world of action. But to copy, to imitate, to try to have
few things, and be crowded in our minds with ideas, beliefs,
desires, passions - such a life is not the simple life.
So, simplicity comes into being, only with the process of
understanding the complex me, the structure of myself. The more I

understand what is, and the wider and deeper that understanding.
the greater the freedom from conflict, from misery. And it is this
freedom that brings simplicity. Then the mind is quiet; the mind is
no longer crowded. pursuing. And as the pool is tranquil, so the
mind is quiet when the whole process of effort is understood. And
with the quietness of the mind, the timeless comes into being. That
which is causeless, is simple; and the causeless is the true. It cannot
be invented by you; because your inventions, your fabrications of
the true, have causation. But that which is true has no causation.
God has no cause: it is. And for that state to be, the mind must be
extraordinarily simple - not regimented, not disciplined, which is
not simplicity, which is merely bondage. When the mind is simple,
that which is a blessing comes into being.
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I think it is very important that we should be most earnest. Those
who come to these gatherings, those who go to various meetings of
this kind, think they are very earnest and serious. But I would like
to find out what we mean by being earnest, by being serious. Is it
earnestness, does it show seriousness, if we go from one lecturer or
talker to another, from one leader to another, from one teacher to
another; if we go to different groups, or pass through different
organizations, in search of something? So, before we begin to find
out what it is to be earnest, surely we must find out what it is that
we are seeking.
What is it that most of us are seeking? What is it that each one
of us wants? Especially in this restless world, where everybody is
trying to find some kind of peace, some kind of happiness, a
refuge, surely it is important to find out, isn't it?, what it is that we
are trying to seek, what it is that we are trying to discover.
Probably most of us are seeking some kind of happiness, some
kind of peace; in a world that is ridden with turmoil, wars,
contention, strife, we want a refuge, where there can be some
peace. I think that is what most of us want. And so we pursue, go
from one leader to another, from one religious organization to
another, from one teacher to another.
Now, is it that we are seeking happiness, or is it that we are
seeking gratification of some kind, from which we hope to derive
happiness? Surely, there is a difference between happiness and
gratification. Can you seek happiness? perhaps you can find
gratification; but, surely, you cannot find happiness. Happiness is

derivative, surely; it is a by-product of something else. So, before
we give our minds and hearts to something which demands a great
deal of earnestness, attention, thought, care, we must find out, must
we not?, what it is that we are seeking; whether it is happiness, or
gratification. I am afraid most of us are seeking gratification. We
want to be gratified, we want to find a sense of fullness at the end
of our search.
Now, can you seek anything? Why do you come to these
meetings? Why are you all sitting here and listening to me? It
would be very interesting to find out why you are listening, why
you take the trouble to come from long distances on a hot day, and
listen. And, to what are you listening? Are you trying to find a
solution for your troubles, and is that why you go from one lecturer
to another, and through various religious organizations, and read
books, and so on and on; or, are you trying to find out the cause of
all the trouble, the misery, contention and strife? Surely, that does
not demand that you should read a great deal, that you should
attend innumerable meetings, or search out teachers? What it
demands is clarity of intention, isn't it?
After all, if one is seeking peace, one can find it very easily.
One can devote oneself blindly to some kind of a cause, to an idea,
and take shelter there. Surely, that does not solve the problem.
Mere isolation in an enclosing idea is not a release from conflict.
So, we must find, must we not?, what it is, inwardly, as well as
outwardly, that each one of us wants. If we are clear on that matter,
then we don't have to go anywhere, to any teacher, to any church,
to any organization. So, our difficulty is, is it not?, to be clear in
ourselves regarding our intention. Can we be clear? And does that

clarity come through searching through trying to find out what
others say, from the highest teacher to the ordinary preacher in a
church round the corner? Have you got to go to somebody to find
out? And yet, that is what we are doing, is it not? We read
innumerable books, we attend many meetings and discuss, we join
various organizations - trying thereby to find a remedy to the
conflict, to the miseries in our lives. Or, if we don't do all that, we
think we have found; that is, we say that a particular organization,
a particular teacher, a particular book satisfies us; we have found
everything we want in that; and we remain in that, crystallized and
enclosed.
So, we have to come to the point when we ask ourselves, really
earnestly and profoundly, if peace, happiness, reality, God, or what
you will, can be given to us by someone else. Can this incessant
search, this longing, give us that extraordinary sense of reality, that
creative being, which comes when we really understand ourselves?
Does self-knowledge come through search, through following
someone else, through belonging to any particular organization,
through reading books, and so on? After all, that is the main issue,
is it not?, that as long as I do not understand myself, I have no
basis for thought, and all my search will be in vain. I can escape
into illusions, I can run away from contention, strife, struggle; I can
worship another; I can look for my salvation through somebody
else. But as long as I am ignorant of myself, as long as I am
unaware of the total process of myself, I have no basis for thought,
for affection, for action.
But that is the last thing we want: to know ourselves. Surely,
that is the only foundation on which we can build. But, before we

can build, before we can transform, before we can condemn or
destroy, we must know that which we are. So, to go out seeking,
changing teachers, gurus, practising yoga, breathing, performing
rituals, following Masters, and all the rest of it, is utterly useless, is
it not? It has no meaning, even though the very people whom we
follow may say: Study yourself. Because, what we are, the world
is. If we are petty, jealous, vain, greedy - that is what we create
about us, that is the society in which we live.
So, it seems to me, that before we set out on a journey to find
reality, to find God, before we can act, before we can have any
relationship with another, which is society, surely it is essential that
we begin to understand ourselves first. And I consider the earnest
person to be one who is completely concerned with this, first, and
not with how to arrive at a particular goal. Because, if you and I do
not understand ourselves, how can we, in action, bring about a
transformation in society, in relationship, in anything that we do?
And it does not mean, obviously, that self-knowledge is opposed
to, or isolated from, relationship. It does not mean, obviously,
emphasis on the individual, the me, as opposed to the mass, as
opposed to another. I do not know if some of you have seriously
undertaken to study yourselves, watching every word, and its
responses; watching every movement of thought and feeling - just
watching it, being conscious of your bodily responses, whether you
act from your physical centres, or whether you act from an idea;
how you respond to the world condition. I do not know if you have
ever seriously gone into this question at all. Perhaps sporadically,
as a last resort, when everything else has failed and you are bored,
some of you have tried it.

Now, without knowing yourself, without knowing your own
way of thinking, and why you think certain things, without
knowing the background of your conditioning, and why you have
certain beliefs about art and religion, about your country and your
neighbour, and about yourself, how can you think truly about
anything? Without knowing your background, without knowing the
substance of your thought and whence it comes - surely, your
search is utterly futile, your action has no meaning, has it? Whether
you are an American, or a Hindu, or what your religion is, has no
meaning either.
So, before we can find out what the end purpose of life is, what
it all means - wars, national antagonisms, conflicts, the whole mess
- surely, we must begin with ourselves, must we not? It sounds so
simple, but it is extremely difficult. Because, to follow oneself, to
see how one's thought operates, one has to be extraordinarily alert:
so that, as one begins to be more and more alert to the intricacies of
one's own thinking and responses and feelings, one begins to have
a greater awareness, not only of oneself, but of another with whom
one is in relationship. To know oneself, is to study oneself in
action, which is relationship. But, the difficulty is that we are so
impatient; we want to get on, we want to reach an end. And so we
have neither the time nor the occasion, to give ourselves the
opportunity, to study, to observe. Or, we have com- mitted
ourselves to various activities - to earning a livelihood, to rearing
children - or have taken on certain responsibilities of various
organizations; we have so committed ourselves in different ways,
that we have hardly any time for self-reflection, to observe, to
study. So, really, the responsibility of the reaction depends on

oneself, not on another. And the pursuit, as in America and all the
world over, of gurus and their systems, reading the latest books on
this and that, and so on, seems to me so utterly empty, so utterly
futile; for you may wander all over the earth, but you have to come
back to yourself. And, as most of us are totally unaware of
ourselves, it is extremely difficult to begin to see clearly the
process of our thinking and feeling and acting. And that is the thing
I am going to deal with during the weeks that are to follow in
which I am to talk.
The more you know yourself, the more clarity there is. Selfknowledge has no end - you don't come to an achievement, you
don't come to a conclusion. It is an endless river. And as one
studies it, as one goes into it more and more, one finds peace. Only
when the mind is tranquil - through self-knowledge and not
through imposed self-discipline - only then, in that tranquillity, in
that silence, can reality come into being. It is only then that there
can be bliss, that there can be creative action. And it seems to me
that without this understanding, without this experience, merely to
read books, to attend talks, to do propaganda, is so infantile - just
an activity without much meaning. Whereas, if one is able to
understand oneself, and thereby bring about that creative
happiness, that experiencing of something that is not of the mind,
then perhaps there can be a transformation in the immediate
relationship about us, and so in the world in which we live.
Question: Do I have to be at any special level of consciousness
to understand you?
Krishnamurti: To understand anything - not only what I am
saying, but to understand anything - what is required? To

understand yourself, to understand your husband, your wife, to
understand a picture, to understand the scenery, the trees, what is
required? Right attention, isn't it? Because, to understand
something, you must give your whole being to it, your undivided,
full, deep attention, must you not? And how can there be deep, full
attention, when you are distracted? - for example, when you are
taking down notes as I am talking, you catch a good phrase,
probably, and you say, "By Jove, I am going to take that down, I
am going to use it in my talk." How can there be full attention
when you are merely concerned with words? That is, you are
concentrated on the verbal level, and so are incapable of going
beyond that verbal level. Words are only a means of
communication. But, if you are not capable of communicating, and
merely stick to words, obviously there cannot be full attention;
therefore, there is no right understanding.
So, listening is an art, is it not? To understand something, you
must give full attention, and that is not possible when there is any
kind of distraction: taking notes, or when you are sitting
uncomfortably, or when you are struggling to understand by
making an effort. Making an effort to understand is obviously a
hindrance to understanding, because your whole attention has gone
into making the effort. I do not know if you have ever noticed that
when you are interested in something that another is saying, you
are not making an effort, you are not building up a wall of
resistance against distraction. There are no distractions when you
are interested; you are giving your full attention eagerly,
spontaneously, to something that is being said. When there is vital
interest, there is spontaneous attention. But most of us find such

attention very difficult; because, consciously, on the upper level of
the mind, you may want to understand, but inwardly there is
resistance; or, inwardly there may be a desire to understand, but
outwardly, superficially, there is resistance.
So, to give full attention to something there must be integration
of your whole being. Because, at one level of consciousness you
may want to find out, you may want to know; but at another level,
that very knowing may mean destruction, because it may make you
change your whole life. So, there is an inward contention, an
inward struggle, of which you are perhaps unaware. Though you
think you are paying attention, there is really a distraction going on
inwardly or outwardly; and that is the difficulty.
So, to understand anything, one must give complete attention;
and that is why I have been suggesting at various meetings that no
notes should be taken, that you are not here to do propaganda, for
me or for yourself; that you should listen only in order to
understand. Our difficulty in understanding, is that our mind is
never quiet. We never look at anything quietly, in a receptive
mood. A lot of rubbish is thrown at us by newspapers, magazines,
politicians, tub-thumpers; every preacher around the corner tells us
what to do and what not to do. All that is constantly pouring in;
and, naturally, there is also an inward resistance to it all. There can
be no understanding as long as the mind is disturbed. As long as
the mind is not very quiet, silent, tranquil receptive, sensitive, it is
not possible to understand; and this sensitivity of the mind is not
merely at the upper level of consciousness, in the superficial mind.
There must be tranquillity right through, an integrated tranquillity.
When you are in the presence of something very beautiful, if you

begin to chatter you will not sense its meaning. But the moment
you are quiet, the moment you are sensitive, its beauty comes to
you. Similarly, if we would understand anything, not only must we
be physically still, but our minds must be extremely alert yet
tranquil. That alert passivity of the mind does not come about
through compulsion. You cannot train the mind to be silent; then it
is merely like a trained monkey, outwardly quiet, but inwardly
boiling. So, listening is an art; and you must give your time, your
thought, your whole being, to that which you want to understand.
Question: Can I understand easier what you are saying by
teaching it to others?
Krishnamurti: You may learn, by telling it to others, a new way
of putting things, a clever way of transmitting what you want to
say; but, surely, that is not understanding. If you don't understand
yourself, how in the name of names can you tell it to somebody
else? Surely, that is merely propaganda, isn't it? You don't
understand something, but you tell others about it; and you think a
truth can be repeated. Do you think, if you have an experience, you
can tell it to others? You may be able to communicate verbally; but
can you tell others of your experience - that is, can you convey the
experiencing of a thing? You may describe the experience, but you
cannot convey the state of experiencing. So, a truth that is repeated,
ceases to be a truth. It is only the lie that can be repeated; but the
moment you `repeat' a truth, it loses its meaning. And most of us
are concerned with repeating, but are not experiencing. A man who
is experiencing something is not concerned with mere repetition,
with trying to convert others, with propaganda. But unfortunately,
most of us are concerned with propaganda; because, through

propaganda, we try not only to convince others, but also gain a
living by exploiting others; it gradually becomes a racket.
So, if you are not caught up in mere verbalization, but are really
occupied with experiencing, then you and I are in communion. But,
if you want to do propaganda - and I say truth cannot be
propagandized - then there is no relationship between us. And I am
afraid that is our difficulty at the present time. You want to tell
others, without experiencing; and in telling, you hope to
experience. That is mere sensation, mere gratification; it has no
significance. It has no validity, no reality behind it. But, a reality
experienced, if communicated, creates no bondage. So,
experiencing is much more important, has greater significance,
than communication on the verbal level. Question: It seems to me
that the movement of life is experienced in relationship with people
and ideas. To de tach oneself from such stimulation is to live in a
depressing vacuum. I need distractions to feel alive.
Krishnamurti: In this question is involved the whole problem of
detachment and relationship. Now, why do we want to be
detached? What is this instinct in most of us that wants to push
away, that wants to be detached? It may be, that for most of us this
idea of detachment has come into being because so many religious
teachers have talked about it: "You must be detached in order to
find reality; you must renounce, you must give up, and then only
will you find reality." And can we be detached in relationship?
What do we mean by relationship? So, we will have to go into this
question a little carefully.
Now, why have we this instinctive response, this constant
looking to detachment? The various religious teachers have said,

you must be detached. Why? First of all, the problem is, why are
we attached? Not how to be detached, but why is it that you are
attached? Surely, if you can find the answer to that, then there is no
question of detachment, is there? Why are we attached to
attractions, to sensations, to things of the mind or of the heart? If
we can discover why we are attached, then perhaps we will find the
right answer - not how to be detached.
Why are you attached? And what would happen if you were not
attached? If you were not attached to your particular name,
property, position - you know, the whole mass of things that makes
up you: your furniture, your car, your characteristics, your
idiosyncrasies, your virtues, your beliefs, your ideas - what would
happen? If you were not attached, you would find yourself to be as
nothing, would you not? If you were not attached to your comforts,
to your position, to your vanity, you would be suddenly lost, would
you not? So, the fear of emptiness, the fear of being nothing makes
you attached to something - whether it is to your family, to your
husband, wife, to a chair, to a car, to your country - it doesn't
matter what. The fear of being nothing makes one cling to
something; and in the process of holding on, there is conflict, there
is pain. Because, what you hold onto soon disintegrates, dies; your
car, your position, your property, your husband. So, in the process
of holding, there is pain; and in order to avoid pain, we say we
must be detached. You look into yourself and you will see that this
is so. Fear of loneliness, fear of being nothing, fear of emptiness,
makes us attach ourselves to something: to a country, to an idea, to
a God, to some organization, to a Master, to a discipline, what you
will. In the process of attachment, there is pain; and to avoid that

pain, we try to cultivate detachment, and so we keep up this circle
which is always painful, in which there is always a struggle.
Now, why can't we be as nothing, a nonentity? Not merely on
the verbal level, but inwardly? Then there is no problem of
attachment or detachment, is there? And, in that state, can there be
relationship? Because that is what this questioner wants to know.
He says that without relationship to people and to ideas, one lives
in a depressing vacuum. Is that so? Is relationship a process of
attachment? When you are attached to somebody, are you related
to that person? When I am attached to you, hold on to you, possess
you, am I related to you? You become a necessity to me because,
without you, I am lost, I am made uncomfortable, I feel miserable,
I feel lonely. So, you become a necessity, a useful thing, a thing to
fill my emptiness. You are not important; what is important is that
you fill my need. And is there any relationship between us, when to
me you are a need, a necessity, like a piece of furniture?
To put it differently, can one live without relationship? And is
relationship merely a stimulation? Because, without that, which
you call distraction, you feel lost, you do not feel alive. That is,
you treat relationship as a distraction, which makes you feel alive.
That is what the questioner says. So, can one live in the world
without relationship? Obviously not. There is nothing that can live
in isolation. Some of us, perhaps, would like to live in isolation;
but one cannot do it. Therefore, relationship becomes merely a
distraction, which makes you feel as though you were alive:
quarrelling with each other, having struggles, contention, and so
on, gives one a sense of aliveness. So, relationship becomes merely
a distraction. And, as the questioner says, without distractions, you

feel you are dead. Therefore, you use relationship merely as a
means of distraction; and distraction, whether drink, going to
cinemas, accumulating knowledge - any form of distraction - ,
obviously dulls the mind and heart, does it not? A dull mind, a dull
heart - how can it have any relationship with another? It is only a
sensitive mind, a heart that is awakened to affection, that can be
related to something.
So, as long as you treat relationship as a distraction, you are
obviously living in a vacuum, because you are frightened to go out
of that state of distraction. Hence you are afraid of any kind of
detachment, any kind of separation. Relationship then is a
distraction which makes you feel alive. Whereas, true relationship,
which is not a distraction, is really a state in which you are
constantly in a process of understanding yourself in relation to
something. That is, relationship is a process of self-revelation, not
of distraction; and that self-revelation is very painful, because in
relationship you soon find yourself out, if you are open to discover
it. But as most of us do not want to discover ourselves, as most of
us would rather hide ourselves in relationship, relationship
becomes blindly painful, and we try to detach ourselves from it.
Relationship is not a stimulation. Why do you want to be
stimulated through relationship? And if you are, then relationship,
like stimulation, becomes dull. I do not know if you have noticed
that any kind of stimulation eventually dulls the mind and the
sensitivity of the heart.
So, the question of detachment should never arise; because only
the man who possesses, thinks of renouncing; but he never
questions why he possesses, what is the background that has made

him possessive. When he understands the process of possessing,
then there is naturally freedom from possession - not the
cultivation of an opposite, as detachment. And relationship is
merely a stimulation, a distraction, as long as we are using another
as a means of self-gratification, or as a necessity, in order to escape
from ourselves. You become very important to me, because in
myself I am very poor; in myself I am nothing therefore you are
everything. Such a relationship is bound to be a conflict, a pain;
and a thing that gives pain is no longer a distraction. Therefore, we
want to escape from that relationship, which we call detachment.
So, as long as we use the mind in relationship, there can be no
understanding of relationship. Because, after all, it is the mind that
makes us be detached. When there is love, there is no question of
attachment or detachment. The moment there is the cessation of
that love, then the question of attachment and detachment begins.
Love is not the product of thought: you cannot think about love. It
is a state of being. And when the mind interferes, by its calculation,
by its jealousies, by its various cunning deceptions, then the
problem in relationship arises. Relationship has significance only
when it is a process of revealing oneself to oneself; and if, in that
process, one proceeds deeply, widely and extensively, then in
relationship there is peace - not the contention, not the antagonism
between two people. Only in that quietness, in that relationship in
which there is the fruition of self-knowledge, is there peace.
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As I was suggesting yesterday, we should be able to listen to what
is being said without rejection, or acceptance. We should be able to
listen so that, if something new is being said, we do not immediately reject it - which does not mean either, that we must
accept everything that is being said. That would be really absurd;
because then we would merely be building up authority, and where
there is authority, there can be no thinking, feeling; there can be no
discovery of the new. And, as most of us are inclined to accept
something eagerly, without true understanding, there is a danger, is
there not?, that we may accept without thought or investigation,
without looking deeply into it. This morning I may perhaps say
something new, or put something differently, which you may pass
by, if you do not listen with that ease, with that quietness which
brings understanding.
I want to discuss this morning a subject which may be rather
difficult: The question of action, activity and relationship. Then I
will answer questions. But before I do that, we have to understand
first what we mean by activity, what we mean by action. Because,
our whole life seems based on action, or rather, activity - I want to
differentiate between activity and action. We seem to be so
engrossed in doing things; we are so restless, so consumed with
movement, doing something at any cost, getting on, achieving,
striving for success. And what is the place of activity in
relationship? Because, as we were discussing yesterday, life is a
question of relationship. Nothing can exist in isolation; and if
relationship is merely an activity, then relationship has not much

significance. I do not know if you have noticed that the moment
you cease to be active, there is immediately a feeling of nervous
apprehension; you feel as though you are not alive, not alert, so
you must keep going. And there is the fear of being alone - of
going out for a walk alone, of being by yourself, without a book,
without a radio, without talking; the fear of sitting quietly without
doing something all the time with your hands or with your mind or
with your heart.
So, to understand activity, surely we must understand
relationship, must we not? If we treat relationship as a distraction,
as an escape from something else, relationship then is merely an
activity. And is not most of our relationship merely a distraction,
and therefore but a series of activities involved in relationship? As
I said, relationship has true significance only when it is a process
of self-revelation, when it is the revealing to oneself in the very
action of relationship. But most of us do not want to be revealed in
relationship. On the contrary, we use relationship as a means of
covering up our own insufficiency, our own troubles, our own
uncertainty. So, relationship becomes mere movement, mere
activity. I do not know if you have noticed that relationship is very
painful; and that as long as it is not a revealing process, in which
you are discovering yourself, relationship is merely a means of
escape from yourself.
I think it is important to understand this; because, as we were
discussing yesterday, the question of self-knowledge lies in the
unfolding of relationship, whether to things, to people, or to ideas.
Can relationship be based on an idea? And, surely, any act based
on an idea must be merely the continuation of that idea, which is

activity. Action is not based on an idea. Action is immediate,
spontaneous, direct, without the process of thought involved. But
when we base action on an idea, then it becomes an activity; and if
we base our relationship on an idea, then surely such a relationship
is merely an activity, without comprehension. It is merely carrying
out a formula, a pattern, an idea. Because we want something out
of relationship, such relationship is always restricting, limiting,
confining.
Idea is, is it not?, the outcome of a want, of a desire, of a
purpose. If I am related to you because I need you, physiologically
or psychologically, then that relationship is obviously based on
idea, is it not; because I want something from you. And such a
relationship based on an idea, cannot be a self-revealing process. It
is merely a momentum, an activity, a monotony, in which habit is
established. Hence, such relationship is always a strain, a pain, a
contention, a struggle, causing us agony.
Is it possible to be related without idea, without demand,
without owner- ship, possession? Can we commune with each
other - which is real relationship on all the different levels of
consciousness - if we are related to each other through a desire, a
physical or psychological need? And can there be relationship
without these conditioning causes, arising from want? As I said,
this is quite a difficult problem. One has to go very deeply and very
quietly into it. It is not a question of accepting or rejecting.
We know what our relationship is at present - a contention, a
struggle, a pain, or mere habit. If we can understand fully,
completely, relationship with the one, then perhaps there is a
possibility of understanding relationship with the many, that is,

with society. If I do not understand my relationship with the one, I
certainly shall not understand my relationship with the whole, with
society, with the many. And if my relationship with the one is
based on a need, on gratification, then my relationship with society
must be the same. Therefore, there must follow contention, with
the one and with the many. And is it possible to live, with the one
and with the many, without demand? Surely, that is the problem, is
it not? Not only between you and me, but between me and society.
And to understand that problem, to inquire into it very deeply, you
have to go into the question of self-knowledge; because, without
knowing yourself as you are, without knowing exactly what is,
obviously, you cannot have right relationship with another. Do
what you will - escape, worship, read, go to cinemas, turn on radios
- as long as there is no understanding of yourself, you cannot have
right relationship. Hence the contention, battle, antagonism,
confusion, not only in you, but outside of you and about you. As
long as we use relationship, merely as a means of gratification, of
escape, as a distraction which is mere activity, there can be no selfknowledge. But self-knowledge is understood, is uncovered, its
process is revealed, through relationship - that is, if you are willing
to go into the question of relationship and expose yourself to it.
Because, after all, you cannot live without relationship. But we
want to use that relationship to be comfortable, to be gratified to be
something. That is, we use relationship based on an idea; which
means, the mind plays the important part in relationship. And as
mind is concerned always with protecting itself, with remaining
always within the known, it reduces all relationship to the level of
habit, or of security; and therefore, relationship becomes merely an

activity.
So, you see that relationship, if we allow it, can be a process of
self-revelation; but, since we do not allow it, relationship becomes
merely a gratifying activity. As long as the mind merely uses
relationship for its own security, that relationship is bound to create
confusion and antagonism. And is it possible to live in relationship
without the idea of demand, of want, of gratification? Which
means, is it possible to love without the interference of the mind?
We love with the mind, our hearts are filled with the things of the
mind; but surely, the fabrications of the mind cannot be love. You
cannot think about love. You can think about the person whom you
love; but that thought is not love, and so, gradually, thought takes
the place of love. And, when the mind becomes supreme, the allimportant, then obviously, there can be no affection. Surely, that is
our problem, is it not? We have filled our hearts with the things of
the mind. And the things of the mind are essentially ideas - what
should be, and what should not be. Can relationship be based on an
idea? And if it is, is it not a self-enclosing activity and therefore
inevitable that there should be contention, strife, and misery? But if
the mind does not interfere, then it is not erecting a barrier it is not
disciplining suppressing or sublimating itself. This is extremely
difficult, because it is not through determination, practice, or
discipline, that the mind can cease to interfere; the mind will cease
to interfere only when there is full comprehension of its own
process. Then only is it possible to have right relationship with the
one and with the many, free of contention and discord. Question: I
gather definitely from you that learning and knowledge are
impediments. To what are they impediments?

Krishnamurti: Obviously, knowledge and learning are an
impediment to the understanding of the new, the timeless, the
eternal. Surely, developing a perfect technique does not make you
creative. You may know how to paint marvellously, you may have
the technique; but you may not be a creative painter. You may
know how to write poems, technically most perfect; but you may
not be a poet. To be a poet implies, does it not?, being capable of
receiving the new; to be sensitive enough to respond to something
new, fresh. But, with most of us, knowledge, or learning has
become an addiction, and we think that through knowing we shall
be creative. A mind that is crowded, encased in facts, in knowledge
- is it capable of receiving something new, sudden, spontaneous? If
your mind is crowded with the known, is there any space in it to
receive something that is of the unknown? Surely, knowledge is
always of the known; and with the known, we are trying to
understand the unknown, something which is beyond measure.
Take, for example, a very ordinary thing that happens to most of
us: those who are religious - whatever that word may mean for the
moment - try to imagine what God is, or try to think about what
God is. They have read innumerable books, they have read about
the experiences of the various saints, the Masters, the Mahatmas,
and all the rest, and they try to imagine, or try to feel, what the
experience of another is. That is, with the known, you try to
approach the unknown. Can you do it? Can you think of something
that is not knowable? You can only think of something that you
know. But there is this extraordinary perversion taking place in the
world at the present time: we think we shall understand if we have
more information, more books, more facts, more printed matter.

Surely, to be aware of something that is not the projection of the
known, there must be the elimination through the understanding of
the process of the known. Why is it that the mind clings always to
the known? Is it not because the mind is constantly seeking
certainty, security? Its very nature is fixed in the known, in time;
and how can such a mind, whose very foundation is based on the
past, on time, experience the timeless? It may conceive, formulate,
picture the unknown, but that is all absurd. The unknown can come
into being only when the known is understood, dissolved, put
aside. And that is extremely difficult; because the moment you
have an experience of anything, the mind translates it into the
terms of the known and reduces it to the past. I do not know if you
have noticed that every experience is immediately translated into
the known, given a name, tabulated, and recorded. So, the
movement of the known, is knowledge. And, obviously, such
knowledge, learning is a hindrance.
Suppose you had never read a book, religious or psychological,
and you had to find the meaning, the significance, of life. How
would you set about it? Suppose there were no Masters, no
religious organizations, no Buddha, no Christ, and you had to
begin from the beginning. How would you set about it? First, you
would have to understand your process of thinking, would you not?
- and not project yourself, your thoughts, into the future and create
a God which pleases you; that would be too childish. So, first you
would have to understand the process of your thinking. Surely, that
is the only way to discover anything new, is it not?
When we say that learning or knowledge is an impediment, is a
hindrance, surely we are not including technical knowledge - how

to drive a car, how to run machinery, or the efficiency which such
knowledge brings. We have in mind quite a different thing: that
sense of creative happiness which no amount of knowledge or
learning will bring. And, to be creative in the truest sense of that
word, is to be free of the past from moment to moment. Because, it
is the past that is continually shadowing the present. Merely to
cling to information, to the experiences of others, to what someone
has said, however great, and try to approximate your action to that
- all that is knowledge, is it not? But, to discover anything new,
you must start on your own; you must start on a journey
completely denuded, especially of knowledge. Because it is very
easy, through knowledge and belief, to have experiences; but those
experiences are merely the products of self-projection, and
therefore utterly unreal, false. And if you are to discover for
yourself what is the new, it is no good carrying the burden of the
old, especially knowledge - the knowledge of another, however
great. Now, you use knowledge as a means of self-protection,
security, and you want to be quite sure that you have the same
experiences as the Buddha, or the Christ, or X. But a man who is
protecting himself constantly through knowledge, is obviously not
a truth-seeker.
For the discovery of truth, there is no path. You must enter the
uncharted sea - which is not depressing, which is not being
adventurous. Surely, when you want to find something new, when
you are experimenting with anything, your mind has to be very
quiet, has it not? But if your mind is crowded, filled with facts,
knowledge, they act as an impediment to the new; and our
difficulty is, for most of us, the mind has become so important, so

predominantly significant, that it interferes constantly with
anything that may be new, with anything that may exist
simultaneously with the known. So, knowledge and learning are
impediments for those who would seek, for those who would try to
understand that which is timeless.
Question: I gather from your various talks that thought must
cease before there can be understanding. What is that thinking
which must come to an end? What do you mean by thinking and
thought?
Krishnamurti: I hope you are interested in all this. After all, you
should be; because that is what you are doing. The only instrument
we have is the mind, thought; and what do we mean by thinking?
What do we mean by thought? How does it arise? What is its
function? So, let us investigate it together. Though I may answer it,
you too, please, think it out; let us think it out together.
What is thought? Surely, thought is the result of the past, isn't
it? Thought is founded upon the reaction of the past, of yesterday,
and of many, many, many yesterdays. You would not be capable of
thinking if there were no yesterdays. So, thought is the result of the
conditioned responses, established in the mind as the past. The
mind is the result of the past. That is, thinking is the response of
memory. If you had no memory, there would be no thinking. If you
had no memory of the way to your house, you could not get there.
So, thinking is the response of memory. Memory is a process, a
residue of experiences - whether immediate, or of the past.
Contact, sensation, desire, create experience. That is, through
contact, sensation, desire, there is experience; that experience
leaves a residue, which we call memory, whether pleasant or

unpleasant, profitable or unprofitable. From that residue there is a
response, which we call thinking, conditioned according to
different environmental influences, and so on and so on. That is,
the mind - not only the upper levels of consciousness, but the
whole process - is the residue of the past. After all, you and I are
the result of the past. Our whole conscious process of living,
thinking, feeling, is based on the past; and, most of us live in the
upper levels of consciousness, the superficial mind. There we are
active, there we have our problems, innumerable contentions,
everyday questions; and with that we are satisfied. But surely, what
is on the surface, the little that shows, is not the whole content of
consciousness. To understand the whole content of consciousness,
the superficial mind must be quiet, if only for a few seconds, a few
minutes. Then it is possible, is it not?, to receive what is the
unknown.
Now, if thought is merely the response of the past, then the
thought process must cease for something new, must it not? If
thought is the result of time, which it is, then, to have the
intimation of the timeless, of something which you do not know,
the thought process must come to an end, must it not? To receive
something new, the old must cease. If you have a modern picture,
and if you don't understand it, you cannot approach it with your
classical training; at least for the time being, you must put it aside
to understand the new. Similarly, if you are to understand that
which is new, timeless, then the mind, which is the instrument of
thought, which is the residue of the past, must come to an end; and
the process of ending thought - though that may sound rather crazy
- does not come through discipline, through so-called meditation.

We will discuss presently, in the following weeks, what is right
meditation, and so on. But we can see that any action on the part of
the mind to make itself come to an end, is still a process of thought.
So, this problem is really quite arduous to go into and quite
subtle. Because, there can be no happiness, there can be no joy, no
bliss, unless there is creative renewal; and this creative renewal
cannot take place if the mind is constantly projecting itself into the
future, into the tomorrow, into the next second. And, as it does that
all the time, we are uncreative. We may produce babies; but to be
inwardly creative, to have that extraordinary sense of renewal in
which there is constant newness, freshness, in which the mind is
totally absent - that sense of creativeness cannot take place if the
mind is constantly projecting itself into the future, into the
tomorrow. That is why it is important to understand the whole
thought process. Without understanding the thought process - all its
subtleties, its varieties, its depth - you cannot come to the other.
You may talk about it, but you have to stop thinking - though it
sounds crazy. To have that renewal, that freshness, that
extraordinary sense of otherness, the mind must understand itself.
And that is why it is important that there should be deeper and
wider awareness of self-knowledge.
Question: I agree with you that knowledge has not brought
happiness. I have been trying to be receptive, to be intuitive and
eager for hints from within. Am I on the right track?
Krishnamurti: To understand this question, we must understand
what we mean by consciousness; because, what you call intuition
may be the projection of your own desire. There are so many
people who say, "I believe in reincarnation. I feel it is so. My

intuition tells me." It is obviously their desire to prolong, to
continue themselves. Because they are so scared of death, they
want to be assured that there is a next life, another opportunity, and
so on, and so on. Therefore, `intuitively' they feel it is correct. So,
to understand this question, we must understand what you mean by
within and without. Is it possible to receive intimations of that
which is within when you are continually seeking an end - when
you want to attain, when you want to cultivate, when you want to
be happy? Surely, to receive intimations from within, the mind, the
upper mind, must be completely free from all entanglements and
prejudices, from all want, from all nationalism; otherwise, your
`intimations' will make you into the greatest nationalist, and a
terror to the rest of the world.
So, our question is, how is it possible to receive the intimation
of the unknown without warping it, without translating it into our
conditioned thought pattern? To understand that, we must go into
the question of what is consciousness. What do we mean by being
conscious? What is the process of consciousness? When do you
say you are conscious? Surely, you say, "I am conscious", when
you are experiencing, do you not? When there is an experience whether pleasurable or not pleasurable is irrelevant - then, there is
an awareness of your being conscious of that experience. Then,
from that experiencing, the next step is, you name it, you term it,
do you not? You say it is pleasure, it is not pleasure; this I
remember, that I do not remember. So you give it a name. Then
you record it, do you not? By the very pro- cess of giving it a
name, you are recording it. Are you following all this, or is it too
Sunday-morningish? (Laughter).

So, there is consciousness only when there is experiencing,
terming, and recording. Don't accept what I am saying - watch it
yourself, and you will see this is how it operates. This is going on
at all the levels, all the time, consciously or unconsciously. And, at
the deeper levels of consciousness, the process is almost
instantaneous, as on the upper level; but the difference is, is it not?,
that on the upper level there is choice, there is choosing; at the
wider, deeper level, there is instant recognition, without choice.
And, the upper mind or the superficial mind can receive the
intimation only when this terming or naming or recording process
comes to an end - which happens when the problem is much too
great, or much too difficult. You try to solve a problem, and there
is no answer. Then you let it go. The moment you let it go, there is
a response, there is an intimation; because the mind, the conscious
mind, is no longer struggling, trying to find an answer. It is quiet.
The very exhaustion is a process of quietness; and therefore, the
mind is capable of receiving the intimation. But the so-called
intuition that the majority of people have, is really their own wishfulfillment. That is why there are so many wars, organized beliefs,
antagonisms, so much contention, because each one thinks his
intuition is so true, that for it he is willing to die, or ill-treat others.
I am afraid the person who thinks he is following intuition is
obviously on the wrong track; because, to understand all this, one
must transcend reason. To transcend reason, you must first know
what the reasoning process is. You cannot go beyond something
which you do not know; to go beyond it, you must know what it is;
you must understand the whole meaning of reason, how to reason,
how to go into it - you cannot jump beyond it. That does not mean

that you must have a very clever brain, that you must be a great
student, someone erudite. It needs honesty of thinking, clarity, the
desire to be open, to invite what is, without fear of suffering.
Then the barrier between the inner and the outer is non-existent.
The inner then is the outer, and the outer is the inner. But to have
that integration there must be a comprehension of the process of
the mind.
Question: Please explain clearly what part memory has in our
life. You seem to distinguish between two forms of memory.
Actually, is there not only memory, which is our only means of
consciousness, and that which makes us aware of time and space?
Therefore, can we dispense with memory, as you seem to suggest?
Krishnamurti: Let us investigate the question anew. Let us
forget what has been said, and let us try to find out what we mean.
We said this morning that thought is a result of the past, which is
an obvious fact; whether you like it or not, it is so. Thought is
founded on the past. There can be no thought without being
conscious; and, as I said, consciousness is a process of
experiencing, terming, which is recording. That is what you do all
the time: if you see that, (pointing to a tree) you call it a tree and
name it, and you think you have had an experience. This process of
naming is part of memory, is it not? And it is a very convenient
way of experiencing. You think you have experienced a thing by
naming it. You call me a Hindu, and you think you have
understood all Hindus; I call you an American, and it is over. So
we think we understand something by giving it a name. We give it
a name in order to recognize it, as a species, or this or that; but that
is not understanding, experiencing a thing. And we do it out of

slackness - it is so much easier to dispense with people by giving
them a name.
So, this process of experiencing, which is contact, sensation,
desire, consciousness, identification, and experience - this process,
with naming, is considered consciousness, isn't it? Part of that
consciousness is awake, and the other part is dormant. The
conscious mind, our everyday mind, the upper level of our mind is
awake. The rest is sleeping. Now when we sleep, the conscious,
upper mind, is silent; and therefore it is able to receive hints,
intimations, translated as dreams, but which need further
interpretation. Now, the questioner wants to know what we mean
by memory, what is its function, and whether we can dispense with
it. So, the question really is: What is the function of thought?
Memory has no function apart from thinking. So, the question is,
what is the function of thought? Can thought be divided at all? Is it
to be dispensed with?
So, what is the function of thought? We say, thought is the
response of memory, which it is; and memory is incomplete
experience, termed and thought out for self-protection, and so on,
and so on. Now, if thought is the result of memory, what function
has thought in life? When do you use thought? I wonder if you
have ever considered this? You use your thought when you want to
go to your home, do you not? You think how to get to your place.
This is one kind of thought. When does your thought function?
When you are protecting yourself, isn't it? When you are seeking
security: economic, social, psychological. Isn't that so? When you
want to safeguard yourself. That is, thought functions when there is
the urge for self-protection. When you are kind to another, is that a

thought process? When you love another, is that a thought process?
When you love another and use that love as a means of selfenrichment, then obviously, it is a thought process; then, it is no
longer love. So, thought process comes into being when there is
fear, when there is the desire to possess, when there is conflict - in
other words, thought process comes into being when the self, the
me, becomes important. Surely? Because, after all, thought is
concerned with me; when the I, the me, predominates, then the
thought process as self-protection begins. Otherwise you don't
think, you are unaware of your thought process, are you not? It is
only when there is conflict that you are aware of the thought
process - either to protect or to discard, to accept or to deny.
Now, the questioner wants to know what part memory plays in
our life. If we understand that the thought process begins only
when the me becomes important, and that the me is important only
when there is the desire to safeguard itself, then we see that most of
our life is spent in safeguarding ourselves. Therefore, thought has a
very important part in our life; because most of us are concerned
with ourselves. Most of us are concerned with how to protect
ourselves, how to gain, how to arrive, how to achieve, how to
become more perfect, how to have this virtue and that virtue, how
to discard, how to deny, how to be detached, how to find
happiness, how to be more beautiful, how to love, how to be loved
- you know how we are concerned with ourselves.
So, we are consumed in the thought process. We are the thought
process. We are not separate from the thought. And thought is
memory; how to be more of something. That is, when there is the
urge to be the more or the less, the positive or the negative, then

thought process comes into being. The thought process does not
come into being when there is the recognition of what is. A fact
does not demand a thought process; but if you want to avoid a fact,
then the thought process begins. If I accept that I am what I am,
then thought is not; but something else takes place when I accept
what is. Quite a different process, which is not the process of
thought, comes into being. So, as long as there is the desire for the
more, or the less, there must be thought, there must be the process
of memory. After all, if you want to be a very rich man, a powerful
man, a popular man, or a man of God, if you want to become
something, you must have memory. That is, you must think about
it; the mind must constantly sharpen itself to become something.
Now, what part has that becoming in life? Surely, as long as we
want to be something, there must be contention; as long as our
desire, our urge, our pursuit, is to be the more, or to be the less the positive or the negative - there must be strife, antagonism. But
it is extremely arduous, extremely difficult, not to be the more or
the less. Verbally you may throw it off and say, "I am nobody", but
that is merely living on the verbal level, without much significance
- it is empty-headedness. That is why one has to understand the
thought process, which is consciousness; which means, the whole
problem of time, of yesterday, of tomorrow. And a man who is
caught in yesterday, can never understand that which is timeless.
And most of us are caught in the net of time. Our thought is
basically entangled in the net of time - it is the net of time. Our
thought is the net of time; and with that thought process - educated,
cultivated, sharpened, made keen, subtle - we want to find
something that is beyond.

We go to one teacher after another, one hero after another, one
Master after another. Our mind is sharpening itself on all these, and
thereby hopes to find that which is beyond. But, thought can never
find that which is beyond, because thought is the result of time, and
that which is of the known, cannot receive the unknown.
Therefore, the man who is entangled in the known is never
creative; he may have moments of creativeness, as some painters
do, some musicians, some writers; but they get entangled in the
known - popularity, money, a hundred other things; and then they
are lost. And that is why those who are trying to understand
themselves - not to find, because that is a wrong process, you
cannot find - , must cease to search. All that you can do is
understand yourself, understand the intricacies, the extraordinary
subtlety of your thought and your being. And that can be
understood only in relationship, which is action; and that action is
denied when relationship is based on an idea; then relationship is
mere activity, it is not action; and activity merely dulls the mind
and the heart. It is only action that makes the mind alert and the
heart subtle, so that it is capable of receiving, of being sensitive.
That is why it is important that there be self-knowledge, before you
seek. If you seek, you will find, but it will not be the truth.
Therefore, this craze, this fear, this anxiety to arrive, to search
out, to find, must end; then, with self-knowledge, ever wide and
deep, there comes that sense of reality which cannot be invited. It
comes into being and only then is there creative happiness.
July 17, 1949.
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Last Saturday and Sunday, we were discussing the importance of
self-knowledge; because, as I explained, I do not see how we can
have any foundation for right thinking without self-knowledge;
how any action, however inclusive, however collective or
individualistic, can possibly be a harmonious and true action,
without fully knowing oneself. Without knowing oneself, there is
no possibility of really searching out what is true, what is
significant, what are the right values in life. Without selfknowledge, we cannot go beyond the self-projected illusions of the
mind. Self-knowledge, as we explained, implies not only the action
of relationship between one individual and another, but also the
action of relationship with society; and there can be no complete,
harmonious society, without this knowledge. So, it is really very
important and significant that one should know oneself as
completely and fully as possible. And, is this knowledge possible?
Can one know integrally not partially, the total process of oneself?
Because, as I said, without knowing oneself, one has no basis for
thinking. One gets caught in illusions: political, religious, social
illusions - they are limitless, endless. Is it possible to know
oneself? And, how is it possible to know oneself - what are the
means, what are the ways, what are the processes?
I think to find out what are the ways, one must find out first,
must one not?, what are the impediments; and by studying what we
consider important in life, those things which we have accepted the values, the standards, the beliefs, the innumerable things that
we hold - by examining them, perhaps we shall find out the ways

of our own thinking, and thereby know ourselves. That is, by
understanding the things that we accept, by questioning them,
going into them - by that very process we shall know the ways of
our own thinking, our responses, our reactions; and through them,
we shall know ourselves as we are. Surely, that is the only way we
can find out the manner of our thinking, our responses: by
studying, by going fully into the values, the standards, the beliefs,
that we have accepted for generations. And, seeing behind these
values, we shall know how we respond, what our reactions are to
them; and thereby, perhaps, we shall be able to uncover the ways
of our own thinking. In other words, to know oneself, surely, is to
study the responses, the reactions that one has in relation to
something. One cannot know oneself through isolation. That is an
obvious fact. You may withdraw to a mountain, into a cave, or
pursue some illusion on the banks of a river; but, if one isolates
oneself, there can be no relationship, and isolation is death. It is
only in relationship that one can know oneself as one is. So, by
studying the things that we have accepted, by going into them
fully, not superficially, perhaps we shall be able to understand
ourselves.
Now, one of the things, it seems to me, that most of us eagerly
accept and take for granted, is the question of beliefs. I am not
attacking beliefs. What we are trying to do this evening is to find
out why we accept beliefs; and if we can understand the motives,
the causation of acceptance, then perhaps we may be able not only
to understand why we do it, but also be free of it. Because, one can
see how political and religious beliefs, national and various other
types of beliefs, do separate people, do create conflict, confusion,

and antagonism - which is an obvious fact; and yet we are
unwilling to give them up. There is the Hindu belief, the Christian
belief, the Buddhist - innumerable sectarian and national beliefs,
various political ideologies, all contending with each other, trying
to convert each other. One can see, obviously, that belief is
separating people, creating intolerance; and is it possible to live
without belief? One can find that out, only if one can study oneself
in relationship to a belief. Is it possible to live in this world without
a belief - not change beliefs, not substitute one belief for another,
but be entirely free from all beliefs, so that one meets life anew
each minute? This, after all, is the truth: to have the capacity of
meeting everything anew, from moment to moment, without the
conditioning reaction of the past, so that there is not the cumulative
effect which acts as a barrier between oneself and that which is.
Obviously, most of us accept or take on beliefs because, first of
all, there is fear. We feel that, without a belief, we shall be lost.
Then we use belief as a means of conduct, as a pattern, according
to which we direct our lives. And also we think that, through
belief, there can be collective action. So, in other words, we think
that belief is necessary for action. And is that so? Is belief
necessary for action? That is, belief being an idea, is ideation
necessary for action? Which comes first: idea, or action? Surely,
first there is action, which is either pleasurable or painful, and
according to that we build up various theories. Action invariably
comes first, does it not? And, when there is fear, when there is the
desire to believe in order to act, then ideation comes in.
Now, if you consider, you will see that one of the reasons for
the desire to accept a belief, is fear. Because, if we had no belief,

what would happen to us? Wouldn't we be very frightened of what
might happen? If we had no pattern of action, based on a belief either in God, or in Communism, or in Socialism, or in
Imperialism, or in some kind of religious formula, some dogma in
which we are conditioned - we would feel utterly lost, wouldn't
we? And is not this acceptance of a belief, the covering up of that
fear - the fear of being really nothing, of being empty? After all, a
cup is useful only when it is empty; and a mind that is filled with
beliefs, with dogmas, with assertions, with quotations, is really an
uncreative mind, it is merely a repetitive mind. And, to escape
from that fear - that fear of emptiness, that fear of loneliness, that
fear of stagnation, of not arriving, not succeeding, not achieving,
not being something, not becoming something - is surely one of the
reasons, is it not?, why we accept beliefs so eagerly and greedily.
And, through acceptance of belief, do we understand ourselves?
On the contrary. A belief, religious or political, obviously hinders
the understanding of ourselves. It acts as a screen through which
we are looking at ourselves. And, can we look at ourselves without
beliefs? If we remove those beliefs, the many beliefs that one has,
is there anything left to look at? If we have no beliefs with which
the mind has identified itself, then the mind, without identification,
is capable of looking at itself as it is - and then, surely, there is the
beginning of the understanding of oneself. If one is afraid, if there
is fear which is covered over by a belief; and if, in understanding
beliefs, one comes face to face with fear, without the screen of
beliefs - is it not possible then to be free from that reaction of fear?
That is, to know one is afraid, and to stay there, without any
escape? To be with what is, is surely much more significant, much

more worthwhile, than to escape from what is, through a belief.
So, one begins to see that there are various forms of escape
from oneself, from one's own emptiness, from one's own poverty
of being - escapes such as knowledge, such as amusement, various
forms of addictions and distractions, both learned and stupid,
clever or not worthwhile. We are surrounded by these, we are
them; and if the mind can see the significance of the things to
which it is held, then, perhaps, we shall be face to face with what
we are, whatever it be; and I think the moment we are capable of
doing that, then there is a real transformation. Because then, there
is no question of fear; for fear exists only in relationship to
something. When there is you and something else to which you are
related, and when you dislike that thing to which you are related
and try to avoid it - then there is fear. But when you are that very
thing, then there is no question of avoidance. A fact gives fear only
when you bring an emotional reaction to it; but when a fact is faced
as it is, there is no fear. And when what we call fear is no longer
named, but only looked at, without it being given a term, then,
surely, there takes place a revolution, there is no longer that sense
either of avoidance or acceptance.
So, to understand belief, not superficially but profoundly, one
must find out why the mind attaches itself to various forms of
beliefs, why beliefs have become so significant in our lives: belief
about death, about life, about what happens after death; beliefs
asserting that there is God or there is no God; that there is reality or
there is no reality; and various political beliefs. Are these beliefs
not all indicative of our own sense of inward poverty, and, do they
not reveal a process of escape, or act as a defence? And in studying

our beliefs, do we not begin to know ourselves as we are, not only
at the upper levels of our mind, of our consciousness, but deeper
down? So, the more one studies oneself in relationship to
something else, such as beliefs, the more the mind becomes quiet,
without false regimentation, without compulsion. The more the
mind knows itself, the more quiet it is, obviously. The more you
know something, the more you are familiar with it, the more the
mind becomes quiet. And the mind must be really quiet, not made
quiet. Surely, there is a vast difference between a mind that is made
quiet, and a mind that is quiet. You can compel a mind by
circumstances, by various disciplines, tricks, and so on, to be quiet.
But that is not quietude, that is not peace; that is death. But a mind
that is quiet because it understands the various forms of fear, and
because it understands itself - such a mind is creative, such a mind
is renewing itself constantly. It is only the mind that is selfenclosed by its own fears and beliefs, that stagnates. But a mind
that understands its relationship to the values about it - not
imposing a standard of values, but understanding what is - surely,
such a mind becomes quiet, is quiet. It is not a question of
becoming. It is only then, surely, that the mind is capable of
perceiving what is real from moment to moment Reality is, surely,
not something at the end, an end result of accumulative action.
Reality is to be perceived only from moment to moment; and it can
be perceived only when there is not the accumulative effect of the
past on the moment, the now.
There are many questions, and I will answer some of them.
Question: Why do you talk?
Krishnamurti: I think this question is quite interesting - for me

to answer and also for you to answer. Not only why do I talk, but
why do you listen? No; seriously, if I talked for self-expression,
then I would be exploiting you. If my talking is a necessity for me
in order to feel myself flattered, egotistic, self-aggressive, and all
the rest of it, then I must use you; then you and I have no
relationship, because you are a necessity for my egotism. I need
you then to bolster myself up, to feel myself rich, free, applauded,
having so many people listening to me. Then I am using you; then
one uses another. Then, surely, there is no relationship between
you and me, because you are useful to me. When I use you, what
relationship have I with you? None. And, if I speak because I have
various sets of ideas which I want to convey to you, then ideas
become very important; and I do not believe that ideas ever bring
about a fundamental, radical change, a revolution in life. Ideas can
never be new; ideas can never bring about a transformation, a
creative surge; because ideas are merely the response of a
continued past, modified or altered, but still of the past. If I talk
because I want you to change, or I want you to accept my
particular way of thinking, belong to my particular society, become
my particular disciple - then you as an individual are a nonentity,
because then I am only concerned with transforming you according
to a particular view. Then you are not important; then the pattern is
important. So, why am I talking? If it is none of these things, why
am I talking? We will answer that presently. Then the question is,
why are you listening? Isn't that equally important? Perhaps more.
If you are listening to get some new ideas, or a new way of looking
at life, then you will be disappointed, because I am not going to
give you new ideas. If you are listening to experience something

you think I have experienced, then you are merely imitating,
hoping to capture something which you think I have. Surely, the
real things of life cannot be vicariously experienced. Or, because
you are in trouble, sorrow, pain, have innumerable conflicts, you
come here to find out how to get out of them. Again, I am afraid I
cannot help you. All that I can do is to point out your own
difficulty, and we can then talk it over with each other; but it is for
you yourself to see. Therefore, it is very important to find out for
yourself why you come here and listen. Because, if you have one
purpose, one intention, and I another, we shall never meet. Then,
there is no relationship between you and me, there is no
communion between you and me. You want to go north, and I am
going south. We will pass each other by. But, surely, that is not the
intention of these gatherings. What we are trying to do is to
undertake a journey together, and experience together as we go
along - not that I am teaching you, or you are listening to me, but
together we are exploring, if that is possible; so that you are not
only the master but also the disciple in discovering and
understanding. There is not then this division of the high and the
low, the one that is learned and the one that is ignorant, the one that
has achieved and the one that is still on the way to achievement.
Such divisions, surely, distort relationship; and, without
understanding relationship, there can be no understanding of
reality.
I have told you why I speak. Perhaps you will think then that I
need you in order to discover. Surely not. I have something to say:
you can take it or leave it. And, if you take it, it is not that you are
taking it from me. I merely act as a mirror in which you see

yourself. You might not like that mirror and so discard it; but,
when you do look into the mirror, look at it very clearly,
unemotionally, without the blur of sentimentality. And, surely, it is
important, is it not?, to find out why you come and listen. If it is
merely an afternoon's amusement, if instead of going to a cinema
you come here, then it is utterly valueless. If it is merely for the
sake of argumentation, or to catch new sets of ideas so that you can
use them when you lecture, or write a book, or discuss - again, that
is valueless. But if you come really to discover yourself in
relationship, which might help in your relationship with others,
then it has significance; then it is worthwhile; then it will not be
like so many other meetings which you attend. Surely, these
gatherings are intended, not for you to listen to me, but to see
yourself reflected in the mirror which I am trying to describe. You
don't have to accept what you see - that would be foolish. But if
you look at the mirror dispassionately, as you would listen to
music, as you would sit under a tree and watch the shadows of an
evening, without condemnation, without any kind of justification merely look at it - , that very awareness of what is, does a most
extraordinary thing, if there is no resistance. Surely, that is what we
are trying to do in all these talks. So, real freedom comes, but not
through effort; effort can never bring about freedom. Effort can
only bring about substitution, suppression, or sublimation; but none
of those things is freedom. Freedom comes only when there is no
longer effort to be something. Then, the truth of what is, acts; and
that is freedom.
Question: Is there a distinction between my intention in
listening to you, and in going from one teacher to another?

Krishnamurti: Surely, it is for you to find out, isn't it? Why do
you go from one teacher to another, from one organization to
another, from one belief to another? Or, why are you so closed in
by one belief - Christian, or what you will? Why? Why do we do
this? This is happening not in America only, but right through the
world - this appalling restlessness, this desire to find. Why? Do
you think by searching, you will find? But, before you can search,
you must have the instrument for search, must you not? You must
be capable of searching - not merely start out to search. To search,
to have the capacity to search, you must understand yourself,
surely. How can you search without first knowing yourself,
without knowing what it is you are searching for, and what it is that
is searching? The Hindus come over here and give their stuff - the
yogis, the swamis, you know; and you go over there and preach,
and convert. Why? It will be a happy world when there are neither
teachers nor pupils.
What is it really that we are seeking? Is it that we are bored with
life, bored with one set of ceremonies, one set of dogmas, church
rituals, and so we go to another because it is something new, more
exciting - Sanskrit words, men with beards, togas, and all the rest
of it? Is that the reason? Or, do we want to find a refuge, an escape,
in Buddhism, in Hinduism, or in some other organized religious
belief? Or, are we seeking gratification? It is very difficult to
distinguish and be aware of what we are really seeking. Because,
from period to period we vary; when we are bored, when we are
tired, when we are miserable, we want something ultimate, lasting,
final, absolute. It is only a very few who are consistent in their
search - in their inquiry, rather. Most of us want distraction. If we

are intellectual, we want intellectual distraction, and so on, and so
on.
So, can one genuinely, authentically, for oneself, find out what
it is that one wants? Not what one should have, or what one thinks
one ought to have; but to find out for oneself, inwardly, what it is
that one wants, what it is that one is searching after so ceaselessly.
And, can one find, when one seeks? Surely, we will find that which
we are seeking; but, when we get what we want, it soon fades
away, it turns to ashes. So, before we start out searching, gathering
what we want, surely it is important, isn't it?, to find out who the
searcher is, and what he is seeking; because, if the seeker does not
understand himself, then what he finds will be merely a selfprojected illusion. And, you may live in that illusion happily for
the rest of your life, but it will still be illusion.
So, before you seek, before you go from teacher to teacher,
from organization to organization, from belief to belief, surely it is
important to find out who is the person that is seeking, and what he
is seeking - not just vaguely go from shop to shop, hoping to find
the right dress. So, surely, the thing of primary importance is to
know yourself, not to go out and search - which does not mean that
you should become an introvert and avoid all action, which is
impossible. You can know yourself only in relationship, not in
isolation. So, what is the distinction between one's intention in
coming here and listening, and in going to another teacher? Surely,
there is no distinction if one merely comes here to get something to be pacified, to be comforted, to be given new ideas, to be
persuaded to join or to leave some organization, or God knows
what else. Surely, here there is no refuge, no organization. Here,

you and I are trying to see exactly what is, if we can, - see
ourselves as we are - , which is extremely difficult, because we are
so cunning; you know the innumerable tricks that we play upon
ourselves. Here we are trying to strip ourselves naked and see
ourselves; for, in that stripping, there comes wisdom; and it is that
wisdom which gives happiness. But, if your intention is to find
comfort, something which will hide you from yourself, something
which will offer an escape, then, obviously, there are many ways of
doing it - through religion, politics, amusement, knowledge - you
know, the whole gamut of it. And, I do not see how any form of
addiction, any form of distraction, any escape, however pleasant or
however uncomfortable, to which one so eagerly adjusts oneself
because it promises a reward at the end, can bring about that selfknowledge which is so essential, and which alone can give creative
peace.
Question: Our mind knows only the known. What is it in us that
drives us to find the unknown, reality, God?
Krishnamurti: Does your mind urge towards the unknown? Is
there an urge in us for the unknown, for reality, for God? Please
think seriously about it. This is not a rhetorical question, but
actually let us find out. Is there an inward urge in each one of us to
find the unknown? Is there? How can you find the unknown? If
you do not know it, how can you find it? Please, I am not being
clever. Don't brush it off that way. So, is it an urge for reality? Or,
is it merely a desire for the known, expanded? Do you understand
what I mean? I have known many things; they have not given me
happiness, satisfaction, joy. So, now I want something else that
will give me greater joy, greater happiness, greater hope, greater

vitality - what you will. And, can the known, which is my mind because, my mind is the known, the result of the known, the result
of the past - , can that mind seek the unknown? If I do not know
reality, the unknown, how can I search for it? Surely, it must come,
I cannot go after it. If I go after it, I am going after something
which is the known, projected from me.
So, our problem is not what it is in us that drives us to find the
unknown - that is clear enough. It is our own desire to be more
secure, more permanent, more established, more happy, to escape
from turmoil, from pain, confusion. Surely, that is our obvious
drive. And, when there is that drive, that urge, you will find a
marvellous escape, a marvellous refuge - in the Buddha, in the
Christ, or in political slogans, and all the rest of it. But, surely, that
is not reality; that is not the unknowable, the unknown. Therefore,
the urge for the unknown must come to an end, the search for the
unknown must stop; which means, there must be the understanding of the cumulative known, which is the mind. The mind
must understand itself as the known, because that is all it knows.
You cannot think about something that you do not know. You can
only think about something that you know.
Our difficulty is for the mind not to proceed in the known; and
that can only happen when the mind understands itself and how all
its movement is from the past, projecting itself through the present,
to the future. It is one continuous movement of the known; and,
can that movement come to an end? It can come to an end only
when the mechanism of its own process is understood, only when
the mind understands itself and its workings, its ways, its purposes,
its pursuits, its demands - not only the superficial demands, but the

deep inward urges and motives. This is quite an arduous task; it
isn't just in a meeting, or at a lecture, or by reading a book, that you
are going to find out. On the contrary, it needs constant
watchfulness, constant awareness of every movement of thought not only when you are waking, but also when you are asleep. It
must be a total process, not a sporadic, partial process.
And also, the intention must be right. That is, there must be a
cessation of the superstition that inwardly we all want the
unknown. It is an illusion to think that we are all seeking God - we
are not. We don't have to search for light. There will be light when
there is no darkness; and through darkness, we cannot find the
light. All that we can do is to remove those barriers that create
darkness; and the removal depends on the intention. If you are
removing them in order to see light, then you are not removing
anything, you are only substituting the word light for darkness.
Even to look beyond the darkness, is an escape from darkness.
So, we have to consider, not what it is that is driving us, but
why there is in us such confusion, such turmoil, such strife and
antagonism - all the stupid things of our existence. When these are
not, then there is light, we don't have to look for it. When stupidity
is gone there is intelligence. But the man who is stupid and tries to
become intelligent, is still stupid. Surely, stupidity can never be
made wisdom; only when stupidity ceases, is there wisdom,
intelligence. But the man who is stupid and tries to become
intelligent, wise, obviously can never be. To know what is
stupidity, one must go into it, not superficially, but fully,
completely, deeply, profoundly, one must go into all the different
layers of stupidity; and when there is the cessation of that stupidity,

there is wisdom.
So, it is important to find out, not if there is something more,
something greater than the known, which is urging us to the
unknown; but to see what it is in us that is creating confusion, the
wars, the class differences, the snobbishness, the pursuit of the
famous, the accumulation of knowledge, the escape through music,
through art, through so many ways. It is important, surely, to see
them as they are, and to come back to ourselves as we are. And,
from there we can proceed. Then the throwing off of the known is
comparatively easy. When the mind is silent, when it is no longer
projecting itself into the future, into the tomorrow, wishing for
something; when the mind is really quiet, profoundly peaceful, the
unknown comes into being. You don't have to search for it. You
cannot invite it. That which you can invite is only that which you
know. You cannot invite an unknown guest. You can only invite
one whom you know. But you do not know the unknown, God,
reality, or what you will. It must come. It can come only when the
field is right, when the soil is tilled. But, if you till in order for it to
come, then you will not have it.
So, our problem is not to seek the unknowable, but to
understand the accumulative processes of the mind, which is ever
with the known. And that is an arduous task: that demands
attention, that demands a constant awareness in which there is no
sense of distraction, of identification, of condemnation; it is being
with what is. Then only can the mind be still. No amount of
meditation, discipline, can make the mind still, in the real sense of
that word. Only when the breezes stop does the lake become quiet.
You cannot make the lake quiet. So our job is not to pursue the

unknowable, but to understand the confusion, the turmoil the
misery, in ourselves; and then that thing darkly comes into being,
in which there is joy.
July 23, 1949
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I would like this morning to discuss what is simplicity and perhaps
from that arrive at the discovery of sensitivity. We seem to think
that simplicity is merely an outward expression, a withdrawal:
having few possessions, wearing a loin cloth, having no home,
putting on few clothes, having a small bank account. Surely, that is
not simplicity. That is merely an outward show. And it seems to
me that simplicity is essential; but simplicity can come into being
only when we begin to understand the significance of selfknowledge, which we have discussed previously, and which we
will be discussing here till the end of August.
Simplicity is not merely adjustment to a pattern. It requires a
great deal of intelligence to be simple and not merely conform to a
particular pattern, however worthy outwardly. Unfortunately, most
of us begin by being simple externally, in outward things. It is
comparatively easy to have few things, and to be satisfied with few
things; to be content with little, and perhaps to share that little with
others. But, a mere outward expression of simplicity in things, in
possessions, surely does not imply the simplicity of inward being.
Because, as the world is at present, more and more things are being
urged upon us, outwardly, externally. Life is becoming more and
more complex. And, in order to escape from that, we try to
renounce, or be detached from things - from cars, from houses,
from organizations, from cinemas, and from the innumerable
circumstances outwardly thrust upon us. We think we shall be
simple by withdrawing. A great many saints, a great many
teachers, have renounced the world; and it seems to me that such a

renunciation on the part of any of us does not solve the problem.
Simplicity which is fundamental, real, can only come into being
inwardly; and from that there is an outward expression. How to be
simple, then, is the problem; because that simplicity makes one
more and more sensitive. A sensitive mind, a sensitive heart, is
essential, for then it is capable of quick perception, quick
reception.
So, one can be inwardly simple, surely, only by understanding
the innumerable impediments, attachments, fears, in which one is
held. But most of us like to be held - by people, by possessions, or
by ideas. We like to be prisoners. Inwardly, we are prisoners,
though outwardly we seem very simple. Inwardly we are prisoners
to our desires, to our wants, to our ideals, to the innumerable
motivations. And simplicity cannot be found unless one is free
inwardly. Therefore, it must begin first inwardly, not outwardly.
We were discussing yesterday afternoon the freedom from
beliefs. Surely, there is an extraordinary freedom when one
understands the whole process of belief why the mind is attached
to a belief. And, when there is freedom from beliefs, there is
simplicity. But that simplicity requires intelligence; and, to be
intelligent, one must be aware of one's own impediments. To be
aware, one must be constantly on the watch, not established in any
particular groove, in any particular pattern of thought or action.
Because, after all, what one is inwardly, does affect the outer.
Society or any form of action, is the projection of ourselves; and,
without transforming inwardly mere legislation has very little
significance outwardly; it may bring about certain reforms, certain
adjustments; but, what one is inwardly, always overcomes the

outer. If one is inwardly greedy, ambitious, pursuing certain ideals,
that inward complexity does eventually upset, overthrow outward
society however carefully planned it may be.
So, surely, one must begin within - not exclusively, not
rejecting the outer. You come to the inner, surely, by
understanding the outer, by finding out how the conflict, the
struggle, the pain, exists outwardly; and as one investigates it more
and more, naturally one comes into the psychological states which
produce the outward conflicts and miseries. The outward
expression is only an indication of our inward state; but to
understand the inward state, one must approach through the outer.
Most of us do that. And, in understanding the inner - not
exclusively, not by rejecting the outer, but by understanding the
outer and so coming upon the inner - , we will find that, as we
proceed to investigate the inward complexities of our being, we
become more and more sensitive, free, It is this inward simplicity
that is so essential. Because, that simplicity creates sensitivity. A
mind that is not sensitive, not alert, not aware, is incapable of any
receptivity, any creative action. That is why I said that conformity
as a means of making ourselves simple, really makes the mind and
heart dull, insensitive. Any form of authoritarian compulsion,
imposed by the government, by oneself, by the ideal of
achievement, and so on - any form of conformity must make for
insensitivity, for not being simple inwardly. Outwardly you may
conform and give the appearance of simplicity, like so many
religious people do. They practise various disciplines, join various
organizations, meditate in a particular fashion, and so on - all
giving an appearance of simplicity. But, such conformity does not

make for simplicity. Compulsion of any kind can never lead to
simplicity. On the contrary, the more you suppress, the more you
substitute, the more you sublimate, the less there is simplicity; but
the more you understand the process of sublimation, suppression,
substitution, the greater the possibility of being simple.
Our problems - social, environmental, political, religious - are
so complex that we can solve them only by being simple, not by
becoming extraordinarily erudite and clever. Because, a simple
person sees much more directly, has a more direct experience, than
the complex person. And, our minds are so crowded with an
infinite knowledge of facts, of what others have said, that we have
become incapable of being simple and having direct experience
ourselves. These problems demand a new approach; and they can
be so approached only when we are simple, inwardly really simple.
That simplicity comes only through self-knowledge, through
understanding ourselves: the ways of our thinking and feeling, the
movements of our thoughts, our responses; how we conform,
through fear, to public opinion, to what others say, what the
Buddha, the Christ, the great saints have said - all of which
indicates our nature to conform, to be safe, to be secure. And, when
one is seeking security, one is obviously in a state of fear, and
therefore there is no simplicity.
Without being simple, one cannot be sensitive - to the trees, to
the birds, to the mountains, to the wind, to all the things that are
going on about us in the world. And, if one is not simple, one
cannot be sensitive to the inward intimation of things. Most of us
live so superficially, on the upper level of our consciousness; there
we try to be thoughtful or intelligent, which is synonymous with

being religious; there we try to make our minds simple, through
compulsion, through discipline. But that is not simplicity. When
we force the upper mind to be simple, such compulsion only
hardens the mind, does not make the mind supple, clear, quick. To
be simple, in the whole, total process of our consciousness, is
extremely arduous. Because, there must be no inward reservation,
there must be an eagerness to find out, to inquire into the process
of our being, which means, to be awake to every intimation, to
every hint; to be aware of our fears, of our hopes, and to
investigate and be free of them more and more and more. Only
then, when the mind and the heart are really simple, not encrusted,
are we able to solve the many problems that confront us.
Knowledge is not going to solve our problems. You may know,
for example, that there is reincarnation, that there is a continuity
after death. You may know, I don't say you do; or you may be
convinced of it. But that does not solve the problem. Death cannot
be shelved by your theory, or by information, or by conviction. It is
much more mysterious, much deeper, much more creative, than
that.
So, one must have the capacity to investigate all these things
anew; because, it is only through direct experience that our
problems are solved; and to have direct experience, there must be
simplicity, which means, there must be sensitivity. A mind is made
dull by the weight of knowledge. A mind is made dull by the past,
by the future. But, only a mind that is capable of adjusting itself to
the present, continually, from moment to moment, can meet the
powerful influences and pressures constantly put upon us by our
environment.

So, a religious man is not really one who puts on a robe, or a
loin cloth, or lives on one meal a day, or one who has taken
innumerable vows to be this and not to be that; but, it is he who is
inwardly simple, who is not becoming anything. Such a mind is
capable of extraordinary receptivity, because there is no barrier,
there is no fear, there is no going toward something; therefore, it is
capable of receiving grace, God, truth, or what you will. But a
mind that is pursuing reality, is not a simple mind. A mind that is
seeking out, searching groping, agitated, is not a simple mind. A
mind that conforms to any pattern of authority, inward or outward,
cannot be sensitive. And it is only when a mind is really sensitive,
alert, aware of all its own happenings, responses, thoughts, when it
is no longer becoming, is no longer shaping itself to be something only then is it capable of receiving that which is truth. It is only
then that there can be happiness; for happiness is not an end, it is
the result of reality. And, when the mind and the heart have
become simple, and therefore sensitive - not through any form of
compulsion, direction, or imposition - then we will see that our
problems can be tackled very simply. However complex our
problems, we shall be able to approach them anew and see them
differently. And that is what is wanted, is it not?, at the present
time: people who are capable of meeting this outward confusion,
turmoil, antagonism, anew, creatively, simply; not with theories,
not with formulas, whether of the left or of the right. And you
cannot meet it anew, if you are not simple.
You know, a problem can be solved only when we approach it
anew. But we cannot approach it anew if we are thinking in terms
of certain patterns of thought, religious, political, or otherwise. So,

we must be free of all these things, to be simple. That is why it is
so important to be aware, to have the capacity to understand the
process of our own thinking to be cognizant of ourselves, totally;
and, from that there comes a simplicity, there comes a humility
which is not a virtue or a practice. Humility that is gained, ceases
to be humility. A mind that makes itself humble, is no longer a
humble mind. And it is only when one has humility, not a
cultivated humility, that one is able to meet the things of life that
are so pressing; because, then one is not important, one doesn't
look through one's own pressures and sense of importance; one
looks at the problem for itself, and then one is able to solve it.
Question: I have been a member of various religious
organizations, but you have destroyed them all. I am utterly bored,
and work because hunger forces me to it. It is difficult to get up in
the morning, and I have no interest in life. I realize I am merely
existing from day to day, without any human sense of value; but I
can feel no spark of enthusiasm for anything. I am afraid to commit
suicide. What on earth am I to do? (Laughter)
Krishnamurti: Though you laugh, are not most of us in that
position? Though you may still belong to many organizations religious, political, and otherwise - , or you may have given them
all up, is there not in you the same inward despair? You may go to
analysts, or to confession, and so feel pacified for the time being;
but isn't there the same ache of loneliness, a sense of loss, a despair
without end? Joining organizations, indulging in various forms of
amusement, being addicted to knowledge, performing daily rituals,
and all the rest of it, does offer an escape from ourselves; but,
when those have ceased, when those have been pushed away

intelligently and not replaced by other forms of escape, one comes
to this, doesn't one? You may have read many books, you may be
surrounded by your family, children, wealth - a new car every year,
the latest literature, the newest phonograph, and all the rest of it.
But, when you intelligently discard distraction, you are inevitably
faced with this, aren't you? - the sense of inward frustration, the
sense of hopeless despair without an end. Perhaps most of you are
not aware of it; or, if you are, you run away from it. But it is there.
So, what is one to do?
First of all, it seems to me, it is very difficult to come to that
position; to be so aware that you are directly confronted with that
thing. Very few of us are capable of facing that thing directly, as it
is, because it is extremely painful; and when you do face it, you are
so anxious to leave it, that you might do anything, even commit
suicide - or run far away, into any illusion, any distraction. So, the
first difficulty is to be fully aware that you are confronted with it.
Surely, one must be in despair to find something. When you have
tried everything about you, every door through which you can
possibly escape, and none of them offer an escape, you are bound
to come to this point.
Now, if you are at this point, really, actually - not fancifully, not
wishing to be there in order to do something else - , if you are
actually faced with it, then we can proceed and discuss what to do.
Then it is worthwhile to proceed. If you have ceased substituting
one escape for another, leaving one organization and joining
something else, pursuing one thing after another: if all that has
stopped - and it must eventually stop for every intelligent man - ,
then what? Now, if you are in that position, what is the next

response? When you are no longer escaping, when you are no
longer seeking an outlet a way to avoid it - then what happens? If
you observe, what we do is this: because of a sense of fear with
regard to it or the desire to understand it, we give it a name. Don't
we? We say, "I am lonely, I am in despair; I am this, I want to
understand it." That is, we establish a relationship between
ourselves and that thing which we call loneliness, emptiness, by
giving it a name. I hope you understand what I am talking about.
By verbalizing our relationship to it, we give it a neurological as
well as a psychological significance. But, if we do not name it, but
merely regard it, look at it, then we shall have a different
relationship to it; then it is not away from us, it is us. We say, for
example, "I am afraid of it." Fear exists only in relationship to
something; that something comes into being when we curb it, when
we give it a name, as being lonely. Therefore, there is the feeling
that you and that loneliness are two separate things. But is that so?
You, the observer, are observing the fact, which you term as being
lonely. Is the observer different from the thing which he observes?
It is different only as long as he gives it a name; but if you do not
give it a name, the observer is the observed. The name, the term,
acts only to divide; and then you have to battle with that thing. But,
if there is no division, if there is an integration between the
observer and the observed, which exists only when there is no
naming - you can try this out and you will see - , then the sense of
fear is entirely gone. It is fear that is preventing you from looking
at this when you say, you are empty, you are this, you are that, you
are in despair. And fear exists only as memory, which comes when
you term; but when you are capable of looking at it without

terming, then, surely, that thing is yourself.
So, when you come to that point, when you are no longer
naming the thing of which you are afraid, then you are that thing.
When you are that thing, there is no problem, is there? It is only
when you do not want to be that thing, or when you want to make
that thing different from what it is, that the problem arises. But if
you are that thing, then the observer is the observed, they are a
joint phenomenon, not separate phenomena; then there is no
problem, is there?
Please, experiment with this, and you will see how quickly that
thing is resolved and transcended, and something else takes place.
Our difficulty is to come to that point, when we can look at it
without fear; and fear arises only when we begin to recognize it,
when we begin to give it a name, when we want to do something
about it. But, when the observer sees that he is not different from
the thing which he calls emptiness, despair, then the word has no
longer a meaning. The word has ceased to be, it is no longer
despair. When the word is removed, with all its implications, then
there is no sense of fear or despair. Then, if you proceed further,
when there is no fear, no despair, when the word is no longer
important, then, surely, there is a tremendous release, a freedom;
and in that freedom there is creative being, which gives a newness
to life.
To put it differently: We approach this problem of despair
through habitual channels. That is, we bring our past memories to
translate that problem; and thought, which is the result of memory,
which is founded upon the past, can never solve that problem,
because it is a new problem. Every problem is a new problem; and

when you approach it, burdened with the past, it cannot be solved.
You cannot approach it through the screen of words, which is the
thinking process; but when the verbalization stops - because you
understand the whole process of it, you leave it - , then you are able
to meet the problem anew; then the problem is not what you think
it is.
So, you might say at the end of this question, "What am I to do?
Here I am in despair, in confusion, in pain; you haven't given me a
method to follow, to become free." But, surely, if you have
understood what I have said, the key is there: a key which opens
much more than you realize if you are capable of using it. You can
see then how words play an extraordinarily important part in our
lives, words like God, like nation, like political leader, like
Communism, like Catholicism - words, words, words. What
extraordinary significance they have in our life! And it is these
words that are preventing our understanding the problems anew.
To be really simple is to be uncluttered with all these impressions,
words and their significance; and to approach the problem anew.
And I assure you, you can do it; it is quite an amusement, if you
will do it, for it reveals so much. And I feel this is the only way to
tackle any fundamental problem. You must tackle a problem which
is very deep, profoundly, not at the superficial level. And this
problem of loneliness, of despair, with which most of us are
somewhat, in our rare moments, acquainted, is not a thing to be
dissolved by merely running off into some kind of distraction or
worship. It is always there, until you are capable of dealing with it
directly and experiencing it directly, without any verbalization,
without any screen between yourself and it.

Question: What have you to say to a person who, in quiet
moments, sees the truth of what you say, who has a longing to keep
awake, but who finds himself repeatedly lost in a sea of impulse
and small desires?
Krishnamurti: This is what happens to most of us, isn't it? We
are awake at moments, at other moments we are asleep. At
moments we see everything clearly, with significance; at other
moments all is confused, dark, misty. Sometimes there are
extraordinary heights of joy, unrelated to any kind of action; at
other moments, we struggle for that. Now, what is one to do?
Should one memorize, keep awake to those things that we have
caught a glimpse of, and hang on to them grimly? Or, should we
deal with the little desires, impulses, the dark things of our life, as
they arise from moment to moment? I know most of us prefer to
cling to that joy; we make effort, discipline ourselves to resist, to
overcome the petty little things, and try to keep our eyes fixed on
the horizon. That is what most of us want, isn't it? Because that is
so much easier - at least, we think so. We prefer to look to an
experience that is over, that has given us a great delight, a joy, and
hold on to it, like some old people who look to their youth; or, like
some other people, who look to the future, to the next life, to some
greatness which they are going to achieve next time, tomorrow, or
a hundred years hence. That is, there are those who sacrifice the
present to the past, enriching the past; and those who enrich the
future. They are both the same. Different sets of words are
employed, but the same phenomenon is there.
Now, what is one to do? First of all, let us find out why we want
to cling to a pleasurable experience, or avoid something which is

not pleasurable. Why do we go through this process of holding on,
clinging to something which has given us a great joy physically or
psychologically? Why do we do this? Why has an experience that
is over, so much more importance? Because, don't we feel that
without that extraordinary experience, there is nothing in the
present? The present is an awful bore, a trial; therefore, let us think
of the past. The present is irksome, nagging, bothersome, therefore,
let us at least be something in the future - a Buddha, a Christ, or
God knows what.
So, the past and the future become useful, or pleasurable, only
when we do not understand the present. And against the present,
we discipline; the present, we resist. Because, take away the past,
all your experiences, your knowledge, your accumulations, your
enrichments - and what are you? With that past, you meet the
present. Therefore, you are really never meeting the present: you
are merely overshadowing the present by the past, or by the future.
And, we discipline ourselves to understand the present. We say, "I
must not think of the past, I must not think of the future; I am
going to be concentrated in the present." You see the fallacy, the
absurdity, the infantilism of thinking yourself as some marvellous
entity tomorrow, or in the past, and you say, "Now I must
understand it." Can you understand anything through discipline
through compulsion? You may force a boy to be quiet, outwardly
by disciplining him; but inwardly, he is seething, isn't he?
Likewise, when we force ourselves to understand, is there any
understanding? But, if we can see the real futility, see the
significance of our attachment to the past, or to our becoming
something in the future - if we really understand it - , then that

gives sensitivity to the mind, to meet the present.
So, our difficulty is not the understanding of the present. Our
difficulty is our attachment to the past or to the future. So, we have
to investigate why it is that we are attached. Why is the past so
important to old people, as the future is to others? Why are we so
attached to it? Because we think, do we not?, that the experiences
have enriched us; so, the past has significance. When one was
young, one caught a light on the sea, a glimmer; there was a
freshness which has faded now. But, at least one can remember
that glimmer, that extraordinary sense of elan, that feeling of
otherness, of youth. So, one goes back and lives there. That is, one
lives in a dead experience. It is over, it is dead, it is gone; yet, one
gives it life by thinking about it, living in it. But it is a dead thing.
So, when one does that, one is also dead in the present - like so
many people are - or in the future. In other words, one is afraid to
be nothing in the present, to be simple, to be sensitive to the
present, so one wants to be enriched by one's experiences of
yesterday. Is that enrichment? Are the experiences of yesterday
enriching? Surely, you have the memory of them. Is memory
enriching? Or, is it merely words, with very little content? Surely,
you can see that for yourself, if you will experiment. When we
look to the past for enrichment, we are living on words. We give
life to the past; the past has no life in itself; it has life only in
relationship to the present. And when the present is disagreeable,
we give life to the past; and that, surely, is not enrichment. When
you are aware that you are rich, you are surely poor. To be aware
of yourself as being something, obviously denies that which you
are. If you are aware that you are virtuous, surely, you are no

longer virtuous; if you are aware that you are happy, where is
happiness? Happiness comes only when there is self-forgetfulness,
when there is no sense of the me as important. But, the me
becomes important, the self becomes important, when the past or
the future is all-significant. So, mere disciplining of oneself to be
something, can never bring about that state in which there is no
self-consciousness as the me.
Question: I am not interested in anything, but most people are
busy with many interests. I don't have to work, so I don't. Should I
undertake some useful work?
Krishnamurti: Become a social worker, or a political worker, or
a religious worker - is that it? Because you have nothing else to do,
therefore you become a reformer! (Laughter) Sir, if you have
nothing to do, if you are bored, why not be bored? Why not be
that? If you are in sorrow, be sorrowful. Don't try to find a way out
of it. Because, your being bored has an immense significance, if
you can understand it, live with it. But if you say, "I am bored,
therefore I will do something else", you are merely trying to escape
from boredom. And, as most of our activities are escapes, you do
much more harm socially and in every other way. The mischief is
much greater when you escape, than when you are what you are
and remain with it. The difficulty is, how to remain with it, and not
run away; and as most of our activities are a process of escape, it is
immensely difficult for you to stop escaping, and face it. So, I am
glad if you are really bored; and I say: full stop, let's stay there,
let's look at it. Why should you do anything? How do you know
that in that state, when you are escaping, you are not causing much
more harm to people? Your escape into something is an illusion;

and when you go into an illusion and propagate that illusion, you
are doing much more harm, aren't you?, than by merely remaining
bored. Sir, if you are bored, and remain so, what can you do? This
person says he has enough money to live, so he has not that
problem for the time being.
If you are bored, why are you bored? What is the thing called
boredom? Why is it that you are not interested in anything? There
must be reasons and causes which have made you dull: suffering,
escapes, beliefs, incessant activity, have made the mind dull, the
heart unpliable. To find out what are the causes that have made you
dull, is not to analyze. That is quite a different problem, which we
will discuss another time. But, if you could find out why you are
bored, why there is no interest, then surely you would solve the
problem, wouldn't you? Then the awakened interest will function.
But, if you are not interested in why you are bored, you cannot
force yourself to be interested in an activity, merely to be doing
something - like a squirrel going around in a cage. I know that this
is the kind of activity most of us indulge in. But, we can find out
inwardly, psychologically, why we are in this state of utter
boredom; we can see why most of us are in this state: we have
exhausted ourselves emotionally and mentally; we have tried so
many things, so many sensations, so many amusements, so many
experiments, that we have become dull, weary. We join one group,
do everything wanted of us, and then leave it; we then go to
something else, and try that. If we fail with one psychologist, we
go to somebody else, or to the priest; if we fail there, we go to
another teacher, and so on; we always keep going. This process of
constantly stretching and letting go, is exhausting, isn't it? Like all

sensations, it soon dulls the mind.
So, we have done that, we have gone from sensation to
sensation, from excitement to excitement, till we come to a point
when we are really exhausted. Now, realizing that, don't proceed
any further: take a rest. Be quiet. Let the mind gather strength by
itself, don't force it. As the soil renews itself during the wintertime, so, when the mind is allowed to be quiet, it renews itself. But
it is very difficult to allow the mind to be quiet, to let it lie fallow
after all this, for the mind wants to be doing something all the time.
And when you come to that point where you are really allowing
yourself to be as you are - bored, ugly, hideous, or whatever it is - ,
then there is a possibility of dealing with it.
What happens when you accept something, when you accept
what you are? When you accept that you are what you are, where is
the problem? There is a problem only when we do not accept a
thing as it is, and wish to transform it - which does not mean that I
am advocating contentment; on the contrary. So, if we accept what
we are, then we see that the thing which we dreaded, the thing
which we called boredom, the thing which we called despair, the
thing which we called fear, has undergone a complete change.
There is a complete transformation of the thing of which we were
afraid.
That is why it is important, as I said, to understand the process,
the ways of our own thinking. Self-knowledge cannot be gathered
through anybody, through any book, through any confession,
psychology, or psychoanalyst. It has to be found by yourself,
because it is your life; and without the widening and deepening of
that knowledge of the self, do what you will, alter any outward or

inward circumstances, influences - it will ever be a breeding
ground of despair, pain, sorrow. To go beyond the self-enclosing
activities of the mind, you must understand them; and to
understand them is to be aware of action in relationship,
relationship to things, to people, and to ideas. In that relationship,
which is the mirror, we begin to see ourselves, without any
justification or condemnation; and from that wider and deeper
knowledge of the ways of our own mind, it is possible to proceed
further; then it is possible for the mind to be quiet, to receive that
which is real.
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During the last four talks or discussions we have been considering
the question of self-knowledge. Because, as we said, without being
aware of one's own process of thought and feeling, it is obviously
not possible to act rightly or think rightly. So, the essential purpose
of these gatherings or discussions or meetings, is really to see if
one can, for oneself, directly experience the process of one's own
thinking and be aware of it integrally. Most of us are aware of it
superficially, on the upper or superficial level of the mind, but not
as a total process. It is this total process that gives freedom, that
gives comprehension, that gives understanding; and not the partial
process. Some of us may know ourselves partially, at least we
think we know ourselves a little; but that little is not sufficient,
because, if one knows oneself slightly, it acts as a hindrance rather
than a help. And it is only in knowing oneself as a total process physiologically and psychologically: the hidden, unconscious,
deeper layers as well as the superficial layers - it is only when we
know the total process, that we are able to deal with the problems
that inevitably arise, not partially but as a whole.
Now, this ability to deal with the total process is what I would
like to discuss this evening; also whether it is a question of the
cultivation of a particular capacity, which implies a certain kind of
specialization. Does understanding, happiness, the realization of
something beyond the mere physical sensations, come through any
specialization? Because, capacity implies specialization. In a world
of everincreasing specialization, we depend on the specialists. If
anything goes wrong with a car, we turn to the mechanic; if

anything goes wrong physically, we go to a doctor. If there is a
psychological maladjustment, we run, if we have the money and
the means, to a psychologist, or to a priest, and so on. That is, we
look to the specialist for help in our failures and miseries. Now,
does the understanding of ourselves demand specialization? The
specialist knows only his specialty at whatever level. And does the
knowledge of ourselves demand specialization? I do not think so;
on the contrary. Specialization implies, does it not?, a narrowingdown of the whole, total process of our being to a particular point,
and specializing on that point. Since we have to understand
ourselves as a total process, we cannot specialize. Because
specialization implies exclusion, obviously; whereas, to know
ourselves does not demand any kind of exclusion. On the contrary,
it demands a complete awareness of ourselves as an integral
process, and for that, specialization is a hindrance.
After all, what is it that we have to do? Know ourselves, which
means to know our relationship with the world, surely - not only
with the world of ideas and people, but also with nature, with the
things we possess. That is our life - life being relationship to the
whole. And does the understanding of that relationship demand
specialization; obviously not. What it demands is awareness to
meet life as a whole. How is one to be aware? That is our problem.
How is one to have that awareness - if I may use this word without
making it mean specialization? How is one to be capable of
meeting life as a whole? - which means not only personal
relationship with your neighbour, but also with nature, with the
things that you possess, with ideas, and with the things that the
mind manufactures as illusion, desire, and so on. How is one to be

aware of this whole process of relationship? Surely, that is our life,
is it not? There is no life without relationship; and to understand
this relationship does not mean isolation, as I have been insisting,
constantly explaining. On the contrary, it demands a full
recognition or awareness of the total process of relationship.
Now, how is one to be aware? How are we aware of anything?
How are you aware of your relationship with a person? How are
you aware of these trees, the calling of that cow? How are you
aware of your reactions when you read a newspaper, if you read a
newspaper? And, are we aware of the superficial responses of the
mind, as well as the inner responses? How are we aware of
anything? Surely, first we are aware, are we not?, of a response to a
stimulus, which is an obvious fact; I see the trees, and there is a
response, then sensation, contact, identification, and desire. That is
the ordinary process, isn't it? We can observe what actually takes
place, without studying any books.
So, through identification you have pleasure and pain. And our
`capacity' is this concern with pleasure and the avoidance of pain,
is it not? If you are interested in something, if it gives you pleasure,
there is `capacity' immediately; there is an awareness of that fact
immediately; and if it is painful, the `capacity' is developed to
avoid it. So, as long as we are looking to `capacity' to understand
ourselves, I think we shall fail; because the understanding of
ourselves does not depend on capacity. It is not a technique that
you develop, cultivate and increase through time, through
constantly sharpening. This awareness of oneself can be tested,
surely, in the action of relationship, it can be tested in the way we
talk, the way we behave. Watch yourself after the meeting is over,

watch yourself at table - just observe, without any identification,
without any comparison, without any condemnation; just watch,
and you will see an extraordinary thing taking place. You not only
put an end to an activity which is unconscious - because most of
our activities are unconscious - you not only bring that to end, but,
further, you are aware of the motives of that action, without
inquiry, without digging into it.
Now, when you are aware, you see the whole process of your
thinking and action; but it can happen only when there is no
condemnation. That is, when I condemn something, I do not
understand it, and it is one way of avoiding any kind of
understanding. I think most of us do that purposely; we condemn
immediately, and we think we have understood. If we do not
condemn, but regard it, are aware of it, then the content, the
significance of that action begins to open up. Experiment with this
and you will see for yourself. Just be aware - without any sense of
justification - which may appear rather negative, but is not
negative. On the contrary, it has the quality of passivity which is
direct action; and you will discover this, if you experiment with it.
After all, if you want to understand something, you have to be
in a passive mood, do you not? You cannot keep on thinking about
it, speculating about it, or questioning it. You have to be sensitive
enough to receive the content of it. It is like being a sensitive
photographic plate. If I want to understand you, I have to be
passively aware; then you begin to tell me all of your story. Surely,
that is not a question of capacity or specialization. In that process,
we begin to understand ourselves - not only the superficial layers
of our consciousness, but the deeper, which is much more

important; because there are all of our motives or intentions, our
hidden, confused demands, anxieties, fears, appetites. Outwardly
we may have them all under control, but inwardly they are boiling.
Until those have been completely understood through awareness,
obviously there cannot be freedom, there cannot be happiness,
there is no intelligence.
So, is intelligence a matter of specialization? - intelligence
being the total awareness of our process. And is that intelligence to
be cultivated through any form of specialization? Because, that is
what is happening, is it not? You are listening to me, probably
thinking that I am a specialist - I hope not. The priest, the doctor,
the engineer, the industrialist, the businessman, the professor - we
have the mentality of all that specialization. And we think that to
realize the highest form of intelligence - which is truth, which is
God, which cannot be described - , to realize that, we have to make
ourselves specialists. We study, we grope, we search out; and with
the mentality of the specialist, or looking to the specialist, we study
ourselves, in order to develop a capacity which will help to unravel
our conflicts, our miseries.
So, our problem is, if we are at all aware, whether the conflicts
and the miseries and the sorrows of our daily existence can be
solved by another; and if they cannot, how is it possible for us to
tackle them? To understand a problem, obviously requires a certain
intelligence; and that intelligence cannot be derived from, or
cultivated through, specialization. It comes into being only when
we are passively aware of the whole process of our consciousness,
which is to be aware of ourselves without choice, without choosing
what is right and what is wrong. Because, when you are passively

aware, you will see that out of that passivity - which is not
idleness, which is not sleep, but extreme alertness - , the problem
has quite a different significance; which means, there is no longer
identification with the problem, and therefore there is no judgment,
and hence the problem begins to reveal its content. If you are able
to do that constantly, continuously, then every problem can be
solved fundamentally, not superficially. And that is the difficulty,
because most of us are incapable of being passively aware, letting
the problem tell the story without our interpreting it. We do not
know how to look at a problem dispassionately - if you like to use
that word. Unfortunately, we are not capable of doing that, because
we want a result from the problem, we want an answer, we are
looking to an end; or we try to translate the problem according to
our pleasure or pain; or we have an answer already, how to deal
with the problem. Therefore, we approach a problem, which is
always new, with the old pattern. The challenge is always the new,
but our response is always the old; and our difficulty is to meet the
challenge adequately, that is, fully. The problem is always a
problem of relationship, there is no other problem; and to meet the
problem of relationship, with its constantly varying demands - to
meet it rightly, to meet it adequately - one has to be aware
passively; and this passivity is not a question of determination, of
will, of discipline; to be aware that we are not passive, is the
beginning. To be aware that we want a particular answer to a
particular problem - surely, that is the beginning: to know
ourselves in relationship to the problem, and how we deal with the
problem. Then, as we begin to know ourselves in relationship to
the problem, - how we respond, what are our various prejudices,

demands, pursuits, in meeting that problem - , this awareness will
reveal the process of our own thinking, of our own inward nature;
and in that there is a release.
So, life is a matter of relationship; and to understand that
relationship, which is not static, there must be an awareness which
is pliable, an awareness which is alertly passive, not aggressively
active. And as I said, this passive awareness does not come through
any form of discipline, through any practice. It is to be just aware,
from moment to moment, of our thinking and feeling, not only
when we are awake; for we will see, as we go into it deeper, that
we begin to dream, that we begin to throw up all kinds of symbols
which we translate as dreams. So, we open the door into the
hidden, which becomes the known; but to find the unknown, we
must go beyond the door - surely, that is our difficulty. Reality is
not a thing that is knowable by the mind, because the mind is the
result of the known, of the past; therefore, the mind must
understand itself and its functioning, its truth, and only then is it
possible for the unknown to be.
Question: All religions have insisted on some kind of selfdiscipline to moderate the instincts of the brute in man. Through
self-discipline the saints and mystics have asserted that they have
attained Godhood. Now, you seem to imply that such disciplines
are a hindrance to the realization of God. I am confused. Who is
right in this matter?
Krishnamurti: Surely, it is not a question of who is right in this
matter. What is important is to find out the truth of the matter for
ourselves - not according to a particular saint, or to a person who
comes from India, or from some other place, the more exotic the

better. So let us examine it together.
Now, you are caught between these two: someone says
discipline, another says no discipline. Generally what happens is,
you choose what is more convenient, what is more satisfying: you
like the man, his looks, his personal idiosyncrasies, his personal
favoritism, and all the rest of it. So, putting all that aside, let us
examine this question directly and find out the truth of the matter
for ourselves. Because, in this question a great deal is implied, and
we have to approach it very cautiously and tentatively.
Most of us want someone in authority to tell us what to do. We
look for a direction in conduct, because our instinct is to be safe,
not to suffer more. Someone is said to have realized happiness,
bliss, or what you will, and we hope that he will tell us what to do
to arrive there. That is what we want: we want that same happiness,
that same inward quietness, joy; and in this mad world of
confusion, we want someone to tell us what to do. That is really the
basic instinct with most of us; and, according to that instinct, we
pattern our action. Is God, is that highest thing unnameable and not
to be measured by words - is that come by through discipline,
through following a particular pattern of action? Please, we are
thinking it out together, - don't bother about the rain for the time
being. If you are interested, let us go into it. We want to arrive at a
particular goal, particular end, and we think that by practice, by
discipline, by suppressing or releasing, sublimating or substituting,
we shall be able to find that which we are seeking.
What is implied in discipline? Why do we discipline ourselves,
if we do? I doubt if we do - but why do we do it? No, seriously,
why do we do it? Can discipline and intelligence go together? Let

us inquire into it fully and see how far - if the rain allows us - we
can go into this matter. Because, most people feel that we must,
through some kind of discipline, subjugate, or control the brute, the
ugly thing in us. And is that brute, that ugly thing, controllable
through discipline? What do we mean by discipline? A course of
action which promises a reward; a course of action which, if
pursued, will give us what we want - it may be positive or
negative. A pattern of conduct which, if practised diligently,
sedulously, very, very ardently, will give me in the end what I
want. It may be painful, but I am willing to go through it to get
that. That is, the self, which is aggressive, selfish, hypocritical,
anxious, fearful - you know, all of it; that self, which is the cause
of the brute in us, we want to transform, subjugate, destroy. And
how is this to be done? Is it to be done through discipline, or
through an intelligent understanding of the past of the self, what
the self is, how it comes into being, and so on? That is, shall we
destroy the brute in man through compulsion, or through
intelligence? And is intelligence a matter of discipline? Let us for
the time being forget what the saints and all the rest of the people
have said - and I do not know if they have said it; not that I am an
expert on saints. But let us go into the matter for ourselves, as
though we were for the first time looking at this problem; then we
may have something creative at the end of it, not just quotations of
what other people have said, which is all so vain and useless.
We first say that in us there is conflict, the black against the
white, greed against non-greed, and so on. I am greedy, which
creates pain; and to be rid of that greed, I must discipline myself.
That is, I must resist any form of conflict which gives me pain,

which in this case I call greed. I then say it is antisocial, it is
unethical, it is not saintly, and so on, and so on - the various socialreligious reasons we give for resisting it. Is greed destroyed or put
away from us through compulsion? First, let us examine the
process involved in suppression, in compulsion, in putting it away,
resisting. What happens when you do that, when you resist greed?
What is the thing that is resisting greed? That is the first question,
isn't it? Why do you resist greed, and who is the entity that says, "I
must be free of greed"? The entity that says, "I must be free" is also
greed, is he not?
Because, up to now, greed has paid him; but now it is painful,
therefore he says, "I must get rid of it." The motive to get rid of it,
is still a process of greed, because he is wanting to be something
which he is not. Non-greed is now profitable, so I am pursuing nongreed; but the motive, the intention, is still to be something, to be
non-greedy - which is still greed, surely; which is again a negative
form of the emphasis on the me.
So, we find that being greedy is painful, for various reasons
which are obvious. As long as we enjoy it, as long as it pays us to
be greedy, there is no problem. Society encourages us in different
ways to be greedy; so do religions encourage us in different ways.
As long as it is profitable, as long as it is not painful, we pursue it.
But the moment it becomes painful, we want to resist it. That
resistance is what we call discipline against greed; but are we free
from greed through resistance, through sublimation, through
suppression? Any act on the part of the me who wants to be free
from greed, is still greed. Therefore, any action, any response on
my part with regard to greed, is obviously not the solution.

First of all, there must be a quiet mind, an undisturbed mind, to
understand anything, especially something which I do not know,
something which my mind cannot fathom - which, this questioner
says, is God. To understand anything, any intricate problem - of
life or relationship, in fact any problem - , there must be a certain
quiet depth to the mind. And is that quiet depth come by through
any form of compulsion? The superficial mind may compel itself,
make itself quiet; but surely, such quietness is the quietness of
decay, death. It is not capable of adaptability, pliability, sensitivity.
So, resistance is not the way.
Now, to see that, requires intelligence, doesn't it? To see that the
mind is made dull by compulsion, is already the beginning of
intelligence, isn't it? - to see that discipline is merely conformity to
a pattern of action through fear. Because, that is what is implied in
disciplining ourselves: we are afraid of not getting what we want.
And what happens when you discipline the mind, when you
discipline your being? Surely, it becomes very hard, doesn't it;
unpliable, not quick, not adjustable. Don't you know people who
have disciplined themselves - if there are such people? The result is
obviously a process of decay. There is an inward conflict which is
put away, hidden away; but it is there, burning.
So, we see that discipline, which is resistance, merely creates a
habit, and habit obviously cannot be productive of intelligence:
habit never is, practice never is. You may become very clever with
your fingers by practising the piano all day, making something
with your hands; but intelligence is demanded to direct the hands,
and we are now inquiring into that intelligence.
You see somebody whom you consider happy or as having

realized, and he does certain things; and you, wanting that
happiness, imitate him. This imitation is called discipline, isn't it?
We imitate in order to receive what another has; we copy in order
to be happy, which you think he is. Is happiness found through
discipline? And, by practising a certain rule, by practising a certain
discipline, a mode of conduct, are you ever free? Surely, there must
be freedom for discovery, must there not? If you would discover
anything, you must be free inwardly, which is obvious. Are you
free by shaping your mind in a particular way, which you call
discipline? Obviously, you are not. You are merely a repetitive
machine, resisting according to a certain conclusion, according to a
certain mode of conduct. So, freedom cannot come through
discipline. Freedom can only come into being with intelligence;
and that intelligence is awakened, or you have that intelligence, the
moment you see that any form of compulsion denies freedom,
inwardly or outwardly.
So, the first requirement, not as a discipline, is obviously
freedom; and only virtue gives that freedom. Greed is confusion;
anger is confusion; bitterness is confusion. When you see that,
obviously you are free of them - not that you are going to resist
them, but you see that only in freedom can you discover; and that
any form of compulsion is not freedom, and therefore there is no
discovery. Surely, what virtue does, is to give you freedom. The
unvirtuous person is a confused person; and in confusion, how can
you discover anything? How can you? So, virtue is not the end
product of a discipline, but virtue is freedom, and freedom cannot
come through any action which is not virtuous, which is not true in
itself. Our difficulty is that most of us have read so much, most of

us have superficially followed so many disciplines - getting up
every morning at a certain hour, sitting in a certain posture, trying
to hold our minds in a certain way - you know, practise, practise,
discipline. Because, you have been told that if you do these things
you will get there; if you do these things for a number of years, you
will have God at the end of it. I may put it crudely, but that is the
basis of our thinking. Surely, God doesn't come so easily as all
that. God is not a mere marketable thing: I do this, and you give me
that.
Most of us are so conditioned by external influences, by
religious doctrines, beliefs, and by our own inward demand to
arrive at something, to gain something, that it is very difficult for
us to think of this problem anew, without thinking in terms of
discipline. So, first we must see very clearly the implications of
discipline, how it narrows down the mind, limits the mind, compels
the mind to a particular action, through our desire, through
influence, and all the rest of it; and a conditioned mind, however
`virtuous' that conditioning, cannot possibly be free, and therefore
cannot understand reality. And, God, reality, or what you will - the
name doesn't matter - , can come into being only when there is
freedom; and there is no freedom where there is compulsion,
positive or negative, through fear. There is no freedom if you are
seeking an end, for you are tied to that end. You may be free from
the past, but the future holds you, and that is not freedom. And it is
only in freedom that one can discover anything: a new idea, a new
feeling, a new perception. And surely, any form of dis- cipline
which is based on compulsion denies that freedom, whether
political or religious. And since discipline, which is conformity to

an action with an end in view, is binding, the mind can never be
free. It can function only within that groove, like a gramophone
record.
So, through practice, through habit, through cultivation of a
pattern, the mind only achieves what it has in view. Therefore, it is
not free; therefore, it cannot realize that which is immeasurable. To
be aware of that whole process - why you are constantly
disciplining yourself to public opinion, to certain saints, you know,
the whole business of conforming to opinion, whether of a saint or
of the neighbour, it is all the same - to be aware of this whole
conformity through practice, through subtle ways of submitting
yourself, of denying, asserting, suppressing, sublimating, all
implying conformity to a pattern: to be aware of that, is already the
beginning of freedom, from which there is virtue. Virtue, surely, is
not the cultivation of a particular idea. Non-greed, for instance, if
pursued as an end is no longer virtue, is it? That is, if you are
conscious that you are non-greedy, are you virtuous? And yet that
is what we are doing through discipline.
So, discipline, conformity, practice, only gives emphasis to selfconsciousness as being something. The mind practises non-greed,
and therefore it is not free from its own consciousness as being nongreedy; therefore, it is not really non-greedy. It has merely taken
on a new cloak which it calls non-greed. We can see the total
process of all this: the motivation, the desire for an end, the
conformity to a pattern, the desire to be secure in pursuing a
pattern - all this is merely the moving from the known to the
known, always within the limits of the mind's own self-enclosing
process. To see all this, to be aware of it, is the beginning of

intelligence; and intelligence is neither virtuous nor non-virtuous, it
cannot be fitted into a pattern as virtue or non-virtue. Intelligence
brings freedom, which is not licentiousness, not disorder. Without
this intelligence there can be no virtue; and virtue gives freedom,
and in freedom there comes into being, reality. If you see the whole
process totally, in its entirety, then you will find there is no
conflict. It is because we are in conflict, and because we want to
escape from that conflict, that we resort to various forms of
disciplines, denials and adjustments. But, when we see what is the
process of conflict, then there is no question of discipline, because
then we understand from moment to moment the ways of conflict.
That requires great alertness, watching yourself all the time: and
the curious part of it is that, although you may not be watchful all
the time, there is a recording process going on inwardly, once the
intention is there - the sensitivity, the inner sensitivity, is taking the
picture all the time, so that the inner will project that picture the
moment you are quiet.
So, again, it is not a question of discipline. Sensitivity can never
come into being through compulsion. You may compel a child to
do something, put him in a corner, and he may be quiet; but
inwardly he is probably seething looking out of the window, doing
something to get away. That is what we are still doing. So, the
question of discipline, and who is right and who is wrong, can be
solved only by yourself. Because, there is much more involved in
this than what I have just said.
Also, you see, we are afraid to go wrong, because we want to be
a success. Fear is at the bottom of the desire to be disciplined; but
the unknown cannot be caught in the net of discipline. On the

contrary, the unknown must have freedom and not the pattern of
your mind. That is why the tranquillity of the mind is essential.
When the mind is conscious that it is tranquil, it is no longer
tranquil; when the mind is conscious that it is non-greedy, free
from greed it recognizes itself in the new robe of non-greed, but
that is not tranquillity. That is why one must also understand the
problem in this question of the person who controls, and that which
is controlled. Surely, they are not separate phenomena, but a joint
phenomenon: the controller and the controlled are one. It is a
deception to think that they are two different processes; but we will
discuss this at another time.
Question: How on earth can we tame the tiger in us, and in our
children, without a pattern of clear purpose and cause, sustained by
vigorous practice?
Krishnamurti: This implies that you know your purpose, and
you know the cause too; doesn't it? Do you know the purpose? Do
you know the purpose of life, the end of life, and the way to
achieve it? Is that why you must have a vigorous course of action
through discipline, through practice, to attain what you want? Isn't
it very difficult to find out what you want, the purpose you have in
view? Political parties may have a purpose, but even then they are
finding it extremely difficult. But can you say, "I know the
purpose"? And is there such a thing as a purpose? Please, one has
to go into this very carefully - not that I am casting doubt on your
purposes. We must understand it. At a certain period of our life we
have a purpose: to be an engine driver, to be a streetcar driver, to
be a fireman, this or that; and later on we come to have a different
purpose. As we grow much older, again we have a different

purpose. The purpose varies all the time, doesn't it?, according to
our pains and pleasures. You may have a purpose to be a very rich
man, a very powerful man; but surely, that is not what we are
discussing here for the time being. The ambitious man may have a
purpose, but he is antisocial; he can never find reality. An
ambitious man is merely one who is projecting himself into the
future and wanting to be something, spiritually or secularly. Such a
man, obviously, is not capable of finding reality, because his mind
is only concerned with success, with achieving, with becoming
something. He is concerned about himself in relation to what he
wants. But most of us, though we are somewhat ambitious wanting a little more money, a little more friendship, a little more
love, a little more beauty, a little more this and that, and so on,
many things - , do we know what we want ultimately, not just
through passing moods? Most religious people say yes, they do;
they want reality, they want God, they want the highest. But to
desire the highest, you must know what it is; it may be quite
different from what you think, and probably it is. Therefore, you
cannot want that. If you want it, it is another form of ambition,
another form of security. Therefore, it is not reality that you want.
So, when you ask, "How can we tame the tiger in us and in our
children, without a pattern of clear purpose and cause, sustained by
practice?", you mean, do you not?, how can we live in relationship
with others and not be antisocial, selfish, bound by our own
prejudices, and so on. To tame the tiger, we must first know what
kind of an animal it is, not just give it a name and try to tame it.
You must know what it is made up of. So, if you call it a tiger, it is
already a tiger, because you have the image, the picture of what the

tiger is, or what greed is; but if you do not name it, but look at it,
then surely, it has quite a different significance. I don't know if you
are following all this. We will discuss the same problem at various
times, because there is only one problem put in different ways.
So, without calling it a tiger, without saying, "I have a purpose,
and to fulfil it there must be discipline", let us inquire into the
whole process. Don't approach it with a conclusion; because, as I
said, the problem is always new, and it requires a new mind to look
at it, a mind that is not verbalizing, which is extremely difficult.
Because we can only think in terms of words; our thought is word.
Try to think without words, and see how difficult it is.
So, our point is, how to tame the tiger without discipline,
whether in ourselves or in our children, if we are parents. To tame
something, you must understand it, know it. The moment you do
not know something, you are frightened of it. You say, "I feel there
is a conflict in me, an opposing desire, which I call the tiger; and
how is that to be tamed, to be calmed down?" Only by
understanding it; and I can understand it only when I look at it. I
cannot look at it if I condemn it, or give it a name, or justify it, or
identify myself with it. I can understand it only when I am
passively aware of what it is; and there is no passive awareness as
long as I am condemning it. So, my problem is to understand it, not
to call the thing by a name. I must understand why I condemn.
Because it is so much easier, isn't it?, to condemn something first.
It is one of the ways to get rid of it, push it away - call it a German,
a Japanese, a Hindu, a Christian, a Communist, or God knows what
else, and push it away. And we think we have understood it by
giving it a name. So the name, the naming, prevents understanding.

That is one fact.
Also, what prevents understanding, is judging; because we look
at a thing already with a bias, with a prejudice, with a want, with a
demand. We look at a thing because we want a result from it. We
have a purpose, we want to tame it, we want to control it in order
that it may be something else. The moment you see that, surely,
your mind is passively quiet, watching the thing. It is no longer
naming the tiger as the tiger; it has no name, and therefore your
relationship to it is direct, not through words. It is because we have
no relationship to it directly, that there is fear. The moment you are
related to something, experience something directly, immediately,
fully, there is no fear, is there? So, you have removed the cause of
fear, and therefore you are able to understand it, and hence you are
able to resolve it. That which you have understood, is resolved:
that which is not understood, continues to be a problem. This is a
fact. And our difficulty is to see always what is, without
interpretation; because the function of the mind is to communicate,
to store up, to translate, according to its fancies and desires - not to
understand. To understand, none of these things must take place.
To understand, there must be quiet; and a mind that is occupied
with judging, with condemning, with translating, is not a quiet
mind.
Question: I cannot control my thoughts. Must I control them?
Does this not imply choice, and how can I trust my judgment,
unless I have a standard based on the teachings of the Great Ones?
Krishnamurti: Now, to understand how to control your
thoughts, you must first know what your thoughts are, must you
not? That is the problem, isn't it? You say, "I cannot control my

thoughts." To find out why you cannot control thoughts, you must
be aware of what thinking is, must you not? What is thinking? And
who is the thinker? Surely, that is the question, isn't it? Who is the
thinker, and are the thoughts different from the thinker? Then the
problem arises for the thinker to control his thoughts. If the thinker
and the thought are one, and not separate processes, then the
question of the thinker controlling thought does not arise. So, you
have to find out first, if the thinker is separate from his thought. Is
there a thinker without thought? If you have no thought, is there a
thinker? So, the thinker is non-existent apart from thought; we
have only thought. The thoughts have created the thinker; and the
thinker, to make himself permanent, secure, and all the rest of it,
then says, "I am apart from the thoughts which must be controlled."
So, until you solve this problem, until you have a direct experience
of this problem - whether the thinker is separate from thought - the
question of control will exist; but the moment you see, experience
directly, that the thinker is the thought, then you have quite a
different problem.
Then, the next question is: When you control thoughts, one set
of thoughts as opposed to another, there is choice. You choose
certain thoughts and wish to concentrate on those, and not on
others; why? We are concerned with thinking, not with a particular
set of thoughts. If you say, "I prefer this thought to that", then
choice arises; but why do you prefer? And what is the thing that
prefers? Sirs, this is not very complicated, this is not metaphysics
or big words; just look at it, and you will see the difficulty. First,
we must see the difficulty, before we can solve it. When you
choose, who is it that chooses? And, if the chooser has a standard

according to the teachings of the Great Ones, as stated in the
question, then the chooser becomes very important, doesn't he?
Because, if he chooses according to the standards of the Teachers,
then he is cultivating, emphasizing the chooser, is he not?
Sir, let us put the problem a little more simply. My thoughts
wander all over the place. I want to think quietly upon a particular
subject, but my thoughts go off in different directions. Now, why
do they go off? Because my thoughts.are also interested in other
things, not only in that particular thing. That is a fact, isn't it?,
otherwise they would not wander off. My mind isn't wandering off
now, because I am interested in what I am talking about. There is
no question of effort, there is no question of discipline, there is no
question of controlling; nothing else interests me.
So, we must find out the significance of each interest, and not
exclude other interests for the sake of one. If I can find out the
significance of each interest, and its value, then my mind won't
wander, will it? But it will wander if I resist the various interests
and try to concentrate on the one. So, I say, "All right, let it
wander." I look at all the interests that arise, one after the other, so
that my mind is made pliable by the whole sweep of interest, and
not narrowed down by one specific interest. Then what happens? I
see that my mind is merely a bundle of interests, opposing other
interests; it chooses to emphasize one interest, and exclude all
other interests.
When the mind recognizes that it is a bundle of interests, then
every interest has significance; therefore, there is no excluding;
therefore, there is no question of choosing; therefore, the mind
begins to understand the whole, total process of itself. But if you

have a standard of choice in accordance with the Great Ones by
which you are trying to live - then what happens? You emphasize
the thinker, the chooser, don't you? Obviously. Now, who is the
chooser, apart from the choice? As I said, there is no thinker apart
from the thought; and it is a trick of the mind to separate itself into
the thinker and the thought. When we really understand it, see the
real significance of it, experience it, - not verbally assert it, for then
it has no meaning - , then we will see that there is complete
transformation in us. Then, we will never put this question. The
standard of the Great Teachers, the teachings of the Great Ones, or
whatever else - you are the result of all that, aren't you? You are
the result of the whole, total process of man - not just of America
but of the world. And you are not separate from the standard. You
are the standard, and it is a trick of the mind ever to separate itself.
Because you see that everything is transient, impermanent, you
want to feel that at least there is the permanency of the me. You
say, "I am different." In that separate action of the mind, there is
conflict; it creates for itself an isolation, and then says, "I am
different from my thought. I must control my thought. How am I to
control it?" Such a question is not a valid question. If you think it
out, you will see that you are a bundle of interests, a bundle of
thoughts; and to choose one thought and discard the others, to
choose one interest and resist another, is still to play the trick of
separating yourself from the thought. Whereas, if you recognize
that the mind is interest, the mind is thought - that there is not a
thinker and a thought - , then you will approach this problem
entirely anew. Then you will see that there is no conflict between
the thinker and the thought; then every interest has significance and

is worked out, thought out, fully, completely. Then there is no
question of a central interest from which there is distraction.
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This morning I would like to discuss what is true religion, but in
order to find out what it is, we must first examine our life, and not
superimpose on it something we think is spiritual, romantic,
sentimental. So, let us examine our life to find out what we mean
by religion, and if there is a way of discovering what is true
religion.
First of all, for most of us, life is full of conflict; we are in pain,
we are in sorrow. Our life is boring, empty; and there is always
death, and there are the innumerable explanations. Life is mostly a
constant repetition of habit. Taken as a whole, it is painful and
tiresome, wearisome and sorrowful, and that is the lot of most of
us. To escape from that, we turn to beliefs, to rituals, to knowledge,
to amusements, to politics, to activity: we welcome any form of
escape from our daily, tiresome, boring routine. These escapes,
whether political or religious, must, by their very nature, likewise
become tiresome, routine, habitual. We move from sensation to
sensation; and ultimately, all sensation must become boring,
tiresome. As our life is mostly a response from our physical
centres, and as it causes disturbance, pain, we try to escape into
what we call religion, into spiritual realms.
Now, as long as we are seeking sensation in any form, it must
eventually lead to boredom; because one is surfeited, one gets tired
of it - which is, again, an obvious fact. The more sensations you
have, the more tiresome they become at the end, the more boring,
the more habitual. And is religion a matter of sensation? - religion
being the search for reality, and the discovery, the understanding,

or the experiencing of the highest. Is that a matter of sensation, a
matter of sentiment, a matter of appeal? To most of us, religion is a
set of beliefs, dogmas, rituals, a constant repetition of organized
formulae, and so on. If you examine these things you will see that
they also are the outcome of the desire for sensation. You go to
churches, temples, or to mosques, and you repeat certain phrases,
you indulge in certain ceremonies. They are all stimulations, they
give you a certain kind of sensation; and you are satisfied with that
sensation, giving it a high-sounding name, but it is essentially
sensation. You are caught in sensation, you like the impressions,
the feeling of being good, the repetition of certain prayers, and so
on. But, if one goes into it deeply and intelligently, one finds that
basically they are only sensation; and although they may vary in
expression and give you a feeling of newness, they are essentially
sensation, and therefore ultimately boring, tiresome, habit-forming.
So, obviously, religion is not ceremony. Religion is not dogma.
Religion is not the continuation of certain tenets or beliefs,
inculcated from childhood. Whether you believe in God, or don't
believe in God, does not make you a religious person. Belief does
not make you a religious person, surely. The man who drops an
atomic bomb and destroys in a few minutes thousands upon
thousands of people, may believe in God; and the person who leads
a dull life and also believes in God or the person who does not
believe in God, - surely, they are not religious. Belief or non-belief
has nothing to do with the search for reality, or with the discovery
and the experiencing of that reality, which is religion. It is the
experiencing of reality that is religion; and it does not lie through
any organized belief, through any church, through any knowledge,

either eastern or western. Religion is the capacity of experiencing
directly that which is immeasurable, that which cannot be put into
words; but that cannot be experienced, so long as we are escaping
from life, from life which we have made so dull, so empty, so
much a matter of routine. Life, which is relationship, has become a
matter of routine, because inwardly there is no creative intensity,
because inwardly we are poor, and therefore outwardly we try to
fill that emptiness with belief, with amusement, with knowledge,
with various forms of excitement.
That emptiness, that inward poverty, can come to an end only
when we cease to escape; and we cease to escape when we are no
longer seeking sensation. Then we are able to face that emptiness.
That emptiness is not different from us: we are that emptiness. As
we were discussing yesterday, thought is not different from the
thinker. The emptiness is not different from the observer who feels
that emptiness. The observer and the observed are a joint
phenomenon; and when you experience that directly, then you will
find that the thing which you have dreaded as emptiness - which
makes you seek escape into various forms of sensation, including
religion - ceases, and you are able to face it and be it. Because we
have not understood the significance of escapes, how escapes have
come into being; because we have not examined them, gone into
them fully, these escapes have become much more significant,
much more meaningful, than that which is. The escapes have
conditioned us; and because we have escaped, we are not creative
in ourselves. There is creativeness in us when we are experiencing
reality constantly, but not continuously - because there is a
difference between continuity, and experiencing from moment to

moment. That which continues, decays. That which is being
experienced from moment to moment, has no death, no decay. If
we can experience something from moment to moment, it has a
vitality, life; if we can meet life anew all the time, then in that there
is creativeness. But to have an experience which you desire to
continue - in that there is decay.
So many people have had some kind of pleasurable experience,
and they want that experience to continue. So they go back to it,
they revive it, they look to it, they lone for it, they are miserable
because it doesn't continue; and therefore there is a constant
decaying process taking place. Whereas, if there is experiencing
from moment to moment, there is a renewal. It is that renewal that
is creative; and you cannot have that renewal, that creative elan, if
your mind is occupied with escapes and caught in those things that
we have taken for granted. That is why we have to re-examine all
of the values that we have gathered; and one of the main values in
our life is religion, which is so organized. We belong to one or
other of the various organized religions, groups, sects, or societies,
because it gives us a certain sense of security. To be identified with
the largest organization, or with the smallest, or the most exclusive,
gives us satisfaction. It is only when we are capable of reexamining all these influences which are conditioning us, which
help us to escape from our own boredom, from our own emptiness,
from our own lack of creative responsibility and creative joy; it is
only when we have examined them and come back, having put
them aside and faced that which is - only then, surely, are we
capable of really going into the whole problem of what is truth.
Because, in doing that, there is a possibility of self-knowledge. The

whole process is self-knowledge; and it is only when there is the
knowledge of this process that there is a possibility of thinking,
feeling, acting rightly. We can not practise right thinking in order
to be free from the process of thought; to be free, one must know
oneself. Self knowledge is the beginning of wisdom and without
self-knowledge, there can be no wisdom. There can be knowledge,
sensation; but sensation is wearisome, boring, whereas that wisdom
which is eternal can never decay, can never come to an end.
Question: I find that, by effort, I can concentrate. I can suppress
or put aside thoughts that come uninvited. I do not find that
suppression is a hindrance to my well-being. Of course, I dream;
but I can interpret the dream and resolve the conflict. A friend tells
me that I am becoming smug, do you think he can be right?
(Laughter)
Krishnamurti: Now, let us first understand what we mean by
effort, and what we mean by concentration. Do we understand
anything through effort? - effort being exertion of will, action of
will, which is desire. By the action of will to understand that is by
deliberately making an effort, do we under- stand? Or is
understanding something entirely different, which comes, not
through effort, but through passive alertness? - which is not the
action of will. When do you understand? Have you ever examined
it? When do you understand? Not when you are battling with
something, with some object which you want to understand.
Surely, there is no understanding when you are constantly probing,
questioning, tearing to pieces, analyzing - in that there is no
understanding. It is only when the mind is passively aware and
alert, that is, immediately in contact with or experiencing that

thing, that there is a possibility of understanding it, surely. Please,
to some of you what I am saying may be outrageous, or new; but
experiment with it, don't reject it right off.
When we are in battle with each other, in conflict with each
other, is there an understanding? It is only when you and I sit down
quietly, discuss, try to find out, that there is a possibility of
understanding. So, effort is obviously detrimental to understanding.
That is, you may have a problem, you may go into it, worry over it,
tear it to pieces, look at it from different sides. In that process,
there is no understanding. It is only when the mind leaves the
problem alone, lets it drop, only when the mind becomes quiet in
relation to the problem, that there is understanding of it. But
whether conflict, analysis, is a necessary step in understanding, is
quite a different question, which we won't go into now.
Then there is concentration. What do you mean by
concentration? Fixing the mind on a particular object to the
exclusion of other interests, isn't it? That is what we mean by
concentration: to fix the mind on an idea, an image, an interest, and
exclude all other interests - which is a form of suppression. And
the questioner says that it does not do him any harm; though he has
dreams, he can easily interpret and put them aside.
Now, what does such concentration do? What does exclusion
do? What is the result of exclusion? Obviously, conflict, isn't it? I
may have the capacity to concentrate on one thing and exclude
others; but the others are still there, wanting to come in. Therefore,
there is a conflict going on - whether I am conscious of it or not is
not the point; but there is conflict. And as long as that conflict
continues there is no understanding surely. I may be able to

concentrate; but as long as there is conflict within me between that
which attracts my attention, and that which I am excluding - as
long as there is conflict in me, it must have a wrong effect.
Because, suppression of any kind must psychologically tear,
making me either physically ill, or mentally unbalanced. What is
suppressed must eventually come out, and one way is through
dreams. The questioner says he can interpret his dreams and
thereby get rid of them. Apparently he feels satisfied with this, and
he wants to know if he is smug. As long as you are satisfied with
the result, obviously you must be smug. Most of us hate to be in
discontent; and being discontented inwardly, as most of us are, we
find ways and means to cover up that discontent, that burning
thing. And one of the escapes, one of the best ways of covering up
this discontent, is to learn concentration, so that you can
successfully conceal your discontent. Then you can fix your mind
on an interest and go after it, and feel that you have at last
conquered, canalized your discontent. But, surely, discontent
cannot be canalized by the mind, because the mind in its very
nature is discontent. That is why mere concentration, which is
exclusion, does not bring about freedom from discontent - which is
to understand it. Concentration. which is a process of exclusion,
does not bring understanding; but, as I was explaining yesterday, if
you go after each interest as each interest arises, if you go into it,
examine it, understand it - then there is a possibility of coming to a
different kind of attention which is not exclusion. We will discuss
this presently, in another question.
Question: How can we ever start anew, as you constantly
suggest, if the cup of our experience is permanently sullied? How

can we really forget that which we are? Will you please explain
what is meant by self-forgetfulness. How can I throw away the
cup, which I am?
Krishnamurti: Renewal is possible only if there is no continuity.
That which continues has no possibility of renewal; that which
ends has a possibility of renewal. That which dies has a possibility
of being reborn. And, when you say that you are sullied
permanently, which is but a verbal assertion, then, surely, you are
merely continuing. When you say you are permanently sullied, is
that a fact? And, how is it possible to forget what we are? We
cannot forget what we are; but we can examine what we are, we
can be aware, without any justification or identification, of what
we are. Be aware of it, and you will see there comes a
transformation. But the difficulty is to be passively aware, without
condemnation; only then is there an ending. But if you merely
identify, condemn, then you give continuity to that particular
character; and that which continues has no reality, has no renewal.
"Will you please explain what is meant by self-forgetfulness."
Don't you know? Don't you know those moments when one is
happy, when one is peaceful, when one is very quiet? Does not a
state come into being in which no effort is involved, in which there
is a cessation of the thought process as myself? As long as there is
self-consciousness as the me, there can be no forgetfulness of the
activities of the me. Any action of the will, of desire, obviously
must cultivate and strengthen the self; and the self is the bundle of
memories, characteristics, idiosyncrasies, which creates conflict.
As long as there is conflict, there must be self-consciousness; and
if there is conflict, there can never be peace, however deeply

concealed, at whatever level that conflict may be.
"How can I throw away the cup, which I am?" Why do you
want to throw away the cup? You cannot, surely, throw it away.
All that you can do is to know it - all the intricacies, the subtleties,
the extraordinary depth of oneself. When you know something,
you are free of it; but merely to reject it, to suppress it, to sublimate
it to translate it into different verbal expressions, is surely not
understanding; and only in understanding something, is there
freedom from it. You cannot understand something if there is
continued identity with it. So there is renewal only when there is
no continuity. But most of our intentions, purposes, thoughts, are to
continue. In name, in property, in virtue, in everything we are
struggling to establish a permanency, and therefore a continuity;
and in that there is no renewal, there is no creativeness. Surely,
creativeness comes into being only from moment to moment.
Question: Will you please carefully explain what is true
meditation. There are so many systems of meditation. Are they
really varied basically, or are the variations due to the personal
idiosyncrasies of their proponents?
Krishnamurti: This is really an important question, and if I may
suggest, let us go into it together. Because, meditation has a great
deal of significance. It may be the door to real self-knowledge, and
it may open the door to reality; and in opening the door and
experiencing directly, there is a possibility of understanding life,
which is relationship. Meditation, the right kind of meditation, is
essential. So, let us find out what is the right kind of meditation;
and to find out what is right, we must approach it negatively.
Merely to say this or that is right meditation will give you only a

pattern, which you will adopt, practise; and that will not be right
meditation. So, as I am talking about it, please follow me closely
and experience it as we go along together. Because, there are
different types of meditation, I do not know if any of you have
practised them, or have indulged in them - gone away by yourself
in a locked room, sat in a dark corner, and so on and so on. So, let
us examine the whole process of what we call meditation.
First of all, let us take the meditation in which discipline is
involved. Any form of discipline only strengthens the self; and, the
self is a source of contention, conflict. That is, if we discipline
ourselves to be something, as so many people do - `this month I am
going to be kind, I am going to practise kindliness, and so on', such discipline, such practice, is bound to strengthen the me. You
may be outwardly kind; but, surely, a man who practises kindliness
and is conscious of his kindliness, is not kind. So, that practice,
which people also call meditation, is obviously not the right kind;
because, as we discussed yesterday, if you practise something, in
that the mind is caught, and so there is no freedom. But, most of us
desire a result - that is, we hope to be kind at the end of the month,
or at the end of a certain period, because teachers have said that
ultimately we must be kind in order to find God. Since our desire is
to find God as the ultimate source of our security and happiness,
we buy God through kindliness - which is obviously the
strengthening of the me and the mine, a self-enclosing process; and
anything that encloses, any action that is binding, can never give
freedom. Surely, that is obvious. Perhaps we can discuss it another
time if it is not clear.
Then, there is this whole process of concentration, which is also

called meditation. You sit crossed-legged, because that is the
fashion from India, or in a chair, in a dark room, in front of a
picture or an image, and you try to concentrate on a word, on a
phrase, or a mental image, and exclude all other thoughts. I am
sure many of you have done this. But the other thoughts keep
pouring in, and you push them out; and you keep on with the
struggle till you are able to concentrate on one thought to the
exclusion of everything else. Then you feel gratified: at last you
have learned to fix your mind on a point, which you think is
essential. Again, through exclusion, do you find anything?
Through exclusion, suppression, denial, can the mind be quiet?
Because, as I said, there can be understanding only when the mind
is really quiet, not suppressed, not so concentrated on one idea that
it becomes exclusive - whether the idea is of a Master, or of some
virtue, or what you will. Through concentration, the mind can
never be quiet. Superficially, at the higher levels of consciousness,
you may enforce stillness, make your body perfectly still, your
mind very quiet; but that, surely, is not the quietness of your whole
being. So, again, that is not meditation; that is merely compulsion:
when the engine wants to run at full speed, you hold it back, you
put on the brake. Whereas, if you are able to examine every
interest, every thought that comes into your mind, go into it fully,
completely, think every thought out - then there will be no
wandering of the mind, because the mind has found the value of
each thought, therefore it is no longer attracted, which means there
is no distraction. A mind that is capable of being distracted, and
which resists distraction, is not capable of meditation. Because,
what is distraction? I hope you are experimenting with what I am

saying, experiencing as I am talking, to find out the truth of this
matter. It is the truth that liberates, not my words or your opinions.
We call distraction any movement away from that in which we
think we should be interested. So you choose a particular interest, a
so-called noble interest, and fix your mind on it; but any movement
away from it, is a distraction, so you resist distraction. But why do
you choose that one particular interest? Obviously, because it is
gratifying, because it gives you a sense of security, a sense of
fullness, a sense of otherness. So you say, `I must fix my mind on
that', and any movement away from it, is a distraction. You spend
your life in battle against distractions, and fix your mind on
something else. Whereas, if you examine every distraction, and not
merely fix your mind on a particular attraction, then you will see
that the mind is no longer capable of being distracted, because it
has understood the distractions as well as the attractions, and
therefore the mind is capable of extraordinary, extensive awareness
without exclusion. So, concentration is not meditation, and
disciplining is not meditation.
Then, there are prayers, this whole problem of praying and
receiving. That also is called meditation. What do we mean by
praying? The gross form is supplication, and there are subtle forms
at different levels of prayer. The gross form we all know. I am in
trouble, I am in misery, physically or psychologically, and I want
some help. So I beg, I supplicate; and, obviously, there is an
answer. If there were no answer, people would not pray. Millions
pray. You pray only when you are in trouble, not when you are
happy, not when there is that extraordinary sense of otherness.
Now, what happens when you pray? You have a formula,

haven't you? By repetition of a formula, the superficial mind
becomes quiet, doesn't it? Try it, and you will see. By repeating
certain phrases or words, gradually you will see your being
becomes quiet. That is, your superficial consciousness is calm; and
then, in that state, you are able to receive, aren't you?, the
intimations of something else. So. through calming the mind by a
repetitive word, by so-called prayers, you may receive hints and
intimations, not only from the subconscious, but from anything
around you; but, surely, that is not meditation. Because, what you
receive must be gratifying otherwise you would reject it. So when
you pray and thereby quiet the mind, your desire is to solve a
particular problem, or a confusion, or something which gives you
pain. Therefore, you are seeking an answer which will be
gratifying. And when you see this, you say, `I must not seek
gratification, I will be open to something which is painful'. The
mind is so capable of playing tricks upon itself, that one must be
aware of the whole content of this question of prayer. One has
learned a trick, how to quiet the mind so that it can receive certain
answers, pleasurable or not pleasurable. But that is not meditation,
is it?
Then, there is this question of devotion to somebody, pouring
out your love to God, to an image, to some saint, to some Master.
Is that meditation? Why do you pour out your love to God, to that
which you cannot possibly know? Why are we so attracted to the
unknown, and give our lives, our being, to it? This whole question
of devotion, does it not indicate that, being miserable in our own
lives, having no vital relationship with other human beings, we try
to project ourselves into something, into the unknown, and worship

the unknown? You know, people who are devoted to somebody, to
some God, to some image, to some Master, are generally cruel,
obstinate. They are intolerant of others, they are willing to destroy
others, because they have so identified themselves with that image,
with that Master, with that experience. So, again, the outpouring of
devotion to an object, self-created or created by another, is surely
not meditation.
So, what is meditation? If none of these things are meditation discipline, concentration, prayer, devotion - , then what is
meditation? Those are the forms we know, with which we are
familiar. But, to find out that, with which we are not familiar, we
have first to be free of those things with which we are familiar,
haven't we? If they are not true, then they must be set aside. Then
only, are you capable of finding out what is right meditation. If we
have been accustomed to false values, those false values must
cease, must they not?, to find out the new value - not because I say
so, but because you think it out, feel it out for yourself. And when
they have gone, what have you left? What is the residue of your
examination of these things? Do they not reveal the process of your
own thinking? If you have indulged in these things, and you see
that they are false, you find out why you have indulged in them;
and therefore, the very examination of all this reveals the way of
your own thinking. So, the examination of these things is the
beginning of self-knowledge, is it not?
So, meditation is the beginning of self-knowledge. Without selfknowledge, you may sit in a corner, meditate on the Masters,
develop virtues - they are all illusions, and they have no meaning
for the person who really wants to discover what is right

meditation. Because, with- out self-knowledge, you yourself
project an image which you call the Master, and that becomes your
object of devotion for which you are willing to sacrifice, to build,
to destroy. Therefore, as I have explained, there is a possibility of
self-knowledge, only as we examine our relationship to these
things, which reveals the process of our own thinking; and
therefore there is a clarity in our whole being; and this is the
beginning of understanding, of self-knowledge. Without selfknowledge, there can be no meditation; and without meditation,
there can be no self-knowledge. Shutting yourself up in a corner,
sitting in front of a picture, developing virtues month by month - a
different virtue each month, green, purple, white, and all the rest of
it - going to churches, performing ceremonies: none of those things
are meditation, or real spiritual life. Spiritual life arises in the
understanding of relationship, which is the beginning of selfknowledge.
Now, when you have gone through that, and have abandoned all
those processes, which only reveal the self and its activity, then
there is a possibility that the mind can be not only superficially
quiet, but inwardly quiet; for then there is a cessation of all
demands. There is no pursuit of sensation; there is no sense of
becoming, myself becoming something, in the future, or tomorrow.
The Master, the initiate, the pupil, the Buddha, you know, climbing
the ladder of success, becoming something - all that has stopped,
because all that implies the process of becoming. There is a
cessation of becoming only when there is the understanding of
what is; and the understanding of what is, comes through selfknowledge, which reveals exactly what one is. And when there is

the cessation of all desire, which can only come through selfknowledge, the mind is quiet.
The cessation of desire cannot come through compulsion,
through prayer, through devotion, through concentration. All these
merely emphasize the conflict of desire in the opposites. But when
there is the cessation of all these, then the mind is really still - not
only superficially, on the higher levels, but inwardly, deeply. Then
only, is it possible for it to receive that which is immeasurable. The
understanding of all this is meditation, not just one part of it.
Because, if we do not know how to meditate, we will not know
how to act. Action, after all, is self-knowledge, in relationship; and
merely to shut yourself in a sacred room with incense burning,
reading about other people's meditations and their significance, is
utterly useless, it has no meaning. It is a marvellous escape. But to
be aware of all this human activity, which is ourselves - the desire
to attain, the desire to conquer, the desire to have certain virtues,
all emphasizing the me as important in the now or in the future,
this becoming of the me - , to be aware of all that, in its totality, is
the beginning of self-knowledge and the beginning of meditation.
Then you will see, if you are really aware, that there comes a
marvellous transformation, which is not a verbal expression, which
is not verbalization, mere repetition, sensation. But actually, really,
vigorously, there takes place a thing which cannot be named,
which cannot be termed. And that is not the gift of the few, it is not
the gift of the Masters: self-knowledge is possible for everybody, if
you are willing to experiment, try. You don't have to join any
society, read any book, or be at the feet of any Master; for selfknowledge liberates you from all that absurdity, the stupidities of

human invention. And then only, through self-knowledge and right
meditation, there is freedom. In that freedom there comes reality;
but you cannot have reality through mental processes. It must come
to you; and it can only come to you when there is freedom from
desire.
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For the last three weekends, we have been discussing, in different
ways, the problem of self-knowledge and how it is necessary to
understand the process of our own thinking and feeling. Without
understanding oneself clearly and definitely, it is not possible to
think rightly. But, unfortunately, it seems to have left an
impression among many, or at least among those who are
committed to a particular form of prejudice which they call
thinking, that this approach is individualistic and utterly selfish and
self-centred, and does not lead to reality; that there are many paths
to reality, and that this particular approach of self-knowledge must
invariably lead to inaction, to self-centredness and individual
ruggedness.
Now, if you go into it very clearly and thoroughly, with
intelligence, you see that to truth there can be no path; there is no
path, as yours and mine: the path of service, the path of knowledge,
the path of devotion, and the other innumerable paths that
philosophers have invented, depending on their particular
idiosyncrasies and neurological responses. Now, if one can think
clearly about this matter, without prejudice - I mean by prejudice,
being committed to a particular action of thought or belief, and
being utterly unaware that one particular form of thinking, one
particular approach, must inevitably limit, whether it is the path of
knowledge, the path of devotion, or the path of action - , one will
see that any particular path must invariably limit, and therefore
cannot lead to reality. Because, a path of action, or a path of
knowledge, or a path of devotion, in itself, is not sufficient, surely.

A man of learning, however erudite, however encyclopaedic his
knowledge may be, if he has no love, surely his knowledge is
worthless; it is merely book learning. A man of belief, as we
discussed, must inevitably shape his life according to the dogma,
the tenet, that he holds, and therefore his experience must be
limited; because, one experiences according to one's beliefs, and
such experience can never be liberating. On the contrary, it is
binding. And, as we said, only in freedom can we discover
anything new, anything fundamental.
So, the difficulty with the majority of us is, it seems to me, that
we are committed to so many beliefs, dogmas, that they prevent us
from looking afresh at anything new; and therefore - as reality,
God, or what you will, must be something unimaginable,
something immeasurable - the mind cannot possibly understand.
Do what it will, it cannot go beyond itself. It can create reality in
its own image; but it will not be reality. It will be only its own selfprojection. And, therefore, to understand reality, or for that
immensity to come into being, one must understand the process of
one's own thinking. That is, surely, the obvious approach. It is not
my approach or your approach: it is the only intelligent approach.
And intelligence is not yours or mine: it is quite beyond all
countries and all paths, beyond all religious, social, or political
activity. It does not belong to any particular society or group.
Intelligence comes into being only with the understanding of
oneself - which does not mean, surely, emphasis on the individual.
On the contrary. It is the insistence on a path or a belief, on any
ideology, that emphasizes the individual, though that individual
may belong to a large group, be identified with a large group. Mere

identification with the collective does not mean that one is free
from the limited individuality.
So, it is important, surely, to understand, that reality or God or
what you will, is not to be found through any particular path. The
Hindus have very cleverly divided human beings into various
types, and established paths for them. And, surely, any path which is the emphasis of individuality, and not the freedom from
individuality - cannot lead to reality, because it cultivates a
particularity; it is not the freedom from selfishness, from prejudice,
which is so essential to understanding. Therefore, we have been
discussing, for the last three weeks, the importance of selfknowledge - which is not emphasis on individuality, on the
personal, at all. If I do not know myself, I have no basis for
thinking; whatever I think is merely an imposition, an external
acceptance of various influences, circumstantial enforcement.
Surely, that is not thinking. Because I have been brought up in a
particular society, of the left or of the right, and have accepted a
certain ideology from childhood, it does not mean that I am
capable of thinking of life anew. I merely function in that particular
pattern, and reject anything else that is given to me. Whereas, to
think rightly, truly, profoundly, one has to begin by questioning the
whole environmental process, and the influence of the environment
from the outside, of which I am a part. Without understanding that
process, in all its subtlety, surely I have no basis for thinking.
So, it is absolutely essential, is it not?, that the process of the
mind be thoroughly understood - not only the conscious, the upper
level, the superficial level of the mind, but the deeper levels of the
mind. Because, it is comparatively easy to understand the

superficial mind; to watch its reactions, its responses, to see how
instinctively it acts and thinks. But that is only the beginning, is it
not? It is much more difficult to go more profoundly, more deeply,
into the whole process of our thinking; and, without knowing the
whole process, the total process, then what you believe, what you
don't believe, what you think, whether you believe in Masters or
don't believe in Masters, whether you believe in God or don't - all
that is really irrelevant, is almost immature.
Now, it is comparatively easy, in listening to another, to see in
that relationship a mirror in which we discover ourselves; but our
problem is also to go into it much more profoundly, and that is
where our difficulty lies. Perhaps a few of us can throw off our
superficial prejudices, beliefs, give up a few societies and join new
organizations - the many things that one does; but surely it is much
more important, isn't it?, to go below, to the deeper layers of
consciousness, and find out exactly what is taking place: what are
our commitments of which we are so unconscious, our beliefs, our
fears of which we are utterly unaware, but which actually guide
and shape our action. Because, the inner always overcomes the
outer. You may cunningly sift the outer, but the inner eventually
breaks down the outer. In any Utopian society, you may build a
social order very carefully and very cunningly; but without this
psychological understanding of man's whole make-up, the outer is
always smashed.
How is it possible, then, to go into the deeper layers of
consciousness? Because, that is where most of our idiosyncrasies,
most of our fears that create beliefs, most of our desires, ambitions,
lie hidden. How is it possible to open them up, to expose and

understand them? If we can have the capacity to delve into that and
really experience these things, not merely verbally, then it is
possible to be free of them, isn't it?
Take, for example, anger. Is it possible to experience anger and
be aware of anger without giving it a name? I do not know if you
have ever tried, if you have ever experienced a state which is not
named. If we have an experience, we give it a term, and we term it
in order to explore it, or to communicate it, or to strengthen it. But
we never experience a thing without naming it. That is extremely
difficult, isn't it?, for most of us. Verbalization comes almost
before experience. But if we do not name an experience, then
perhaps it is possible to go into the deeper layers of consciousness.
And that is why we must be aware, even at the superficial level, of
our prejudices, fears, ambitions; of our fixations in a particular
groove, whether we are young or old, whether of the left or of the
right. Therefore, there must be a certain discontent - which is
obviously often denied to the older, because they don't want to be
discontented. They are fixed, they are going to disappear slowly;
therefore they establish, crystallize in a particular groove, and deny
everything new. But, surely, discontent is necessary - not the
discontent that is easily canalized into a particular groove, a
particular action, a particular belief, but discontent that is never
satisfied. Because, most of our discontent arises from
dissatisfaction. The moment we have found satisfaction,
dissatisfaction ceases, discontent comes to an end. So most of our
discontent is really a search for satisfaction. Where- as, discontent,
surely, is a state in which there is no search for satisfaction. The
moment I am easily satisfied, the problem is over. If I accept the

left ideology, or the right, or some particular belief, my
dissatisfaction is easily gratified. But discontent is of another
quality, surely. Contentment is that state in which what is, is
understood. To understand what is, there must be no prejudice. To
see things as they are, requires enormous alertness of mind. But if
we are easily satisfied, that alertness is dulled, made blunt.
So, our problem is, in all this - which is a question of
relationship - , to be aware of ourselves in action, in what we are
thinking, in what we are saying; so that, in relationship, we
discover ourselves, we see ourselves as we are. But to superimpose
our beliefs on what we are, surely does not help to bring about
understanding of what we are. Therefore, it is necessary to be free
of this imposition - political, sociological, or religious - , which can
only be revealed in relationship. And as long as that relationship is
not understood, there must be conflict, between two or between
many. For the ending of that conflict, there must be selfknowledge; and when the mind is quiet - not made quiet - , then
only is it possible to understand reality.
Many questions have been given to me, and naturally they
cannot all be answered; but I will try to answer as many
representative questions as possible, though sometimes the
questions may be put in different words, with a change of terms.
So, I hope you will not mind.
Question: If I am perfectly honest, I have to admit that I resent,
and at times, hate almost everybody. It makes my life very
unhappy and painful. I understand intellectually that I am this
resentment, this hatred; but I cannot cope with it. Can you show me
a way?

Krishnamurti: Now, what do we mean by `intellectually'? When
we say that we understand something intellectually, what do we
mean by that? Is there such a thing as intellectual understanding?
Or is it that the mind merely understands the words, because that is
our only way of communicating with each other? Do we
understand anything verbally? That is the first thing we have to be
clear about: whether so-called intellectual understanding is not an
impediment to understanding. Surely, understanding is integral, not
divided, not partial. Either I understand something, or I don't. To
say to oneself, `I understand something intellectually', is surely a
barrier to understanding. It is a partial process, and therefore, no
understanding at all.
Now, the question is this: How am I, who am resentful, hateful,
how am I to be free of, or cope with that problem? How do we
cope with a problem? What is a problem? Surely, a problem is
something which is disturbing.
Please, may I suggest something? Just follow what I am saying.
Don't try to solve your problem of resentment and hate - just follow
it. Although it is difficult to go into this so that at the end you are
free of it, let us see if we can do it now. It will be rather an
interesting experiment to try together.
I am resentful, I am hateful; I hate people, and it causes pain.
And I am aware of it. What am I to do? It is a very disturbing
factor in my life. What am I to do, how am I to be really free of it not just momentarily slough it off, but fundamentally be free of it?
How am I to do it?
Now, it is a problem to me because it disturbs me. If it were not
a disturbing thing it would not be a problem to me, would it?

Because it causes pain, disturbance, anxiety, because I think it is
ugly, I want to get rid of it. Therefore, the thing that I am objecting
to is the disturbance, isn't it? I give it different names at different
times, in different moods; I call it one day this, and one day
something else, But the desire is, basically, not to be disturbed.
Isn't that it? Because pleasure is not disturbing, I accept it. I don't
want to be free from pleasure, because there is no disturbance - at
least, for the time being. But hate, resentment, are very disturbing
factors in my life, and I want to get rid of them.
So, my concern is not to be disturbed, and I am trying to find a
way in which I shall never be disturbed. And why should I not be
disturbed? I must be disturbed, to find out, must I not? I must go
through tremendous upheavals, turmoil, anxiety, to find out, must I
not? Because, if I am not disturbed, I shall go to sleep; and perhaps
that is what most of us do want - to be pacified, to be put to sleep,
to get away from any disturbance, to find isolation, seclusion,
security. So, if I do not mind being disturbed - really, not just
superficially; if I don't mind being disturbed. because I want to find
out - , then my attitude toward hate, toward resentment, undergoes
a change, doesn't it? If I do not mind being disturbed, then the
name is not important, is it? The word `hate' is not important, is it?
Or `resentment' against people is not important, is it? Because, then
I am directly experiencing the state which I call resentment without
verbalizing that experience. I do not know if I am explaining
myself.
That is, anger is a very disturbing quality, as hate and
resentment are; and very few of us experience anger directly,
without verbalizing it. If we do not verbalize it, if we do not call it

anger, rely there is a different experience, is there not? Because we
term it, we reduce a new experience or fix it in the terms of the old.
Whereas, if we do not name it, then there is an experience which is
directly understood; and this understanding brings about a
transformation in that experiencing. Am I making myself clear?
Please, it is not simple.
Take, for example, meanness. Most of us, if we are mean, are
unaware of it mean about money matters, mean about forgiving
people, you know, just being mean. I am sure we are familiar with
that. Now, being aware of it, how are we going to be free from that
quality? - not to become generous, that is not the important point.
To be free from meanness implies generosity, you haven't got to
become generous. So, obviously, one must be aware of it. You may
be very generous in giving a large donation to your society, to your
friends, but awfully mean about giving a bigger tip - you know
what I mean by `mean'. One is unconscious of it. When one
becomes aware of it, what happens? We exert our will to be
generous; we try to overcome it; we discipline ourselves to be
generous, and so on, and so on. But, after all, the exertion of will to
be something is still part of meanness in a larger circle. So, if we
do not do any of those things, but are merely aware of the
implications of meanness, without giving it a term, then we will
see that there takes place a radical transformation. Take anger: if
you do not give it a term, but merely experience it - not through
verbalization, because verbalization is a process of dulling the
experience - but if you do not give it a term, then it is acute, it
becomes very sharp, and it acts as a shock; and only then is it
possible to be free.

Please, experiment with this. First, one must be disturbed; and it
is obvious that most of us do not like to be disturbed. We think we
have found a pattern of life - the Master, the belief, whatever it is and there we settle down. It is like having a good bureaucratic job,
and functioning there for the rest of one's life. With that same
mentality we approach various qualities of which we want to be
rid. We do not see the importance of being disturbed, of being
inwardly insecure, of not being dependent. Surely, it is only in
insecurity that you discover, that you see, that you understand. We
want to be like a man with plenty of money, at ease; but surely, he
will not be disturbed; he doesn't want to be disturbed.
So, disturbance is essential for understanding; and any attempt
to find security is a hindrance to understanding; and when we want
to get rid of something which is disturbing, it is surely a hindrance.
But if we can experience a feeling directly, without naming it, I
think we will find a great deal in it; then there is no longer a battle
with it, because the experiencer and the thing experienced are one;
and that is essential. As long as the experiencer verbalizes the
feeling, the experience, he separates himself from it, and acts upon
it; and such action is an artificial, illusory action. But if there is no
verbalization, then the experiencer and the thing experienced are
one. That integration is necessary and has to be radically faced. I
hope this is clear. If not, we will discuss it at other meetings.
Question: I listened to you some years ago, and it did not mean
much to me then; but listening to you now seems to mean a great
deal. How is this?
Krishnamurti: There are various explanations for this: that you
have matured, that you have progressed, that life has knocked at

your door, that you have suffered a great deal, and so on, and so
on. That is, if what we are discussing means something to you. If
you think it is all rot, then it is very simple. Now, people who
believe in progress will give one kind of explanation: that you have
slowly matured, that you must have time, not only a few years but
another life, that time is essential for understanding; and that,
though you have not understood at the beginning, you will
understand later through gradual ripening of experience - you
know, all the various theories one has. But, surely, there is a much
simpler way of looking at it, isn't there? For some unknown reason
your friend, perhaps, brings you here, and you listen casually and
go away; it doesn't mean much, except there are nice trees, you
have had a nice drive, you know, and all the rest of it. And you go
away. But, unconsciously, surely, you have taken something in.
Haven't you noticed, when you are driving, or walking though your
conscious mind may be attending to the driving, or seeing a
particular thing attentively, the other part of your mind is absorbing
unconsciously. Something has taken place, a seed has been sown,
of which you are unconscious; but later it comes out. It is there. So
what at the beginning may not have meant much - because you
have listened to something of which you have not been conscious later reacts on you.
Surely, that is the whole purpose of propaganda, isn't it? Not
that I am a propagandist - I have a horror of propaganda. But that is
what is happening in the world, isn't it?, with the newspapers,
magazines, cinemas, the radio, and all the rest of it. You go on,
really interested in what you are doing, and the radio or the
newspaper is giving you propaganda. Your mind is elsewhere, but

you are absorbing unconsciously; and later on, when that
absorption is called forth, it comes out - like the automatic
response to war, to nationalism, to the acceptance of certain
beliefs, whether of the right or of the left. How do you think
children, are impregnated with certain ideas? It is the constant
impingement of those ideas on the unconscious. And they accept;
when they grow up, they are the same, either of the left or of the
right, of this religion or that religion, with innumerable beliefs and
conditioned minds. The unconscious has been absorbing all the
time. And, it can absorb the ugly as well as the beautiful, the true
as well as the false. And our difficulty is, is it not?, to be free of all
these imprints, and to look at life anew. Is it possible to be free
from the influence of these constant impacts? That is, to be aware
of these impacts, and not to be influenced by them? Because they
are there. Can we be sensitive enough, alert enough, so that we
know what is false, what is untrue; so that there is no resistance
even? Because, the moment you resist, you strengthen what you
are resisting, therefore you become part of it. But if you understand
it, surely, then there is no longer its influence on the conscious or
on the unconscious.
So, is it possible to be free from all the conditioning influences
in which we have been brought up? From nationalism, class
differences, from the innumerable beliefs of religions and political
ideologies? Surely, one must be free, otherwise one cannot find out
what lies beyond freedom. But, to be free, one must examine all
these things, must one not?, and not accept a thing - which is not
the cultivation of doubt. Therefore, for that very process one must
understand the content of one's own consciousness, of what one is.

Question: Would you talk to us about sin?
Krishnamurti: Every organized religion has unfortunately
cultivated, for purposes of civilization, the feeling of guilt. Most of
us have it - the more sensitive we are, the more acute the feeling.
The more you feel responsible, the more guilty you feel. You see
this world mess, the impending wars, and all the chicanery that is
going on, and - being sensitive, being alert, being sufficiently
interested and intelligent - you feel that you are responsible. And,
as one can do so little, one feels guilty. That is one part of it. Then,
in order to hold man within civilized limits, this sense of doing
wrong has been very carefully, sedulously cultivated, has it not?
Otherwise you would go over the border. Because, if we had no
standards, if we had no sanctions, if we had no moral code - not
that there is much now - it would be worse. So, religion, organized
belief, has carefully maintained, cultivated this sense that you must
toe the line, that you must not sin, that you must not commit ugly
things. It has held us within a pattern; and it is only the very few
that can go beyond the pattern, because we want to remain in the
pattern. We want to be respectable - fear of public opinion, and so
many things hold us to the pattern. And, being afraid, not
depending on our own understanding, most of us rely on another:
the priest, the psychologist, the leader, the politician, you know,
the innumerable dependencies that one cultivates. All those
naturally strengthen our inherent anxiety to do the right thing.
From all this, the sense of guilt arises.
And, there is the rigmarole in religion about sin. But, there are
certain obvious things, are there not? - for example, that virtue is
essential. But virtue which is cultivated, is no longer virtue; it is

merely the strengthening of oneself with a different name. Virtue
comes into being only when there is the freedom from desire to be
something; when one is not afraid of being nothing. And, it is the
repetition of a particular disturbance, of a particular action that has
brought misfortune to others and to oneself, which may be called a
sin. Surely, that is the first thing, is it not? To see something very
clearly, which is discovered in relationship, and not to repeat it.
The repetition, surely, is the mistake, not the first action; and to
understand that, the repetitive quality of desire, one has to
understand the whole structure of oneself.
So, there is this thing called sin, the feeling of guilt. One may
have done something wrong, like worry, like gossip; but to keep on
at it, surely, is the worst thing that one can do. If you see that you
have done something wrong, observe it, go into it thoroughly, and
be rid of it - don't keep on repeating it. Because, surely, this sense
of worry about something that one has done in the past, or which
one may do the next minute, this constant anxiety about it, this
fear, only strengthens the restlessness of the mind, does it not?
Gossip, worry, indicate the restlessness of the mind. When there is
no restlessness, no distraction, but alertness, watchfulness, then the
problem disappears, does it not? The feeling of guilt, with the
majority of us, holds us in check. But that is only fear; and fear,
surely, does not bring about clarity of understanding. In fear there
is no communion. And it is that fear that must be eradicated, not
the feeling that one is sinning.
Question: There is no possibility of collective action without a
co-ordinated plan, which involves the subservience of the
individual will to the common purpose. If individuals were selfless,

then control and authority would be needless. How can we achieve
a common aim without curbing the erratic will of the individual,
even if he is now and then well-intentioned?
Krishnamurti: In order to have collective action, we resort to
compulsion or authoritarianism; or to a form of fear, threat, or
reward, with which we are all familiar. The State, or a group of
individuals, establishes a certain aim, and then compels, coaxes, or
persuades others to co-operate by giving them re- wards or
punishments - all the various ways to bring about co-ordinated
action which we know. And the questioner wants to know if the
emphasis on the individual, which is implied, does not prevent coordinated action. Which means, if there is a common purpose, with
which we all agree, then must we not submit to that, and put aside
our own will?
How is co-operation possible - that is really the crux of the
matter, isn't it? Co-operation, co-ordination in action, lies either
through fear, or through intelligence and love. When a particular
nation is at war, then there is co-operation through fear; and
apparently, fear, hatred, jealousy, brings people together more
quickly than intelligence and love. Clever statesmen, politicians,
are aware of this, and instigate it - with which, again, we are
familiar. But is it possible to bring people together intelligently,
through affection? That is really the problem, isn't it? Because, we
see more and more people coming together through hatred, through
fear, through compulsion - mass movements, the use of
psychological methods to persuade, propaganda, and all the rest of
it. And if that is the way, then what we are discussing is futile. But
if you do not co-operate, come together, through greed, is there any

other way? And, if there is a way, must you not submit the
individual will to a higher purpose?
Say, for example, we all agree that there must be peace in the
world. And how is that peace possible? Peace is possible only
when there is selflessness, surely; when the me is not important.
Because I in myself am peaceful, therefore in my actions I will be
peaceful; therefore, I will not be antisocial. And anything that
makes for antagonism, I will put away from myself. Therefore, I
must pay the price for peace, must I not? But it must originate from
me. And the more of us there are who are for that, surely, the
greater the possibility of peace in the world - which does not mean
the subservience of the individual will to the whole, to a purpose,
to a plan, to an Utopia. Because, I see that there can be no peace
until I am peaceful; which means, no nationalism, no class, you
know, all the things that are involved in being peaceful - which
means being completely selfless. And when that is there, then we
will co-operate. Then, there is bound to be co-operation. When
there is compulsion from the outside to make me co-operate with
the State, with a group, I may co-operate, but inwardly I will be
fighting, inwardly there is no release. Or I may use the Utopia as a
means of self-fulfilment, which is also expansion of oneself.
So, as long as there is the submitting of the individual will to a
particular idea through greed, through identification, there must be
conflict eventually between the individual and the many. So, the
emphasis, surely, is not on the individual and the collective as
opposed to each other, but on the freedom from the sense of the me
and the mine. If that freedom exists, then there is no question of the
individual as opposed to the collective. But, as that seems almost

impossible, we are persuaded to join the collective to produce a
certain action, to sacrifice the individual for the whole; and the
sacrifice is urged upon us by others, by the leaders. Whereas, we
can look at this whole problem, not as concerning the individual
and the collective, but intelligently, and realize that there can be no
peace as long as you and I are not peaceful in ourselves; and that
peace cannot be bought at any price. You and I have to be free
from the causes that are producing conflict in ourselves. And the
centre of conflict is the self, the me. But most of us do not want to
be free from that me. That is the difficulty. Most of us like the
pleasures and the pains that the me brings; and as long as we are
controlled by the pleasure and the pains of the me, there will be
conflict between the me and society, between the me and the
collective; and the collective will dominate the me, and destroy the
me, if it can. But the me is much stronger than the collective; so it
always circumvents it, and tries to get a position in it, to expand, to
fulfil.
Surely, the freedom from the self, and therefore the search of
reality, the discovery and the coming into being of reality, is the
true function of man. Religions play with it in their rituals and
rigmarole - you know, the whole business of it. But, if one
becomes aware of this whole process, which we have been
discussing for so many years, then there is a possibility for the
newly awakened intelligence to function. In that there is not selfrelease, not self-fulfilment, but creativeness. It is this creativeness
of reality, which is not of time, that sets one free from all the
business of the collective and the individual. Then one is really in a
position to help create the new.
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I am sure many of you believe in immortality, in the soul, or the
atman, and so on. And perhaps some of you have had a passing
experience of these things. But, if I may, I would like this morning
to approach it from a different point of view; let us go into it very
seriously and earnestly, and discover the truth of it - not according
to any particular pattern of belief or religious dogma, or your own
personal experience, however vast, however beautiful and romantic
it may be. So, please examine what we are going to discuss,
intelligently and without any prejudice, with the intention of
finding out, rather than rejecting or defending it. Because, it is
quite a difficult problem to discuss. The implications are many, and
if one can think of it anew, perhaps we shall have a different
approach to action and to life.
We seem to think that ideas are very important. Our minds are
filled with ideas. Our mind is idea - there is no mind without idea,
without thought, without verbalization. And ideas play an
extraordinarily important part in our life: what we think, what we
feel, the beliefs and ideas in which we are conditioned. Ideas have
an extraordinary significance with most of us: ideas which seem
coherent, intelligent, logical, and also ideas that are romantic,
stupid, without much significance. We are crowded with ideas, our
whole structure is based on them. And these ideas come into being,
obviously, through external influences and environmental
conditioning, as well as through inward demands. We can see very
well how ideas come into being. Ideas are sensations. There is no
idea without sensation. As most of us feed on sensation, our whole

structure is based on ideas. Being limited and seeking expansion
through sensation, ideas become very important: ideas on God,
ideas on morality, ideas on various forms of social organization,
and so on and so on.
So, ideas shape our experience, which is an obvious fact. That
is, ideas condition our action. Not that action creates ideas, but
ideas create action. First, we think it out, then we act; and the
action is based on ideas. So, experience is the outcome of ideas;
but experience is different from experiencing. In the state of
experiencing, if you have noticed, there is no ideation at all. There
is merely an experiencing, an acting. Later on comes the ideation
of likes and dislikes, derived from that experiencing. We either
want that experience to continue, or not to continue. If we like it,
we go back to the experience in memory, which is a demand for
the sensation of that experience - not experiencing anew. Surely,
there is a difference between experiencing and experience, and that
should be made fairly clear. In experiencing there is not the
experiencer and the experience; there is only a state of
experiencing. But after experiencing, the sensations of that
experiencing are demanded, are longed for; and out of that desire,
arises idea.
Say, for example, you have had a pleasurable experience. It is
over, and you are longing for it. That is, you are longing for the
sensation, not the state of experiencing; and sensation creates
ideas, based on pleasure and pain, avoidance and acceptance,
denial and continuance. Now, ideas are not basically important,
because one sees that ideas have continuity. You may die, but the
ideas that you have had, the bundle of ideas which you are, have a

con- tinuance, either partially or wholly, either fully manifested, or
only a little; but they have a form of continuity, obviously.
So, if ideas are the result of sensation, which they are, and if the
mind is filled with ideas, if the mind is idea, then there is a
continuance of the mind as a bundle of ideas. But that, surely, is
not immortality; because ideas are merely the result of sensations,
of pleasure and not pleasure; and immortality must be something
which is beyond ideas, upon which the mind cannot possibly
speculate; because it can only speculate in terms of pleasure and
pain, avoidance and acceptance. As the mind can only think in
those terms, however extensively, however deeply, it is still based
on idea; but thought, idea, has continuity, and that which continues
is obviously not immortality. So, to know or to experience
immortality, or for the experiencing of that state, there must be no
ideation. One cannot think about immortality. If we can be free of
ideation, that is, if we do not think in terms of ideas, then there is a
state of experiencing only, a state in which ideation has stopped
altogether. You can experiment with this yourself, and not accept
what I am saying. Because, there is a great deal involved in this.
The mind must be entirely quiet, without movement backward or
forward, neither delving nor soaring. That is, ideation must entirely
cease. And that is extremely difficult. That is why we cling to
words like the soul, immortality, continuity, God - they all have
neurological effects, which are sensations. And on these sensations
the mind feeds; deprive the mind of these things, it is lost. So, it
holds on with great strength to past experiences, which have now
become sensations.
Is it possible for the mind to be so quiet - not partially, but in its

totality - , as to have direct experience of that which is not
thinkable, of that which cannot be put into words? That which
continues is obviously within the limits of time; and through time,
the timeless cannot come into being; therefore God, or what you
will, cannot be thought of. If you think of it, there is merely an
idea, a sensation; therefore it is no longer true. It is merely an idea
which has a continuance, which is inherited or conditioned; and
such an idea is not eternal, immortal, timeless. It is essential to
really feel this, see the truth of it as we discuss it - not say, `This is
so, that is not so', `I believe in immortality, and you don't', `You are
agnostic, and I am godly'. All such expressions are immature,
thoughtless, they have no significance. We are dealing with
something which is not merely a matter of opinion, of like or
dislike, of prejudice. We are trying to find out what is immortality not as do so-called religious people who belong to some particular
cult or other; but to experience that thing, to be aware of it, because
in that is creation. When once there is the experiencing of that, then
the whole problem of life undergoes a significant, revolutionary
change; and without that, all the squabbles and petty opinions have
really no significance at all.
So, one has to be aware of this total process, of how ideas come
into being, how action springs from ideas, and how ideas control
action and therefore limit action, depending on sensation. It doesn't
matter whose ideas they are, whether from the left or from the
extreme right. As long as we cling to ideas, we are in a state in
which there can be no experiencing at all. Then we are merely
living in the field of time - in the past, which gives further
sensation, or in the future, which is another form of sensation. It is

only when the mind is free from idea that there can be
experiencing. Just listen to this, don't reject or accept it. Listen to it,
as you would listen to the wind in the trees. You don't object to the
wind in the trees; it's pleasant. Or, if you dislike it, you go away.
Do the same thing here. Don't reject, just find out. Because, so
many people have expressed their opinion on this question of
immortality; religious teachers speak of it, as does every preacher
around the corner. So many saints, so many writers, either deny or
assert; they say that there is immortality, or that man is merely the
outcome of environmental influences, and so on and so on - so
many opinions. Opinions are not truth; and truth is something that
must be experienced directly, from moment to moment, it is not an
experience which you want - which is then merely sensation. And
only when one can go beyond the bundle of ideas - which is the
me, which is the mind, which has a partial or complete continuity
- , only when one can go beyond that, when thought is completely
silent, only then is there a state of experiencing. Then one shall
know what truth is.
Question: How is one to know or feel unmistakably the reality,
the exact and immutable significance of an experience which is
truth? Whenever I have a realization and feel it to be truth,
someone to whom I communicate it tells me I am merely selfdeluded. Whenever I think I have understood, someone is there to
tell me I am in illusion. Is there a way of knowing what is the truth
about myself, without delusion, self-deception?
Krishnamurti: Any form of identification must lead to illusion.
There is the psychiatric illusion, and the psychological illusion.
The psychiatric illusion we know what to do with. When one

thinks one is Napoleon, or a great saint, you know what to do. But
the psychological identification and illusion is quite different. The
political, religious person, identifies himself with the country or
with God. He is the country; and, if he has a talent, then he is a
nightmare to the rest of the world, whether peacefully or violently.
There are various forms of identification: identification with
authority, with a country, with an idea; identification with a belief,
which makes one do all kinds of things; with an ideology, for
which you are willing to sacrifice everybody and everything,
including yourself and your country, in order to achieve what you
want; identification with an Utopia, for which you force others into
a particular pattern. Then, there is the identification of the actor,
playing different roles. And most of us are in that position of
acting, posing, whether consciously or unconsciously.
So, our difficulty is that we identify ourselves with a country,
with a political party, with propaganda, with a belief, with an
ideology, with a leader - all that is one kind of identification.
Then, there is the identification with our own experiences. I
have had an experience, a thrilling thing; and the more I dwell on
it, the more intense, the more romantic, the more sentimental, the
more blurred it becomes; and to that I give the name God - you
know the innumerable ways of self-deception. Surely, illusion
arises when I cling to something. If I have had an experience which
is over, finished, and I go back to it, I am in illusion. If I want
something repeated, if I hold on to the repetition of an experience,
it is bound to lead me to illusion. So, the basis of illusion is
identification - identification with an image, with an idea of God,
with a voice, or with experiences to which we ardently cling. It is

not to the experience that we cling, but to the sensation of that
experience which we had at the moment of experiencing. A man
who has built around himself various methods of identification is
living in illusion. A man who believes, because of a sensation, of
an idea to which he clings, is bound to live in illusion, in selfdeception. Therefore, any experience about yourself to which you
go back, or which you reject, is bound to lead to illusion. Illusion
ceases only when you understand an experience and do not hold on
to it. This desire to possess is the basis of illusion, of selfdeception. You desire to be something; and this desire to be
something, must be understood, in order to understand the process
of illusion, of self-deception. If I think I shall be a great teacher. a
great Master, the Buddha, X, Y, Z, in my next life, or if I think that
I am that now and hold on to that, surely I must be in illusion;
because I live on a sensation which is an idea, and my mind feeds
on ideas, whether false or true.
How is one to know if an experience at a given moment is
truth? That is part of the question. Why do you want to know if it is
truth? A fact is a fact, it is not true or false. It is only when I want
to translate a fact according to my sensation, to my ideation, that I
enter into delusion. When I am angry, it is a fact, there is no
question of self-deception. When I am lustful, when I am greedy,
when I am irritated, it is a fact; it is only when I begin to justify it,
find explanations for it, translate it according to my prejudice in
my favour, or avoid it - only then I have to ask, `What is truth?'
That is, the moment we approach a fact emotionally, sentimentally,
with ideation, then we enter into the world of illusion and selfdeceit. To look at a fact and be free of all this requires an

extraordinary watchfulness. Therefore, it is most important to find
out for oneself, not whether one is in illusion or self-deception, but
whether one is free from the desire to identify, from the desire to
have a sensation, which you call experience, from the desire to
repeat, possess, or revert to an experience. After all, from moment
to moment you can know yourself as you are, factually, not
through the screen of ideation, which is sensation. To know
yourself, there is no necessity to know the truth, or what is not the
truth. To look at yourself in the mirror and see that you are ugly or
beautiful, factually, not romantically, does not demand truth. But
the difficulty with most of us is that when we see the image, the
expression, we want to do something about it, we want to alter it,
give it a different name; if it is pleasurable, we identify with it; if it
is painful, we avoid it. In this process, surely, lies self-deception,
with which you are somewhat familiar. The politicians do that; the
priests do it when they talk of God in the name of religion; and we
ourselves do it when we are caught up in the sensation of ideas and
hold on to them - that is true, this is false, the Masters exist or don't
exist - which is all so absurd and immature and childish. But to
find out what is factual, one needs an extraordinary alertness, an
awareness in which there is neither condemnation nor justification.
So, one can say that one deceives oneself, and there is illusion,
when there is identification with a country, with a belief, with an
idea, with a person, and so on; or when there is the desire to repeat
an experience, which is the sensation of the experience; or when
one goes back to childhood, and wants the repetition of the
experiences of childhood, the delight, the nearness, the sensitivity;
or when one wants to be something. It is extremely difficult not to

be deceived, either by oneself or by another; and deception ceases
only when there is no desire to be something. Then the mind is
capable of looking at things as they are, of seeing the significance
of what is; then there is no battle between the false and the true;
then there is no search for truth apart from the false. So, the
important thing is to understand the process of the mind; and that
understanding is factual, not theoretical, not sentimental, romantic,
going into dark rooms and thinking it all out, having images,
visions - all that has nothing to do with reality. And, as most of us
are sentimental, romantic, seeking sensation, we are caught by
ideas; and ideas are not what is. So, the mind that is free of ideas,
which are sensations, such a mind is free from illusion.
Question: Experience shows that understanding arises only
when argumentation and conflict cease, and a kind of tranquillity
or intellectual sympathy is realized. This is true even in the
understanding of mathematical and technical problems. However,
this tranquillity has been experienced only after every effort of
analysis, examination, or experimentation has been made. Does
this mean that this effort is a necessary, though not sufficient
preliminary, to the tranquillity?
Krishnamurti: I hope you have understood the question. The
questioner, to put it briefly, asks: Is not effort, digging, analyzing,
examining, necessary before there is tranquillity of the mind?
Before the mind can understand, is not effort necessary? That is, is
not technique necessary before creativeness? If I have a problem,
must I not go into it, think it out fully, search it out, analyze it,
dissect it, worry over it, and be free of it? Then, when the mind is
quiet, the answer is found. This is the process we go through. We

have a problem, we think about it, we question it, we talk it over;
and then the mind, becoming weary of it, is quiet. Then, the answer
is found, unknowingly. With that process we are familiar. And the
questioner asks: Is that not necessary, first?
Why do I go through that process? Don't let us put this question
wrongly, whether it is necessary or not, but why do I go through
that process? I go through that process, obviously, in order to find
an answer. My anxiety is to find an answer, isn't it? That fear of not
finding an answer, makes me do all these things; and then, after
going through this process, I am exhausted, and say, `I can't answer
it'. Then the mind becomes quiet, and then there is an answer,
sometimes or always.
So, the question is not, is the preliminary process necessary, but
why do I go through that process? Obviously, because I am seeking
an answer. I am not interested in the problem, but in how to get
away from the problem. I am not seeking the understanding of the
problem, but the answer to the problem. Surely, there is a
difference, isn't there? Because, the answer is in the problem, not
away from the problem. I go through the searching, analyzing,
dissecting process, in order to escape from the problem. But, if I do
not escape from the problem and try to look at the problem without
any fear or anxiety, if I merely look at the problem, mathematical,
political, religious, or any other, and not look to an answer, then
the problem will begin to tell me. Surely, this is what happens. We
go through this process, and eventually throw it aside because there
is no way out of it. So, why can't we start right from the beginning,
that is, not seek an answer to a problem? - which is extremely
arduous, isn't it? Because, the more I understand the problem, the

more significance there is in it. To understand it, I must approach it
quietly, not impose on the problem my ideas, my feelings of like
and dislike. Then the problem will reveal its significance.
Why is it not possible to have tranquillity of the mind right from
the beginning? And there will be tranquillity, only when I am not
seeking an answer, when I am not afraid of the problem. Our
difficulty is the fear involved in the problem. So, if one puts the
question whether it is necessary or not to make an effort, one
receives a false answer.
Let us look at it differently. A problem demands attention, not
distraction through fear; and there is no attention when we are
seeking an answer away from the problem, an answer that will suit
us, that will be preferable, that will give us satisfaction or
avoidance. In other words, if we can approach the problem without
any of these, then it is possible to understand the problem.
So, the question is not whether we should go through this
process of analyzing, examining, dissecting, whether it is necessary
in order to have tranquillity. Tranquillity comes into being when
we are not afraid; and because we are afraid of the problem, of the
issue of the problem, we are caught in the desires of our own
pursuits, the pursuits of our own desires.
Question: I no longer suppress my thoughts, and I am shocked
by what sometimes arises. Can I be as bad as that? (Laughter)
Krishnamurti: It is good to be shocked, isn't it? Shock implies
sensitivity, doesn't it? But, if you are not shocked, if you merely
say there is a certain thing in you which you do not like, and you
are going to discipline it, change it, then you are shock-proof, are
you not? (Laughter) No, please don't laugh it away. Because, most

of us want to be shock-proof; we do not want to know what we are,
and that is why we have learnt to suppress, to discipline, to destroy
the neighbour and ourselves, for our country and for ourselves. We
don't want to know ourselves as we are. So, to discover oneself as
one is, is a shocking thing: and it should be. Because, we want it to
be different; we like to think of ourselves, picture ourselves as
being beautiful, noble, this or that - which is all a resistance. Our
virtue has become merely resistance, and therefore it is no longer
virtue. To be sensitive to what one is, requires a certain
spontaneity; and in that spontaneity, one discovers. But, if you
have suppressed, disciplined your thoughts and feelings so
completely that there is no spontaneity, then there is no possibility
of discovering anything; and I am not at all sure that is not what
most of us want - to become inwardly dead. Because, it is much
easier to live that way - to give ourselves to an idea, to a belief, to
an organization, to service, to God knows what else - and function
automatically. It is much easier. But to be sensitive, to be aware
inwardly of all the possibilities, is much too dangerous, much too
painful; and we use a respectable way of dulling ourselves, an
approved form of discipline, suppression, sublimation, denial - you
know, the various practices which make us dull, insensitive.
Now, when you discover what you are, which, as the questioner
says, is bad, what will you do with it? Previously, you have
suppressed, and therefore never discovered; now you no longer
suppress, and you discover what you are. What is your next
response? Surely, that is much more important - how you deal with
it, how you approach it. Then what happens, when you discover
that you are what you call bad? What do you do? The moment you

discover, your mind is already at work on it, isn't it? Haven't you
noticed it? I discover that I am mean. It is a shock to me. What do I
do? The mind then says, `I must not be mean', so it cultivates
generosity. Generosity of the hand is one thing, and generosity of
the heart is another. The cultivation of generosity is of the hand,
and you cannot cultivate generosity of the heart. If you do cultivate
the generosity of the heart, then you fill the heart with the things of
the mind. So, what do we do when we discover certain things that
are not generous? Watch yourselves, please, don't wait for my
answer, my explanation - look at it, and experience it as we go
along together. Not that this is a psychology class; but surely, in
listening to something like this, we must experience and be free as
we go along, not continue day after day in the same stupid way.
So, what do we do? The instinctive response is either to justify
or to deny, which is to make ourselves insensitive. But to see it as
it is, to see that I am mean, and then to stop there, without giving
any explanations - merely to know that one is mean, is an
extraordinary thing; which means there is no verbalization, no
naming even of that feeling which one has. If one really stops
there, then one will see there is an extraordinary transformation.
Then one is aware extensively of the implications of that feeling;
then one doesn't have to do a thing with regard to that feeling.
Because, when you don't name a thing it withers away. Experiment
with it and you will find out what an extraordinary quality of
awareness comes into being when you are not naming or justifying,
but merely looking, silently observing the fact that you are not
generous, or that you are mean. I am using the words generous,
mean, only for communication. The word is not the thing; so, don't

be carried away by the word. But look at this thing. Surely, it is
important to discover what one is; to be surprised and shocked to
discover what one is, when one thought one was so marvellous. It
is all romantic and idiotic and stupid to think one is this or that. So,
when you put all that aside and merely look at what is - which
needs an extraordinary alertness, not courage, not virtue - , when
you no longer suppress it, justify it, condemn it, or give it a name then you will see there is a transformation.
Question: What is it that determines the duration between the
perception of one's thought-feeling, and the modification or
permanent disappearance of the condition perceived? In other
words, why is it that certain undesirable conditions in oneself do
not vanish as soon as they are observed?
Krishnamurti: Surely, that depends on right attention, doesn't it?
When one perceives an undesirable quality - I am using these
words merely to communicate; I am not giving any special
significance to `perceiving' - , there is an interval of time before
there is transformation; and the questioner wants to know, why?
Surely, the interval between perception and change depends on
attention. Is there attention if I am merely resisting that, if I am
condemning or justifying it? Surely, there is no attention. I am
merely avoiding it. If I am trying to overcome it, discipline it,
change it, that is not attention, is it? There is attention only when I
am fully interested in the thing itself - not how to transform it; for
then I am merely avoiding, being distracted, running away. So,
what is important is, not what takes place, but to have that capacity
of right attention when one discovers an undesirable thing; and
there is no right attention if there is any form of identification, any

feeling of pleasure or displeasure. Surely, that is very clear: the
moment I am distracted by my pleasure of wanting it, or not
wanting it, there is no attention. If that is very clear, then the
problem is simple. Then there is no interval. But we like the
interval. We like to go through all this rigmarole of labyrinthine
ways to avoid the thing which we have to tackle. And we have
cultivated marvellously and sedulously the escapes; and the
escapes have become more important than the thing itself. But if
one sees the escapes, not verbally, but actually sees that one is
escaping, then there is right attention; then one doesn't have to
struggle against the escapes. When you see a poisonous thing, you
don't have to escape; it is a poisonous thing, you leave it alone.
Similarly, right attention is spontaneous when the problem is really
great; when the shock is intense. Then there is immediate response.
But when the shock, the problem is not great - and we take care not
to make any problem too great - , then our minds are made dull and
weary.
Question: Is the artist, the musician, engaged in a futile thing? I
am not speaking of one who takes up art or music, but one who is
inherently an artist. Would you go into this?
Krishnamurti: It is a very complicated problem, so let us go into
it slowly. As the questioner says, there are two types of people,
those who are inherently artists, and those who take up art or
music. Those who take it up, obviously, do it either for sensation,
for upliftment, for various forms of escape, or merely as an
amusement, an addiction. You might take it up as another takes up
drink, or an `ism', or religious dogma; perhaps it is less harmful,
because you are by yourself. Then, there is the other type, the artist

- if there is such a person. Inherently, for itself, he paints, plays or
composes music, and all the rest of it. Now, what happens to that
person? You must know such people. What is happening to him as
an individual? As a social entity? What is happening to such a
person? The danger, for all those people who have a capacity, a
gift, is that they think they are superior, first of all. They think they
are the salt of the earth. They are people especially chosen from
above; and, with that feeling of apartness, of being chosen, all the
evils come: they are antisocial, they are individualistic, aggressive,
extraordinarily self-centered - almost all gifted people are like that.
So, gift, capacity, is a danger, is it not? Not that one can avoid the
talent or the capacity; but one must be aware of the implications,
the dangers of it. Such people may come together in a laboratory,
or in a gathering of musicians and artists, but they have always this
barrier between themselves and others, have they not? You are the
layman, and I am the specialist; the man who knows more, and the
man who knows less, and all the identification that goes with it.
I am not speaking slightingly of anybody, because that would be
too stupid; but one must be aware of all these things. To point them
out is not to abuse or deride somebody. Few of us are inherently
artists, first of all. We like to play with it, because it is profitable,
or gives certain eclat, a certain show, cer- tain verbal expressions
which we have learnt. It gives us a place, a position. And if we are
artists, really, genuinely, surely there is the quality of sensitivity,
not of isolation. Art does not belong to any particular country, or to
any particular person; but the artist soon makes his gift into the
personal - he paints, it is his work, his poem; it puffs him up, like
the rest of us. And therefore, he becomes antisocial, he is more

important. And, as most of us are not in that position, fortunately
or unfortunately, we use music or art merely as sensation. We may
have a quick experience when we hear something lovely; but the
repetition of that thing over and over and over again soon dulls us.
It is merely the sensation we indulge in. If we do not indulge in
that, then beauty has quite a different significance. Then we
approach it anew every time. And it is this fresh approach to
something every time, whether ugly or beautiful, that is important,
that makes for sensitivity; but you cannot be sensitive if you are
captured by your own addiction or capacity, by your own delight,
by your own sensation. Surely, the really creative person comes to
things anew, he does not merely repeat what the radio announcer
has told him, or what the critics say.
So, the difficulty in this is to keep that sensitivity all the time, to
be alert, whether you are an artist, or merely playing with art. And
that sensitivity is dulled when you give importance to yourself as
the artist. You may have vision, and you may have the capacity to
put that vision into paint, into marble, into words; but the moment
you identify yourself with it, you are lost, it is finished. You lose
that sensitivity. The world loves to praise you, to say what a
marvellous artist you are; and you like that. And, for most of us,
who are not great artists inherently, our difficulty is not to get lost
in sensations, because sensations dull; through sensations you
cannot experience. Experiencing comes only when there is direct
relationship; and there is no direct relationship when there is the
screen of sensation, the desire to be, to alter, or to continue. So, our
problem is to keep alert and sensitive; and that is denied when we
are merely seeking sensation and the repetition of sensation.
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I think I will only answer questions this evening and not give the
usual preliminary talk: but before answering, I would like to point
out one or two things concerning these questions and answers.
First of all, most of us are very inclined to believe. The mind is
very clever in persuading us to think differently, to adopt a new
point of view, or to believe in things that are not fundamentally
true. Now, in answering these questions, I would like to say that I
am not persuading you to think along my particular line. We are
trying to find the right answer together. I am not answering for you
just to accept or deny. We are going to find out together what is
true, and that requires an open mind, an intelligent mind, an
enquiring mind, an alert mind; not a mind that is so prejudiced that
it merely denies, or so eager that it accepts. And, in answering
these questions, one fundamental thing must be borne in mind. It is
that they are merely a reflection of the ways of our own thinking,
they reveal to us what we think. They should act as a mirror in
which we perceive ourselves. After all, these discussions, these
talks, have only one purpose, and that is the pursuit of selfknowledge. For, as I said, it is only in knowing ourselves first deeply, profoundly, not superficially - that we can know truth. And
it is extremely arduous to know ourselves deeply, not superficially.
It is not a matter of time, but a question of intensity; it is direct
perception and experience that are important. And these
discussions and talks are meant for that; so that each one of us may
experience directly whatever is being discussed, and not merely
understand it on the verbal level. It is important also to bear in

mind that each of us must find the truth, each of us must be the
Master and the pupil; and that requires a great deal of humility, not
mere acceptance of assurance or denial from me.
So, when I answer these questions, please bear all this in mind.
Because, all of us have innumerable problems. Life is not very
pleasant or simple; it is very complicated; and we can understand it
only when we understand the whole, total process; and the total
process is in us, not outside of us. Therefore, it is important to
understand ourselves. Then we can deal with the things that we
face every day, the influences that are constantly impinging upon
us.
Question: Gossip has value in self-revelation, especially in
revealing others to me. Seriously, why not use gossip as a means of
discovering what is? I do not shiver at the word `gossip' just
because it has been condemned for ages.
Krishnamurti: I wonder why we gossip? Not because it reveals
others to us. And why should others be revealed to us? Why do you
want to know others? Why this extraordinary concern about
others? First of all, Sir, why do we gossip? It is a form of
restlessness, is it not? Like worry, it is an indication of a restless
mind. And why this desire to interfere with others, to know what
others are doing, saying? It is a very superficial mind that gossips,
isn't it? An inquisitive mind which is wrongly directed. The
questioner seems to think that others are revealed to him by his
being concerned with them - with their doings, with their thoughts,
with their opinions. But, do we know others if we don't know
ourselves? Can we judge others, if we do not know the way of our
own thinking, the way we act, the way we behave? And why this

extraordinary concern over others? Is it not an escape, really, this
desire to find out what others are thinking and feeling and
gossiping about? Doesn't it offer an escape from ourselves? And, is
there not in it also the desire to interfere with others' lives? Isn't our
own life sufficiently difficult, sufficiently complex, sufficiently
painful, without dealing with others, interfering with others? Is
there time to think about others in that gossipy, cruel, ugly
manner? Why do we do this? You know, everybody does it.
Practically everybody gossips about somebody else. Why?
I think, first of all, we gossip about others because we are not
sufficiently interested in the process of our own thinking and of our
own action. We want to see what others are doing, and perhaps, to
put it kindly, to imitate others. Generally when we gossip, it is to
condemn others. But, stretching it charitably, it is perhaps to
imitate others. Why do we want to imitate others? Doesn't it all
indicate an extraordinary shallowness on our own part? It is an
extraordinarily dull mind that wants excitement, and goes outside
of itself to get it. In other words, gossip is a form of sensation, isn't
it?, in which we indulge. It may be a different kind of sensation,
but there is always this desire to find excitement, distraction. And
so, if one really goes into this question deeply, one comes back to
oneself, which shows that one is really extraordinarily shallow and
seeking excitement from outside by talking about others. Catch
yourself the next time you are gossiping about somebody; and if
you are aware of it, it will indicate an awful lot to you about
yourself. Don't cover it up by saying that you are merely inquisitive
about others. It indicates restlessness, a sense of excitement, a
shallowness, a lack of real, profound interest in people which has

nothing to do with gossip.
Now, the next problem is, how to stop gossip. That is the next
question, isn't it? When you are aware that you are gossiping, how
do you stop gossiping? If it has become a habit, an ugly thing that
continues day after day, how do you stop it? Does that question
arise? When you know you are gossiping, when you are aware that
you are gossiping, aware of all its implications, do you then say to
yourself, `How am I to stop it?' Does it not stop of its own accord,
the moment you are aware that you are gossiping? The `how' does
not arise at all. The `how' arises only when you are unaware; and,
surely, gossip indicates a lack of awareness. Experiment with this
for yourself the next time you are gossiping, and see how quickly,
how immediately you stop gossiping when you are aware of what
you are talking about, aware that your tongue is running away with
you. It does not demand the action of will to stop it. All that is
necessary is to be aware, to be conscious of what you are saying,
and to see the implications of it. You don't have to condemn or
justify gossip. Be aware of it, and you will see how quickly you
stop gossiping; because it reveals to oneself one's own ways of
action, one's behaviour, thought pattern; and in that revelation, one
discovers oneself, which is far more important than gossiping
about others, about what they are doing, what they are thinking,
how they behave.
Most of us, who read daily newspapers, are filled with gossip,
global gossip. It is all an escape from ourselves, from our own
pettiness, from our own ugliness. We think that through a
superficial interest in world events we are becoming more and
more wise, more capable of dealing with our own lives. All these,

surely, are ways of escaping from ourselves, are they not? Because,
in ourselves we are so empty, shallow; we are so frightened of
ourselves. We are so poor in ourselves that gossip acts as a form of
rich entertainment, an escape from ourselves. We try to fill that
emptiness in us with knowledge, with rituals, with gossip, with
group meetings - with the innumerable ways of escape. So, the
escapes become all-important, and not the understanding of what
is. The understanding of what is, demands attention; to know that
one is empty, that one is in pain, needs immense attention, and not
escapes. But most of us like these escapes, because they are much
more pleasurable, more pleasant. Also, when we know ourselves as
we are, it is very difficult to deal with ourselves; and that is one of
the problems with which we are faced. We don't know what to do.
When I know that I am empty, that I am suffering, that I am in
pain, I don't know what to do, how to deal with it. And so we resort
to all kinds of escapes.
So, the question is, what to do? Of course, obviously, one
cannot escape; for that is most absurd and childish. But when you
are faced with yourself as you are, what are you to do? First, is it
possible not to deny or justify it, but just to remain with it, as you
are? - which is extremely arduous, because the mind seeks
explanation, condemnation, identification. If it does not do any of
those things but remains with it, then it is like accepting something.
If I accept that I am brown, that is the end of it; but if I am desirous
of changing to a lighter colour, then the problem arises. So, to
accept what is, is most difficult; and one can do that only when
there is no escape; and condemnation or justification is a form of
escape. So, when one understands the whole process of why one

gossips, and, when one realizes the absurdity of it, the cruelty and
all the things involved in it, then one is left with what one is; and
we approach it always either to destroy it, or to change it into
something else. But, if we don't do either of those things, but
approach it with the intention of understanding it, being with it
completely, then we will find that it is no longer the thing that we
dreaded. Then there is a possibility of transforming that which is.
Question: We have a collection of ideals, and the choice is
wide. We try to realize them through various methods. This is a
long and time-taking way. In listening to you, I feel that the
distinction or space between ideal and practice is illusory. Is this
so?
Krishnamurti: First of all, are we aware, each one of us, that we
have ideals; and that, having these ideals, we are trying to practise
them, or live up to them, or approximate ourselves to them? Take
the question of violence. We have the ideal of non-violence, and
we try to practise that ideal in our daily lives. Or take any other
ideal that you have. We are trying to live up to it all the time, to
practise it, if we are serious and not merely living on the verbal
level. And that takes time, a constant application, a series of
failures, and so on.
Why do we have ideals? Any collection of them, why do we
have them? Do they better our lives? And is virtue to be gained
through constant disciplining? Is virtue a result? Or is it something
quite different? Take humility. Can you practise humility? Or does
humility come into being when the self is not important? Then the
me and the mine do not predominate. But if we make that into an
ideal, that the self should not predominate, then arises the question,

how to come to that state? So, this whole process is very
complicated and unreal, is it not? There must be a different
approach to this problem, surely? Is not a collection of ideals, an
escape? Because, it gives us time to play with it. We say, `I am
practising it, I am disciplining myself; one day I will be that; it is
necessary to go slowly, to evolve towards it' - you know all the
various explanations that we give.
Now, is there a different approach? Because, we can see that the
constant disciplining towards an ideal, approximating oneself to an
ideal, does not really bring about the solution of the problem. We
are no more kindly. We are not less violent. We may be,
superficially - but not fundamentally. So, how is one, then, to be
non-greedy without having the ideal of non-greed? Suppose, for
example, I am greedy, or I am mean, or angry - any of these things.
The ordinary process is to have an ideal, and try to approximate
myself to that ideal all the time through practice, discipline, and so
on. Does that free me from greed, from anger, from violence?
What will free me from violence is to be free from my desire to be
something, from my desire to gain something, to protect
something, to achieve a result, and so on. So, our difficulty is, is it
not?, that, having these ideals, there is this constant desire to be
something, to become something; and that is really the crux of the
matter. After all, greed or anger is one of the expressions of the me,
the self, the I; and as long as that I remains, anger will continue.
Merely to discipline it to function in a certain way does not free it
from anger. This process only emphasizes the self, the me, does it
not?
Now, if I realize that I am angry or greedy, need I go through all

the disciplinary process in order to be free from it? Is there not a
different approach to it, a different way of tackling it? I can tackle
it differently only when I no longer take pleasure in sensation.
Anger gives me a sensation of pleasure, doesn't it; though I may
dislike it afterwards, at the time there is an excitement involved in
it. It is a release. So, the first thing, it seems to me, is to be aware
of this process, to see that the ideal does not eradicate anything. It
is merely a form of postponement. That is, to understand
something, I must give it full attention; and an ideal is merely a
distraction which prevents my giving that feeling or that quality
full attention at a given time. If I am fully aware, if I give my full
attention to the quality I call greed, without the distraction of an
ideal, then am I not in a position to understand greed and so
dissolve it? You see, we are so accustomed to postponement, and
ideals help us to postpone; but if we can put away all ideals
because we understand the escapes, the postponing quality of an
ideal, and face the thing as it is, directly, immediately, give our full
attention to it - then, surely, there is a possibility of transforming it.
If I realize that I am violent, if I am aware of it without trying to
transform it or become non-violent - if I am merely aware of it,
then, because my attention is fully given to it, it opens up the
various implications of violence, and therefore, surely, there is an
inward transformation. But if I practise non-violence, or non-greed,
or what you will, then I am merely postponing, am I not?, because
I am not giving my attention to what is, which is greed or violence.
You see, most of us have ideals either as a means of postponing, or
to be something, to achieve a result. In the very desire to become
the ideal, surely there is violence involved. In the very becoming of

something, moving myself towards a goal, surely violence is
involved, is it not? You see, we all want to be something. We want
to be happy, we want to be more beautiful, we want to be more
virtuous, we want to be more and more and more. Surely, in the
very desire for something more there is violence involved, there is
greed involved. But, if we realize that the more we want to be
something, the more conflict there is, then we can see that the ideal
merely helps us to increase our conflict - which doesn't mean that I
am satisfied with what I am. On the contrary. As long as I want to
be something more, there must be conflict, there must be pain,
there must be anger, violence. If I really feel that, if I am
profoundly affected by it, see it, am aware of it, then I am able to
deal with the problem immediately, without having a collection of
ideals to encourage me to be this or that. Then my action is
immediate, my relationship with it is direct.
But there also arises in this another problem, which is that of the
experiencer and the experience. With most of us, the experiencer
and the experience are two different processes. The ideal and
myself are two different states. I want to become that. Therefore,
the I, the experiencer, the thinker, is different from the thought. Is
that so? Is the thinker different from the thought? Or is there only
thought, which creates the thinker? So, as long as I am separate
from the thought, I can manipulate thought, I can change it,
transform it. But is the I, who is operating on a thought, different
from the thought? Surely, they are a joint phenomenon, are they
not? The thinker and the thought are one, not separate. When one is
angry, one is angry: there is an integrated feeling which we term
anger. Then I say, `I am angry', therefore, I separate myself from

that anger, and then I can operate on it, do something about it. But
if I realize that I am anger, that I am that quality itself, that the
quality is not separable from me, surely, when I experience that,
then there is quite a different action, quite a different approach.
Now, we separate ourselves from the thought, from the feeling,
from the quality. Therefore, the I is a separate entity from the
quality, and therefore the I can operate on the quality. But the
quality is not different from the I, from the thinker; and when there
is that integrated experience in which the thinker and the thought
are one, not separate, then, surely, there is quite a different
approach, a different response. Again, experiment with this and
you will see. Because, at the moment of experiencing there is
neither the experiencer nor the experience. It is only as the
experiencing fades that there is the experiencer and the experience.
Then, the experiencer says, `I like that', or, `I don't like it', `I want
more of it', or, `I want less of it'. Then, he wants to cultivate the
ideal, to become the ideal. But if the thinker is the thought, and
there are not two separate processes, then his whole attitude is
transformed, is it not? Then there is quite a different response with
regard to thought; then there is no longer approximating thought to
an ideal, or getting rid of thought; then there is no maker of effort.
And I think it is really very important to discover this for oneself,
to experience this directly, not because I say so or someone else
says so. It is important to come to this experience: that the thinker
is the thought. Don't let that become a new jargon, a new set of
words which we use. Through verbalization we don't experience.
We merely have sensations, and sensations are not experience. And
if one can be aware of this joint phenomenon, of this process in

which the thinker and the thought are one, then I think the problem
will be understood much more profoundly than when we merely
have ideals or have none, which is really beside the point.
If I am my thoughts, and my thoughts are not different from me,
then there is no maker of effort, is there? Then I do not become
that; then I am no longer cultivating virtue. Not that I am already
virtuous. The moment I am conscious that I am virtuous, I am not
virtuous. The moment I am conscious that I am humble, surely
humility ceases. So, if I can understand the maker of effort - the me
becoming its own self-projected demands, desires, which are the
same as myself - then surely there is a radical transformation in my
whole outlook. That is why it is important to have right meditation,
to know what right meditation means. It is not the approximation to
an ideal, it is not trying to reach out and get something, it is not to
attain, to concentrate, to develop certain qualities, and so on which
we discussed previously. Right meditation is the understanding of
this whole process of the me, of the self. Because, as I said, right
meditation is self-knowledge; and without meditation, one cannot
find out what the process of the self is. If there is no meditator to
meditate upon something, then meditation is the experiencing of
that which is, the total process of the thinker as the thought. Then
only is there a possibility that the mind can be really quiet. Then it
is possible to discover if there is something beyond the mind which is not a mere verbal assertion that there is or that there is
not, that there is atman, the soul, or what you will; we are not
discussing those things. It is going beyond all verbal expression.
Then the mind is quiet - not merely on the higher level, the upper
level of the mind, but the whole content of the mind, the whole

consciousness, is quiet. But there is no quietness if there is a maker
of effort; and there will be the maker, the will of action, as long as
he thinks he is separate from the thought. And this requires a great
deal of going into, of thinking out, not just experiencing it
superficially and sensationally. And when one has that direct
experience, then becoming the ideal is illusory, it has no meaning
at all. Then it is altogether a wrong approach. Then one sees that
this whole process of becoming the more, the greater, has nothing
to do with reality. Reality comes into being only when the mind is
completely quiet, when there is no effort. Virtue is that state of
freedom in which there is no maker of effort. Therefore, virtue is a
state in which effort has completely ceased; but if you make an
effort to become virtuous, surely it is no longer virtue is it?
So, as long as we do not understand, do not experience that the
thinker and the thought are one, all these problems will exist. But
the moment we experience that, the maker of effort comes to an
end. To experience that, one must be completely aware of the
process of one's own thinking and feeling, of one's desire to
become. And that is why it is important, if one is really seeking
reality, or God, or what you will, to see that this whole mentality of
climbing, evolving, growing, achieving, must come to an end. We
are much too worldly. With the mentality of the clerk becoming the
boss, the foreman becoming the executive - with that mentality we
approach reality. We think we will do the same thing, climb the
ladder of success. I am afraid it cannot be done that way. If you do,
you will live in a world of illusion, and therefore of conflict, pain,
misery and strife. But if one discards all such mentality, such
thoughts, such points of view, then one becomes really humble.

One is, not becomes. Then there is a possibility of having a direct
experience of reality, which alone will dissolve all our problems not our cunning efforts, not our great intellect, not our deep and
wide knowledge.
Question: I am free from ambition. Is there something wrong
with me? (Laughter)
Krishnamurti: If you are conscious that you are free from
ambition, then there is something wrong. (Laughter) Then one
becomes smug, respectable, unimaginative, thoughtless. Why
should you be free from ambition? And how do you know you are
free from ambition? Surely, to have the desire to be free from
something is the beginning of illusion, is it not?, of ignorance. You
see, we find ambition painful; we want to be something, and we
have failed. And so now we say, `It is too painful, I will get rid of
it'. If you succeeded in your ambition, if you fulfilled yourself in
the thing which you want to be, then this problem wouldn't arise.
But, not succeeding, and seeing there is no fulfillment there, you
discard it and condemn ambition. Obviously, ambition is
unworthy. A man who is ambitious, surely, cannot find reality. He
may become the president of some club or some society or some
country. But surely, he is not seeking reality. But the difficulty is,
with most of us, if we don't succeed in what we want, we either
become bitter, cynical, or we try to become spiritual. So we say,
`That is a wrong thing to do', and we discard it. But our mentality
is the same. We may not succeed in the world and be a great
person there, but `spiritually' we still want to succeed - in a little
group, as a leader. Ambition is the same, whether it is in the world,
or turned towards God. To know consciously that you are free from

ambition is surely an illusion, is it not? And if you are really free of
it, can there be any question that you are or are not? Surely one
knows within oneself when one is ambitious, does one not? And
we can see very well all the effects of ambition in the world - the
ruthlessness of it, the cruelty of it, the desire for power, position,
prestige. But when one is consciously free of something, is there
not the danger of becoming very respectable, of being smug,
satisfied with oneself?
I assure you, it is a very difficult thing to be alert, to be aware,
to walk delicately, sensitively, not to be caught in the opposites. It
requires a great deal of alertness and intelligence and watchfulness.
And then, even if you are free from ambition, where are you? Are
you any more kindly, any more intelligent, any more sensitive to
the outward and inward events? Surely, there is a danger in all this,
is there not?, of becoming stultified, of becoming static, become
dull, weary; and the more one is or no sensitive, alert, watchful, the
more there is a possibility of really being free - not free from this
or that. Freedom requires intelligence and intelligence is not a
thing that you sedulously cultivate. Intelligence is something which
can be experienced directly in relationship, not through the screen
of what you think the relationship should be. After all, our life is a
process of relationship. Life is relationship. And that requires an
extraordinary watchfulness, alertness, not speculating whether you
are free or not free from ambition. But ambition perverts that
relationship. The ambitious man is an isolated man, therefore he
cannot have relationship, either with his wife or with society. Life
is relationship, whether with the one or with the many, and that
relationship is perverted, is destroyed, is corrupted through

ambition; and when one is aware of that corruption, surely, there is
no question of being free from it.
So, in all this, our difficulty is to be watchful, to be watchful of
what we are thinking, feeling, saying - not in order to transform it
into something else, but just to be aware of it. And if we are so
aware - in which there is no condemnation, no justification, but
mere attention, full cognizance of what is - , that awareness in itself
has an extraordinary effect. But if we are merely trying to become
less, or more, then there is dullness, weariness, a smug
respectability; and a man who is respectable, surely, can never find
reality. Awareness demands a great deal of inward discontent
which is not easily canalized through any satisfaction or
gratification.
Now, if we see all this, all that we have discussed this evening,
not merely on the verbal level, but really experience it, not at odd
moments, not when we are pushed into a corner as perhaps some of
you are now, but every day, from moment to moment; if we are
aware, silently observing, then we become extremely sensitive not sentimental, which only blurs, distort. To be sensitive inwardly
needs great simplicity - not wearing a loin cloth, or having few
clothes, or no car; but the simplicity in which the me and the mine
are not important, in which there is no sense of possession;
simplicity in which there is no longer the maker of effort. Then
there is a possibility of experiencing that reality, or of that reality
coming into being. After all, this is the only thing that can bring
about real, lasting happiness. Happiness is not an end in itself. It is
a by-product, and it comes into being only with reality. Not that
you go after reality - you cannot. It must come to you. And it can

come to you only when there is complete freedom, silence. Not
that you become silent. That is a wrong process of meditation.
There is a vast difference between being silent and becoming
silent. When there is real silence, not put together, then there is
something inexplicable, then creation comes into being.
August 13, 1949.
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For the last five weeks we have been discussing the importance of
self-knowledge; for without knowing oneself, not partially, but
fully, integrally, it is not possible to think rightly, and therefore act
rightly. Without self-knowledge there cannot be complete,
integrated action. There can only be partial action if there is no selfknowledge; and as partial action invariably leads to conflict and to
misery, it is important for those who would really understand the
problems of life completely, to understand the problem of
relationship - not only with one or two, but with the whole, which
is society. To understand this problem of relationship, we must
understand ourselves; and to understand ourselves is action, it is
not a withdrawal from action. There is action only when we
understand relationship - relationship not only with people and
ideas, but with things, with nature. So, action is relationship with
regard to things, to property, to nature, to people, and to ideas.
Without the comprehension of all this process, which we call life,
life must be contradictory, painful and a constant conflict. So, to
understand this process of life, which is ourselves, we have to
understand the whole significance of our own thoughts and
feelings; and that is why we have been discussing the importance
of self-knowledge. Perhaps some of us have read a few books on
psychology, have some smattering of psychoanalytical phrases; but
I am afraid mere superficial knowledge is not sufficient. Verbal
expression of an understanding which comes through mere
knowledge, mere study, is not sufficient. What is important is to
understand ourselves in relationship; and that relationship is not

static, it is constantly in motion. Therefore, to follow that
relationship there must be no fixation on an idea. Most of us are
slaves to ideas. We are ideas. We are a bundle of ideas. Our actions
are shaped by ideas, and our whole outlook is conditioned by ideas.
Therefore, ideas shape our relationship. That shaping of
relationship by an idea prevents the understanding of relationship.
To us, idea is very important, extraordinarily significant. You have
your ideas, and I have my ideas, and we are in constant conflict
over ideas; whether political, religious, or otherwise, each is in
opposition to others. Ideas invariably create opposition, because
ideas are the outcome of sensation; and as long as our relationship
is conditioned by sensation, by idea, there is no understanding of
that relationship. Hence ideas prevent action. Ideas do not further
action - they limit action, which we see in everyday life.
So, is it possible for action to be without idea? Can we act
without ideation first? Because, we see how ideas divide people ideas which are beliefs, prejudices, sensations, political and
religious opinions. These are dividing people and tearing the world
to pieces at the present time. The cultivation of the intellect has
become the predominant factor, and our intellect guides, shapes
our action. So, is it possible to act without idea? We do act without
idea when the problem is really intense, very profound, demanding
all our attention. We may try to conform the act to an idea; but if
we go into the problem, if we really try to understand the problem
itself, we will begin to discard the idea, the prejudice, the particular
point of view, and approach the problem afresh. This is what we do
when we have a problem, surely. We try to solve the problem
according to a particular idea, or depending on a particular result,

and so on. When the problem cannot be solved that way, then we
push aside all ideas; then we give up our ideas, and therefore
approach the problem afresh with a quiet mind. We do this
unconsciously. Surely, this is what happens, isn't it? When you
have a problem, you worry over it. You want a particular result
from that problem, or you translate that problem according to
certain ideas. You go through all that process, and yet the problem
is not solved. So, the mind, becoming weary, stops thinking about
the problem. Then it is quiet, it is relaxed, it is not worried over the
problem. And presently, as often happens, the solution of the
problem is immediately perceived, there is a hint with regard to
that problem.
So, action, surely, does not lie in conforming to a particular
idea. Then it is merely a continuation of thought, it is not action.
And, can we not live without conforming action to an idea?
Because, ideas continue; and if we conform action to an idea, then
we give continuity to action, and therefore, there is an
identification with action as the me and the mine. Therefore, the
strengthening, through ideation, of the me, which is the source of
all conflict and misery.
Surely, immortality is not an idea. It is something beyond
ideation, beyond thought, beyond the bundle of memories, which
are all the me. And there is the experiencing of that state only when
ideation stops, when the thinking process stops. The experiencing
of that which we call the immortal, the timeless state, is not the
product of thought; because thought is merely the continuance of
memory, the response to memory; and the experiencing of that
extraordinary state can only come into being with the

understanding of the self - not through trying to reach it, because
that is merely trying to experience something which is selfprojected, therefore unreal. For this reason it is important to
understand the whole, total process of our consciousness, which we
call the me and the mine, which can be understood only in
relationship, not in isolation.
That is why it is imperative for those who would really
understand truth, or reality, or God, or what you will, to fully grasp
the significance of relationship; because that is the only action. If
relationship is based on idea, then action is not. If I try to
circumscribe my relationship, conform or limit it to an idea, which
most of us do, then it is not action, there is no understanding in
relationship. But if we see that that is a false process leading to
illusion, to limitation, to conflict, to separateness - ideas always
separate - , then we will begin to understand relationship directly,
and not impose upon relationship a prejudice, a condition. Then we
will see that love is not a thought process. You cannot think about
love. But most of us do, and so it is merely sensation. And, if we
limit relationship to an idea based on sensation, then we discard
love, then we fill our hearts with the things of the mind. Though
we may feel the sensation and call it love, it is not love. Surely,
love is something beyond the thought process, but it can be
discovered only through understanding the thought process in
relationship; not through denying the thought process, but through
being aware of the whole significance of the ways of our mind and
of our action in relationship. If we can proceed more deeply, then
we will see that action is not related to idea. Then action is from
moment to moment; and in that experience, which is right

meditation, there is immortality.
Question: What place has criticism in relationship? What is the
difference between destructive and constructive criticism?
Krishnamurti: First of all why do we criticize? Is it in order to
understand? Or is it merely a nagging process? If I criticize you, do
I understand you? Does understanding come through judgment? If
I want to comprehend, if I want to understand, not superficially but
deeply, the whole significance of my relationship to you, do I
begin to criticize you? Or, am I aware of this relationship between
you and me, silently observing it - not projecting my opinions,
criticisms, judgments, identifications, or condemnations, but
silently observing what is happening? And, if I do not criticize,
what happens? One is apt to go to sleep, is one not? Which does
not mean that we do not go to sleep if we are nagging. Perhaps that
becomes a habit; and we put ourselves to sleep through habit. Is
there a deeper, wider understanding of relationship, through
criticism? It doesn't matter whether criticism is constructive or
destructive - that is irrelevant, surely. Therefore, the question is:
What is the necessary state of mind and heart that will understand
relationship? What is the process of understanding? How do we
understand something? How do you understand your child, if you
are interested in your child? You observe, don't you? You watch
him at play, you study him in his different moods; you don't project
your opinion onto him. You don't say he should be this or that. You
are alertly watchful, aren't you?, actively aware. Then, perhaps,
you begin to understand the child. But if you are constantly
criticizing, constantly injecting your own particular personality,
your idiosyncrasies, your opinions, deciding the way he should or

should not be, and all the rest of it, obviously you create a barrier
in that relationship. But, unfortunately, most of us criticize in order
to shape, in order to interfere; and it gives us a certain amount of
pleasure, a certain gratification, to shape something - your
relationship with your husband, child, or whoever it be. You feel a
sense of power in it, you are the boss; and in that there is a
tremendous gratification. Surely, through all that process there is
no understanding of relationship. There is mere imposition, the
desire to mould another to the particular pattern of your
idiosyncrasy, your desire, your wish. All these prevent, do they
not?, the understanding of relationship.
Then, there is self-criticism. To be critical of oneself, to
criticize, condemn, or justify oneself - does that bring
understanding of oneself? When I begin to criticize myself, do I
not limit the process of understanding, of exploring? Does
introspection, a form of self-criticism, unfold the self? What makes
the unfoldment of the self possible? To be constantly analytical,
fearful, critical - surely, that does not help to unfold. What brings
about the unfoldment of the self so that you begin to understand it,
is the constant awareness of it without any condemnation, without
any identification. There must be a certain spontaneity; you cannot
be constantly analyzing it, disciplining it, shaping it. This
spontaneity is essential to understanding. If I merely limit, control,
condemn, then I put a stop to the movement of thought and feeling,
do I not? It is in the movement of thought and feeling that I
discover - not in mere control. And, when one discovers, then it is
important to find out how to act about it. Now, if I act according to
an idea, according to a standard, according to an ideal, then I force

the self into a particular pattern. In that there is no understanding,
there is no transcending. But if I can watch the self without any
condemnation, without any identification, then it is possible to go
beyond it. That is why this whole process of approximating oneself
to an ideal is so utterly wrong. Ideals are homemade gods; and to
conform to a self-projected image, is surely not a release.
So, there can be understanding only when the mind is silently
aware, observing - which is arduous, because we take delight in
being active, in being restless, critical, in condemning, justifying.
That is our whole structure of being; and through the screen of
ideas, prejudices, points of view, experiences, memories, we try to
understand. Is it possible to be free of all these screens, and so
understand directly? Surely, we do that when the problem is very
intense; we do not go through all these methods - we approach it
directly. So, the understanding of relationship comes only when
this process of self-criticism is understood, and the mind is quiet. If
you are listening to me and are trying to follow, with not too great
an effort, what I wish to convey, then there is a possibility of our
understanding each other. But if you are all the time criticizing
throwing up your opinions, what you have learned from books,
what somebody else has told you, and so on and so on, then you
and I are not related, because this screen is between us. But if we
are both trying to find out the issues of the problem, which lie in
the problem itself, if both of us are eager to go to the bottom of it,
find the truth of it, discover what it is - then we are related. Then
your mind is both alert and passive, watching to see what is true in
this. So, your mind must be extraordinarily swift, not anchored to
any idea or ideal, to any judgment, to any opinion that you have

consolidated through your particular experiences. Understanding
comes, surely, when there is the swift pliability of a mind which is
passively aware. Then it is capable of reception, then it is sensitive.
A mind is not sensitive when it is crowded with ideas, prejudices,
opinions, either for or against.
So, to understand relationship, there must be a passive
awareness - which does not destroy relationship. On the contrary, it
makes relationship much more vital, much more significant. Then
there is in that relationship a possibility of real affection; there is a
warmth, a sense of nearness, which is not mere sentiment or
sensation. And if we can so approach or be in that relationship to
everything, then our problems will be easily solved - the problems
of property, the problems of possession. Because, we are that
which we possess. The man who possesses money, is the money.
The man who identifies himself with property, is the property, or
the house, or the furniture. Similarly with ideas, or with people;
and when there is possessiveness, there is no relationship. But most
of us possess because we have nothing else, if we do not possess.
We are empty shells if we do not possess, if we do not fill our life
with furniture, with music, with knowledge, with this or that. And
that shell makes a lot of noise, and that noise we call living; and
with that we are satisfied. And when there is a disruption, a
breaking away of that, then there is sorrow; because then you
suddenly discover yourself as you are - an empty shell, without
much meaning. So, to be aware of the whole content of
relationship, is action; and from that action there is a possibility of
true relationship, a possibility of discovering its great depth, its
great significance, and of knowing what love is.

Question: When you speak of timelessness, it seems you must
mean something besides a sequence of events. Time, to me, is
necessary for action, and I cannot imagine existence without a
sequence of events. Do you perhaps mean that, by knowing what
part of you is eternal, time no longer becomes a means to an end,
or a means to progress?
Krishnamurti: First of all, we cannot discuss what the timeless
is. A mind that is the product of time cannot think of something
which is timeless. Because, after all, my mind, your mind, is a
result of the past; it is founded upon the past, its thought is the
outcome of the past, which is time. And with that instrument, we
try to think of something which is not of time; and that is not
possible, surely. We can speculate upon it, we can write books
about it, we can imagine it, do all kinds of tricks with it; but it will
not be the real. So, do not let us speculate about it. Let us not even
talk about it. To speculate what the timeless state is, is utterly
useless, it has no meaning. But we can do something else, which is
to find out how to make the mind free from its own past, from its
own self-projection; we can find out what gives it continuity, a
sequence of events as a means of progress, as a means of
understanding, or what you will. We can see that a thing which
continues, must decay. That which has continuance, cannot renew
itself. Only that which comes to an end, can renew. A mind that is
merely caught in a habit, or in a particular opinion, or held in the
net of ideals, beliefs, dogmas - for such a mind there can be no
renewal, surely. It cannot look at life anew. It is only when those
things are put aside, and it is free, that the mind can look at life
anew. There is a renewal, a creative urge, only when the past has

come to an end, which means, when there is no longer
identification giving continuity as the me and the mine - my
property, my home, my wife, my child, my ideal, my gods, my
political opinions. It is this constant identification that gives
continuity to the sequence of events as the me becoming wider,
bigger, nobler, more worthy, cleverer, and so on and so on.
Is life, existence, a matter of the sequence of events? What do
we mean by sequence of events? Do I know that I am alive because
I remember yesterday? Do I know that I am alive because I know
the way to my house? Or do I know that I am alive because I am
going to be somebody? How do I know that I am alive? It is only
in the present, surely, that I know I am conscious. Is consciousness
merely the result of the sequence of events? With most of us, it is. I
know I am alive, I am conscious, because of my past, of my
identification with something. Is it possible to know that one is
conscious, without this process of identification? And, why does
one identify? Why do I identify myself as my property, my name,
my ambition, my progress? Why? And what would happen if we
did not identify? Would it deny all existence? Perhaps, if we did
not identify, there might be a wider field for action, a greater depth
to feeling and to thought. We identify because it gives us the
feeling of being alive as an entity, as a separate entity. So, the
feeling that one is separate has become important because through
separateness we enjoy the more; and if we deny separateness, we
are afraid that we shall not be capable of enjoying, having
pleasures. Surely, that is the basis of the desire for continuity, is it
not? But there is also a collective process at work. Since
separateness involves a great deal of destruction and so on, there is

in opposition to that, collectivism, discarding the individual
separateness. But the individual becomes the collective through
another form of identification, and so retains his separateness - as
we can see.
As long as there is continuity through identification, there can
be no renewal. Only with the cessation of identification is there a
possibility of renewal. And most of us are frightened of coming to
an end. Most of us are frightened of death. Innumerable books
have been written about what is after death. We are more interested
in death than in living. Because, with death, there seems to be an
end, an end to identification. That which continues, surely, has no
rebirth, no renewal. Only in dying is there renewal; and therefore it
is important to die every minute - not wait to die of old age and
disease. That means dying to all one's accumulations and
identifications, one's gathered experiences; and that is real
simplicity, not the accumulated continuance of identification.
So, when this process of identification - which revives memory
and gives continuance to memory in the present - when that ceases,
then there is a possibility of rebirth, renewal, creativeness; and in
that renewal there is no continuity. That which renews cannot
continue. It is from moment to moment.
The questioner asks also: "Do you perhaps mean that, by
knowing what part of you is eternal, time no longer becomes a
means to an end?" Is there a part of you that is eternal? That which
you can think about is still the product of thought, and therefore
not the eternal. Because, thought is the result of the past, of time.
And if you posit a something eternal in you, you have already
thought about it. I am not cleverly arguing this matter. You can see

very well that the eternal is not what you can think about. You
cannot progress to the eternal, you cannot evolve to it; if you do, it
is merely a projection of thought, and therefore still within the net
of time. That way leads to illusion, misery, to all the ugliness of
deception - which we like; because the mind can function only
within the known, from safety to safety, from security to security.
The eternal is not. if it is within the bondage of time; and the
moment the mind thinks about it, it is in the bondage of time, and
therefore it is not real.
So, when you perceive this whole process of identification,
when you see how thought gives continuity to things in order to be
secure, how the thinker separates himself from the thought and
thereby makes himself secure - when you see all this process of
time and understand it, not merely verbally but deeply feel it,
inwardly experience it, then you will find that you no longer think
of the timeless. Then the mind is quiet, not only superficially, but
profoundly; then it becomes tranquil - is tranquil. Then there is a
direct experience of that which is measureless. But merely to
speculate upon what is the timeless, is a waste of time. You might
just as well play poker. All speculation is brushed aside the
moment you have a direct experience. And that is what we are
discussing - how to have this direct experience, without the
intervention of the mind. But when once there is this direct
experiencing, the mind clings to the sensations of it, and then
wants a repetition of that experience; which means, really, that the
mind is interested in sensation, not in experiencing. Therefore,
mind can never experience, it can only know sensations. The
experiencing comes only when the mind is not the experiencer. So,

the timeless cannot be known, or imagined, or experienced through
the mind. And as that is the only instrument which we have
cultivated, at the expense of everything else, we are lost when we
look at the process of the mind. We must be lost. We must come to
an end - which is not despair, not fear. Know the process of the
mind, see what it is; and when you see what it is, it comes to an
end, without any enforcement. Only then is there a possibility of
that renewal which is eternal.
Question: Is there a gulf, an interval of any duration, between
my perceiving something, and being or realizing it? Does not this
interval imply an ideal at one end, and its realization at the other,
through practice and technique? It is this `how' or the method that
we want from you.
Krishnamurti: Is there an interval between perception and
action? Most of us would say yes. We say there is an interval: I
see, and later on I will act. I understand intellectually, but how am I
to put it into practice? I see what you mean, but I don't know how
to carry it out. This gap, this gulf, this interval, is it necessary? Or,
are we only deceiving ourselves? When I say, `I see', I really don't
see. If I do see, then there is no problem. If I see something, action
follows. If I see a poisonous snake, I don't say, `I see, and how am
I to act?' I act. But we don't see; and we don't see, because we don't
want to see; because it is too imminent, too dangerous, too vital.
To see would upset our whole process of thinking, living.
Therefore, we say, `I see, and please tell me how to act'. Therefore
you are interested in the method, the `how' to do it, the practice. So
we say, `I see the idea, I comprehend, but how am I to act?' Then
we try to bridge, to connect the action with the idea, and we get

lost. Then we search for methods. You go to various teachers,
psychologists, gurus, or what you will, and you join societies that
will help you to bridge the action with the idea. That is a very
convenient way of living, a happy escape, a very respectable way
of avoiding action. And, in that process, we are all caught. I realize
I must be virtuous, I must not be angry, mean - but please tell me
how to do it. And this process of `how to do it' becomes a religious
investment, an exploitation, and all the rest of it follows - vast
properties, you know, the whole game of it. In other words, we
don't see, and we don't want to see. But we don't say that honestly.
The moment we admit that, we have to act. Then we know we are
deceiving ourselves, and it is very unpleasant. So we say, `Please, I
am gradually learning, I am still weak, I am not strong enough, it is
a matter of progress, evolution, growth; eventually I will get there'.
So, we should never say that we see, or perceive, or understand;
because mere verbalization has no significance. There is no gap
between seeing and acting. The moment you see, you act. You do
that when you are driving a car. If you did not, there would be
danger. But we have invented so many ways of avoiding. We have
become so clever, so cunning as not to change radically. But there
is no gap between perception and action. When you see a
poisonous snake, how quickly you respond; the action is
instantaneous. When there is a gap, it indicates sluggishness of the
mind, laziness, avoidance. And that avoidance, that laziness,
becomes very respectable, because all of us are doing it. So, you
look for a method to bridge the idea with the action, and so you
live in illusion. And perhaps you may like it. But for a man who
actually perceives, there is no problem; there is action. We do not

perceive because of our innumerable prejudices, our disinclination,
our laziness, our hopes that something will alter it.
So, to think in terms of idea separate from action is obviously
ignorant. To say, `I will be something' - the Buddha, the Master,
what you will - is obviously a wrong process. What is important is
to understand what you are now; and that cannot be understood if
you are postponing, if you have an interval between the ideal and
yourself. And as most of us indulge in that particular form of
excitement, obviously you will pay scant attention to all this. Ideas
can never free action. On the contrary, ideas limit action; and there
is action only when I understand as I go along, from moment to
moment, not tethered to particular beliefs, or to a particular ideal
which I am going to realize. That is to die from moment to
moment, in which there is renewal. And that renewal will answer
the next problem. That renewal gives a new light, a new
significance to everything. And there can be renewal only when
there is freedom from the gap, from the gulf, from the interval,
between idea and action.
Question: You often speak of living, experiencing, and yet
being as nothing. What is this state of consciously being as
nothing? Has this anything to do with humility, being open to the
grace of God?
Krishnamurti: To be consciously anything, is not to be free. If I
am conscious that I am non-greedy, beyond anger, surely I am not
free from greed, anger. Humility is something of which you cannot
be conscious. To cultivate humility, is to cultivate self-expansion
negatively. Therefore, any virtue that is deliberately cultivated,
practised, lived, is obviously not virtue. It is a form of resistance; it

is a form of self-expansion, which has its own gratification. But it
is no longer virtue. Virtue is merely a freedom in which you
discover the real. Without virtue, there can be no freedom. Virtue
is not an end in itself. Now, it is not possible, by deliberate,
conscious effort, to be as nothing, because then, it is another
achievement. Innocence is not the result of careful cultivation. To
be as nothing, is essential. As a cup is useful only when it is empty,
so only when one is as nothing, is it possible to receive the grace of
God, or truth, or what you will. Is it possible to be nothing in the
sense of arriving at it? Can you achieve it? As you have built a
house, or gathered money, can you get this also? To sit down and
meditate about nothingness, consciously throwing out everything
making yourself receptive, surely, is a form of resistance, isn't it?
That is a deliberate action of the will, and will is desire; and when
you desire to be nothing, you are something already. Please, see the
importance of this: When you desire positive things, you know
what it implies - struggle, pain; and so you reject them, and you
say to yourself, `Now I will be nothing'. The desire is still the
same, it is the same process in another direction. The will to be
nothing, is as the will to be something. So, the problem is not to be
nothing, or to be something, but to understand the whole process of
desire: craving to be, or not to be. In that process the entity that
desires is different from desire. You don't say, `Desire is me', but,
`I am desirous of something'. Therefore, there is a separation
between the experiencer, the thinker, and the experience, the
thought. Don't, please, make this metaphysical and difficult. You
can look at it very simply - simply in the sense that one can feel
one's way into it.

So, as long as there is the desire to be nothing, you are
something. And that desire to be something divides you as the
experiencer and the experience; and in that condition, there is no
possibility of experiencing. Because, in the state of experiencing,
there is neither the experiencer nor the experience. When you are
experiencing something, you aren't thinking that you are
experiencing. When you are really happy, you don't say, `I am
happy'. The moment you say it, it is gone. So, our problem is not
how to be nothing, which is really quite childish, or how to learn a
new jargon and try to become that jargon, but how to understand
the whole process of desire, craving. And it is so subtle, so
complex, that you must approach it very simply - not with all the
conflicts of condemnation, justification, what it should be, what it
should not be, how it must be destroyed, how it must be sublimated
- all of which you have learned from books, from religious
organizations. If we can discard all that, and merely silently
observe the process of desire, which is oneself - which is not, you
experience desire, but experiencing desire - , then we will see that
there is a freedom from this burning, constant urge to be or not to
be, to become, to gain, to be the Master, to have virtue, and all the
idiocy of desire and its pursuits. Then there can be a direct
experiencing, that is, experiencing without the observer. Then only
is there a possibility of being completely open, of being as nothing;
and then there is the reception of the real.
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We have been discussing, for the past several weeks, the problem
of understanding oneself. Because, the more one thinks about the
many conflicting and everincreasing problems of life, private and
social, the more one sees that, unless there is a fundamental, radical
transformation within oneself, obviously it is not possible to deal
with those problems that confront each one of us. So, it is essential,
is it not?, if one is to resolve any of these problems of our life, to
tackle them oneself directly, to be in relationship with them, and
not merely rely on specialists, experts, religious leaders, or political
givers of panaceas. And, as our life, our culture and civilization,
are getting more and more complicated, it is becoming
correspondingly difficult to deal with the everincreasing problems
directly.
Now, it seems to me that one of the problems, amongst others,
which most of us have not very deeply and fundamentally faced, is
the question of domination and submission. And, if I may, I would
like to discuss this double-sided nature of domination rather briefly
and succinctly before I answer the questions. Why is it that we
dominate, consciously or unconsciously - the man and the woman,
the woman and the man, and so on? There is domination in
different ways, not only in private life, but the whole tendency of
governments is also to dominate. Why is this spirit of domination
going on constantly, from period to period? Only very few seem to
escape it. Can we think of it in a different sense? That is, can we
understand it without going to the opposite? Because, the moment
we recognize it, the moment we are aware of this problem of

domination, we at once begin to submit, or we think of it in terms
of the opposite, submission. Can we not think without the opposite,
and look at the problem directly? Perhaps we shall then be able to
understand this whole complex problem of domination, seeking
power over another, or submitting oneself to another. After all,
submission is another form of domination. To submit oneself to
another, whether it be to a man or to a woman, is the negative form
of domination. By the very denial of domination, one becomes
submissive; and I do not think we shall be able to solve this
problem by thinking in terms of the opposite. So let us go into it,
and see why it exists.
First of all one must be aware, must one not?, of the obvious,
crude form of domination. Most of us are aware of it, if we are at
all alert. But there is the unconscious domination, of which most of
us are unaware. That is, this unconscious desire to dominate takes
the guise or the cloak of service, of love, of being kind, and so on.
The unconscious desire to dominate exists under different forms;
and I think it is much more important to understand this fact, than
merely to try to regulate the superficial domination of one by
another.
Now, why is it that we unconsciously want to dominate?
Probably most of us are unaware that we dominate at different
levels - not only in the family, but at the verbal level as well; and
also there is this inward desire to seek power, to seek success,
which are all indications of domination. Why? Why do we want to
dominate another? Or, be subservient to another? If one
deliberately, consciously, put that question to oneself, what would
be the response? Most of us wouldn't know why we want to

dominate. First of all, there is in it the sensation, the unconscious
pleasure of dominating somebody. Is that the only motive which
makes us want to dominate? Surely, that is part of it; but there is
much more to it, a much deeper significance. I wonder if you have
ever watched yourself dominating in relationship, either as the man
or as the woman? And if you have been conscious of it, what has
been your response, your reaction? And why shouldn't we
dominate? In relationship, which is life, do we understand through
domination? In relationship, if I dominate you or you dominate me,
do we understand each other? After all, that is life, isn't it?
Relationship is life, relationship is action; and if I merely live in
the self-enclosing action of domination, is there any relationship?
Is not domination a process of isolation, which denies relationship?
Is not domination a process of separation which destroys
relationship? And is this really what I am seeking? And can there
be relationship between two people, if there is any sense of
domination or submission? Life is relationship - one cannot live in
isolation. But, is not our purpose unconsciously to isolate ourselves
within the cloak, within that feeling of aggressive assertiveness
which is domination?
So, is not the process of domineering a process of isolation, and
isn't this what most of us want? Most of us sedulously cultivate it.
Because, to be open in relationship is very painful, it needs
extraordinary intelligence and adaptability, quickness,
understanding; and when that is not, we try to isolate ourselves.
And is not the process of domination, a process of isolation?
Obviously, it is. It is a process of self-enclosure. And when I am
enclosed, encased in my own opinion, my own desires, my own

ambitions, my urge to dominate, am I related? And if there is no
relationship, how is any real existence possible? Is there not
constant friction, and therefore sorrow? So, our unconscious desire
in relationship is not to be hurt, to seek security, refuge; and when
that is thwarted, there is no fulfillment. Then I begin to isolate
myself. And one of the processes of isolation is domination. And
that fear which leads to isolation takes another form also, does it
not? There is not only the desire to assert, to dominate, or be
submissive, but there is also in this process of isolation the
consciousness of being alone, of being lonely. After all, most of us
are lonely - I won't use the word `alone', for that has a different
sense. Most of us are isolated, we live in our own world, though we
may be related; though we may be married and have children, we
live in a world of our own. And that is a very lonely world. It is a
sorrowful world, with an occasional opening of joy and
amusement, happiness, and so on; but it is a solitary world. And, to
escape from that, we try to be something, we try to assert, we try to
dominate. And hence, in order to escape from what we are,
domination becomes a means through which we can take flight
from ourselves.
So, does not this whole process of domination take place not
only when there is the desire to avoid facing that which we are but
also when there is a desire to be isolated? If we can look at this
process in ourselves, not in any condemnatory spirit, which is
merely taking the opposite side, but to understand why we have
this extraordinary desire to dominate, or to become very
subservient; if we can be aware of it without any sense of taking
the opposite side, I think we will really experience that state of

isolation from which we are trying to run away; and then we shall
be able to solve it. That is, if we understand something, we are free
of it. It is only when we do not understand, that there is fear.
So, can we look at this problem without condemnation? Can we
merely observe, silently watch this process at work within
ourselves? It can be observed very easily in all our relationships.
Just silently watch the whole phenomenon unfold itself. You will
find that when there is no condemnation, no justification for your
domination, it begins to unfold, there is no hindrance; then you will
begin to see all the implications, not only of personal domination,
but also of public domination, the domination of one group by
another, of one country by another, of one ideology by another, and
so on. Self-knowledge is essential for any kind of understanding.
And as our relationship is life - without relationship there can be no
existence - , if you approach it rightly you begin to see this process
of domination expressing itself in so many ways; and when you
understand this whole process, conscious as well as unconscious,
there is a freedom from it. Surely, there must be freedom; and only
then is there a possibility of going beyond. Because, a mind that is
merely dominating, asserting, tethered to a particular form of
belief, to a particular opinion, cannot go further, cannot take a long
journey, cannot soar. And so, is it not essential, in understanding
oneself, to understand this most difficult and complex problem of
domination? It takes such subtle forms; and when it takes a
righteous form, it becomes very obstinate. The desire to serve, with
the unconscious desire to dominate, is much more difficult to deal
with. Can there be love when there is domination? Can you be in
relationship to someone whom you say you love, and yet

dominate? Then, surely, you are merely using; and when there is
using, there is no relationship, is there?
So, to understand this problem, one has to be sensitive to the
whole question of domination. Not that you should not dominate,
or be submissive; but there should be awareness of this whole
problem. To be aware, one must approach it without any
condemnation, not taking sides; and it is a very difficult thing to
do, because most of us are swayed to condemn. And we condemn
because we think we understand. We don't. The moment we
condemn, we stop understanding. That is one of the easiest ways of
brushing things aside - to condemn somebody. But to understand
this whole process requires great alertness of mind; and a mind is
not alert when it is condemning, or justifying, or merely identifying
itself with what it feels.
So, self-knowledge is a constant discovery from moment to
moment; but that discovery is denied if the past throws up an
opinion, a barrier; the cumulative action of the mind prevents
immediate understanding.
I have several questions, but before I answer them, may I say
that those of you who are taking notes, should not do so. I will
explain why: I am talking to an individual, to you, not to a group.
You and I together are experiencing something. You are not taking
notes of what I am saying, you are experiencing. We are going
together on a journey; and if you are merely concerned with taking
notes, you are not really listening. You take it down in order to
think it over, you will say, or in order to tell some of your friends
who are not here. But, surely, that is not important, is it? What is
important is that you and I understand; and to understand, you must

give your full attention. And how can you give your full attention
when you are taking notes? Please, see the importance of this, and
then you will naturally abstain from tak- ing notes. You don't have
to be compelled, you don't have to be told. Because, what is
important in these meetings is not so much the words, but the
content behind, the psychological implications; and you cannot
understand those unless you give your full attention, your
conscious attention.
Question: Is not the experience of the past a help towards
freedom and right action in the present? Cannot knowledge be a
liberating factor, and not a hindrance?
Krishnamurti: Do we understand the present through the past?
Do we understand something through the accumulation of
experiences? What do we mean by knowledge? What do we mean
by the accumulation of experiences which you say gives you
understanding? What do we mean by all that? And what do we
mean by past experience? Let's go into it a little bit, because it is
very important to find out whether the past, which is the
accumulation of your memories of incidents, of experiences, will
give you understanding of an experience in the present.
Now, what happens when there is an experience? What is the
process of it? What is an experience? A challenge and a response,
is it not? That is what we call experience. Now, the challenge must
always be new, otherwise it is not a challenge; and do I meet it
adequately, fully, completely, if I respond according to my past
conditioning? Do I understand it? After all, life is a process of
challenge and response. That is the constant process. And there is
friction between challenge and response when the response is

inadequate - there is sorrow, pain. When the response is equal to
the challenge, then there is harmony; then there is integration
between challenge and response. Now, can my response to a
challenge, if it is based on the various experiences of the past, can
such a response be adequate? Can it meet the challenge on the
same level? And what is the response? The response is the
outcome of the accumulation of various experiences - the memory,
the sensation of various experiences; not the experience itself, but
the memory and the sensation of the experience. Therefore it is
sensation which meets the challenge, it is memory which meets the
challenge. That is what we call accumulated knowledge, isn't it?
Therefore, knowledge is always the known, the past, the
conditioned; the conditioned meets the unconditioned, the
challenge, and therefore there is no relationship between the two;
then you translate the challenge according to the conditioned mind,
conditioned responses. And is that not a hindrance?
So, how to meet the challenge adequately is the question. If I
meet it with my past experiences, I can see very well that it is not
adequate. And my mind is the past; my thought is the result of the
past. So, can thought meet the challenge - thought, the outcome of
knowledge, the result of various experiences, and so on? Can
thought meet the challenge? As thought is conditioned, how can it
meet it? It can meet it partially, therefore inadequately - and
therefore there is friction, pain, and all the rest of it. So, there is a
different way of meeting the challenge, is there not? And what is
that way, that process? That is what is implied in this question.
First of all, one must see that the challenge is always new; it
must be new, otherwise it is not a challenge. A problem is always a

new problem, because it is varying from moment to moment; and if
it does not, it is not a problem. It is static. So, if the challenge is
new, the mind must be new; it must come to it afresh, and not
burdened by the past. But the mind is the past; therefore, the mind
must be silent. We do this instinctively, almost without thought,
when the problem is very great; when the problem is really new,
the mind is silent. It is no longer chattering, no longer burdened by
accumulated knowledge. Then, with that newness it responds, and
therefore there is a comprehension of the challenge. Surely, that is
how all creativeness takes place. Creation, or that sense of
creativeness, is from moment to moment, it has no accumulation.
You may have the technique for the expression of that
creativeness; but that sense of creativeness comes into being only
when the mind is absolutely quiet, no longer burdened by the past,
by the innumerable experiences, the sensations it has gathered.
So, the adequacy of the response to the challenge depends, not
on knowledge, not on previous memories, but on its newness,
freshness; and that freshness is denied, that quality of renewal is
denied, when there is a continuity of accumulated experience.
Therefore, there must be an ending to each minute, a death to each
minute.
Please, perhaps some of you may feel that it is all very well to
talk like this; but if you really experiment with it, you will see how
extraordinarily, how quickly one understands the challenge, how
profoundly one is related to the challenge, and not merely
responding to it. Surely, one understands only when the mind is
capable of renewing itself being new, fresh - not `open'. Then it is
like a sieve. And as the problem is always new - sorrow is always

new, if it is real sorrow, not merely the memory of something else
- , you must understand it, approach it afresh, you must have a
fresh mind. And therefore, knowledge as the accumulation of
experiences, individual or collective, such knowledge is an
impediment to understanding.
Question: Is my believing in the now well-authenticated fact of
survival after death a hindrance to liberation through selfknowledge? Is it not essential to distinguish between belief based
on objective evidence, and belief arising from inner psychological
states?
Krishnamurti: Surely what is important is, not whether there is
or is not continuity after death, but why we believe. What is the
psychological state that demands belief in something? Please let us
be very clear. We are not disputing now whether there is or is not
life after death. That is another question, and we shall deal with it
afterwards, another time. But the question is, what is the
compulsion in me, the psychological necessity, to believe? A fact
does not demand a belief on your part surely. The sun sets the sun
rises - that does not demand a belief. Belief arises only when you
want to translate the fact according to your desires, to your
psychological states, to suit your particular prejudices, vanities,
idiosyncrasies. So, what is important is, how you approach the fact
- whether it is the fact of life after death, or any other fact. So, the
question is, not whether there is survival of the individual after
death, after his body dies, but why you believe; what is the
psychological urge to believe? Surely, that is clear, is it not? So, let
us investigate whether that psychological belief is not a hindrance
to understanding.

If one is confronted with a fact, there is nothing more to be said
about it. It is a fact, the sun sets. But, the problem is why there is
this incessant urge in me to believe in something - to believe in
God, to believe in an ideology, to believe in a future Utopia, to
believe in something or other. Why? Why do we believe? Why is
there this psychological urge to believe? What would happen if we
did not believe, if we merely looked at facts? Can we? It becomes
almost impossible, does it not?, because we want to translate facts
according to our sensations. So, beliefs become sensations, which
intervene between the fact and myself. So, belief becomes a
hindrance. Are we different from our beliefs? You believe that you
are an American, or that you are a Hindu, you believe in this and
that, in reincarnation - in dozens of things. You are that, are you
not? You are what you believe. And why do you believe? Which
doesn't mean that I am being atheistic, or denying God, and all that
stupidity - we are not discussing that. Reality has nothing to do
with belief.
So, the problem is, why do you believe? Why the psychological
necessity, the investment in belief? Is it not because, without belief
you are nothing? Without the passport of belief, what are you?
Without labelling yourself as something, what are you? If you do
not believe in reincarnation, if you do not call yourself this or that,
if you have no labels, what are you? Therefore, belief acts as a
label, an identifying card; and remove the card, where are you? Is it
not that basic fear, that sense of being lost, which necessitates
belief? Please, think it over, don't reject it. Let us experience
together the things that we are talking about, not merely listen then
go away and carry on with our usual beliefs and non-beliefs. We

are discussing the whole problem of belief.
So, belief, the word, has become important. The label has
become important. If I did not call myself a Hindu, with all its
implications, I would be lost, I would have no identity. But to
identify myself with India, as a Hindu, gives me tremendous
prestige; it places me, it fixes me, it gives me value. So, belief
becomes a necessity when I am psychologically aware, whether
consciously or unconsciously, that without the label, I am lost.
Then the label becomes important - not what I am, but the label:
Christian, Buddhist, Hindu. And we try then to live according to
those beliefs, which are self-projected, therefore unreal. Surely, the
man who believes in God, his God is a self-projected God, a
homemade God; but the man who does not believe in God is still
the same. To understand what that is, that supreme something, one
must come to it afresh, anew, not tethered to a belief. And I think
that is our difficulty - socially, economically, politically, and in our
individual relationships - , that is, we approach all these problems
with a prejudice; and as the problems are vital, living, they can be
met adequately only when the mind is new, not tethered to some
self-projected, homemade belief.
So, belief becomes a hindrance, obviously, when the desire for
belief is not understood; and when it is understood, there is no
question of belief. Then you are able to face facts as they are. But
even if there is continuity after death, does it solve the problem of
living in the present? If I know that I am going to live after this
thing dies, have I understood life? - which is now, not tomorrow.
And to understand the present, do I have to believe? Surely, to
understand the present, which is living, which is not merely a

period of time, I must have a mind that is capable of meeting that
present completely giving it full attention. But if my attention is
distracted by a belief, surely there is no meeting of the present
completely, fully.
So, belief becomes a hindrance to the understanding of reality.
As reality is the unknown, and belief is the known how can the
known meet the unknown? But our difficulty is, we want the
unknown with the known. We don't want to let go the known,
because it is too frightening, there is great insecurity, uncertainty;
and that is why, to safeguard ourselves, we hedge ourselves about
with beliefs. It is only in the state of uncertainty, insecurity, in
which there is no sense of refuge, that you discover. That is why
you must be lost in order to find. But we don't want to be lost. And
to prevent ourselves from getting lost, we have homemade beliefs
and gods to protect us. And when the moment of real crisis comes,
these gods and beliefs have no value; and hence beliefs are an
impediment to him who really wants to discover what is.
Question: Why is it that, in spite of all you have said against
authority, certain individuals identify themselves with you or with
your state of being, and thereby gain authority for themselves?
How can the inexperienced prevent themselves from being caught
in the net of these individuals? (Laughter)
Krishnamurti: Sir this is quite an important question, because it
brings up the matter of our desire to identify ourselves with
something. First of all, why do you want to identify yourself with
me, or with my state of being, or whatever it is? How do you know
it? Because I happen to talk, or happen to have a name? Surely,
you are identifying yourself with something which you have

projected. You are not identifying yourself with something that is
alive. You are identifying yourself with some- thing which is selfcreated, and you give it a label; and that label happens to be wellknown, or known to a few; and this identification gives you
prestige. And then you can exploit people. You know, by calling
yourself a friend of somebody, or a disciple of somebody, you gain
a reflected glory. You go all the way to India to find your god, or
your Master, and then identify yourself with that particular cult or
that particular idea, and it gives you a certain boost. And then you
can exploit the people around you. It is such a stupid process. It
gives you a sense of authority, of power, to think that you are the
one person that understands; everybody else doesn't understand;
you are the nearest disciple - you know, the various forms which
we use in order to exploit the blind.
So, the first thing to understand is the desire to exploit people,
which means the desire to have for yourself power, position,
prestige. And as everybody wants that, the inexperienced as well as
the experienced, everybody is caught mutually in the net. We all
want to exploit somebody. We don't put it so brutally, but cover it
up with soft words. As all of us depend on others, not only for our
physical necessities, but also for our psychological necessities, we
all use others. If I used you in order to express myself at these
meetings, you would like it much more; and I would feel gratified,
and we would be mutually exploiting each other, surely. But such a
process denies a search for truth, the search for reality. You cannot
prevent the inexperienced from being caught in the net of these
individuals who claim they understand, who are the `nearest'. Sir,
perhaps you yourself may be caught in it; because we do not want

to be free from all identification. Surely, truth has nothing to do
with any individual; it does not depend on the interpretation of any
individual. You have to experience it directly, not through
somebody; and it is not a matter of sensation, not a matter of belief.
But if we are caught in sensation and belief, then we will use
others. So, if one is really seeking truth, honestly, directly, then
there is no question of exploiting anybody. But that requires a great
deal of honesty; that entails an aloneness, which can be understood
only when one has been through loneliness, and has gone into it
fully, completely. And as most of us do not want to go through the
pain, the sorrow, of facing the complications of our psychological
states, we are distracted by these exploiters; and we like to be
exploited. It requires a great deal of patient awareness, of freedom
from identification with anything, to understand, to grasp the
whole significance of reality.
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I do not know with what attitude one listens to these talks. I am
afraid one is apt to listen to them with the intention of developing a
method, a technique, a way; and I think it is very important to
understand that tendency; because, if we are caught in a technique,
in a way, in a method, we shall lose entirely the creative release.
That is, through the cultivation of a technique, of a method, we
shall lose creativeness. And I would like to discuss this morning,
what are the implications in the cultivation of a technique, a
method, a way, and how it dulls the mind, not only at the verbal
level, but at the deeper psychological levels. Because, most of us
are uncreative. We may paint a little, write a poem or two
occasionally, or on rare occasions enjoy beautiful scenery; but for
the most part our minds are so caught in the way, in habit, which is
a form of technique, that we do not seem to be able to go beyond.
The problems of life do not demand a method, because they are so
vital, they are so alive, that if we approach any one of them with a
fixed pattern, a method, a way, we shall totally misunderstand, we
shall not adequately meet that problem. And, most of us want a
technique, a method; because the problem, the movement of life, is
so alive, so vital, so swift, that our mind are incapable of meeting it
rapidly swiftly, with clarity; and we think that we shall be able to
meet it, if we know how to meet it. So, we try to learn from another
the how, the method, the technique, the way, the means.
I am not at all sure that most of us here are not concerned with
the means. Don't deny it, because it is extremely difficult to be free
from the desire for a technique in order to achieve. Because, when

we have a means, we emphasize the end, the result. We are more
concerned with the result than with the understanding of the
problem itself, whatever the outcome may be. Why is it that most
of us seek a method for happiness, for the right way of thinking,
for peace of mind or peace of soul, or whatever it is?
First of all, we carry over the mentality of industrial technology
to meet life. That is, we want to meet life efficiently; and to meet it
efficiently, we think we need a method; and most religious
societies, most teachers, offer a method: how to be peaceful, how
to be happy, how to have a tranquil mind, how to concentrate, and
so on, and so on. Now, where there is efficiency, there is
ruthlessness; and the more you are efficient, the more intolerant,
the more enclosed, the more resistant you are. This gradually
develops the sense of pride; and pride, obviously, is isolating, it is
destructive to understanding. We admire efficient people; and
governments throughout the world are concerned with the
cultivation of efficiency and the organization of efficiency:
efficiency to produce, to kill, to carry out the ideology of a party,
of a church, or of a particular religion. We all want to be efficient,
and thereby we cultivate the psychological demand for a pattern to
which we will conform in order to achieve efficiency. Efficiency,
which means the cultivation of a technique, of a method, implies
the constant practice of a habit, psychologically. We know about
the industrial habits, but very little about the psychological habit of
resistance. And I am not at all sure that that is not what most of us
are seeking: the cultivation of a habit which will make us efficient
to meet life, which is so swift. So, if we can understand, not only at
the verbal level, but at the deeper, psychological levels, this whole

process of the cultivation of technique, method, means, then we
shall be able to understand, I think, what it is to be creative.
Because, when there is the creative urge, it will find its own
technique or its own means of expression. But if we are consumed,
taken up, with the cultivation of a technique, obviously we shall
never find the other. And why is it that we want technique, the
psychological pattern of action which gives us certainty, efficiency,
a continuity, a sustained effort? After all, if you must read religious
books, most of them, I am pretty sure - not that I have read any of
them - , contain the way. The way becomes important, because the
way points the goal; therefore, the goal is separate from the way. Is
that so? Is the means different from the end? If, psychologically,
you cultivate a habit, a method, a means , a way, a technique, is not
the end already projected, already crystallized? Therefore, the
means and the end are not separate. That is, you cannot have peace
in the world through violent methods, at whatever level. The means
and the end are inseparable; and a mind that cultivates a habit will
create the end which is already foreseen, already cultivated,
already existent, projected by the mind. And that is what most of us
want. The technique is only the cultivation of the known, of
security, of certainty; and with the known the mind wants to
perceive the unknown; therefore, it can never understand it. So, the
means matters, not the end; because the end and the means are one.
So, the mind which cultivates habit, way, technique, prevents
creativeness, that extraordinary sense of spontaneous discovery.
Our problem, then, is not to cultivate a new technique, a new
habit, or to discover a new way, but to be altogether free of the
psychological search for a technique. If you have something to say,

you will say it, the right words will come out. But if you have
nothing to say, and you cultivate a marvellous eloquence you
know, go to schools to learn how to speak, then what you project,
what you say, will have very little meaning.
So, why is it that most of us are seeking a method, a technique?
Obviously, we want to be sure, to be certain not to go wrong; we
do not want to experiment, to discover. The practice of a technique
prevents discovery from moment to moment; because truth, or
what you will, is from moment to moment, it is not a continuous,
increasing, growing arc. So, can we be free from the psychological
urge to be sure, to cultivate a habit, a practice? These are all
resistances, defences; and with this defensive mechanism, we want
to understand something which is vital, swift. Now, if we can see
that, see the implications in the cultivation or the search for a
means, if we can see its psychological significance - not merely the
superficial or industrial significance, which is obvious; if we can
understand it fully, as I am explaining it and as you and I are
experimenting with it, then perhaps we can discover what it means
to be free of it. And, is it possible to be free from the desire to be
secure psychologically? Technique, a means, offers security. You
run in a groove, and then there is no going right or wrong; you are
merely functioning automatically. Is it possible for a mind which
has been trained for centuries to cultivate habit, a means - is it
possible for such a mind to be free? It is possible only when we
realize the whole significance of habit, the total process of its
momentum. That is, as I am talking about it, silently observe your
own process, be aware of the cumulative effect of all your desires
to succeed, to gain, to achieve, which denies understanding.

Because, the understanding of life, of this total process, does not
come through desire - there must be a spontaneous meeting with it.
If one can see this whole psychological process, as well as its
outward expression - how all the governments, all society, all the
various communities demand efficiency with all its ruthlessness - ,
then perhaps the mind will begin to break away from its
accustomed habits. Then it will really be free, no longer seeking a
means. Then, when the mind is quiet, there comes that creative
something, which is creation itself. It will find its own expression,
you don't have to choose an expression for it. If you are a painter,
you will paint. It is that creative understanding that is vital, that
gives grace, that gives happiness - not the technical expression of
something which you have learnt.
So, reality, or God, or what you will, is something that cannot
come through a technique, through a means, through long,
determined practice and discipline. It is not a course laid out, with
a known end. One must enter the uncharted sea. There must be an
aloneness. Aloneness implies no means. You are not alone when
you have a means. There must be complete nakedness, emptiness
of all these accumulated practices, hopes, pleasures, desires for
security - which are all consistently maintaining a means, a
method, a technique. Then only is there the other, and then the
problem is solved. A man who is dying from moment to moment,
and therefore renewing, is able to meet life. It is not that he is
separate from life; he is life.
Question: How can one be aware of an emotion without naming
or labelling it? If I am aware of a feeling, I seem to know what that
feeling is, almost immediately after it arises. Or, do you mean

something different when you say, `do not name'?
Krishnamurti: This is a very difficult problem, and it requires a
great deal of thinking, being aware of the whole content of it; and
as I explain it, I hope you will follow, not merely verbally, but
through experiencing it. I feel, if we can understand this question
fully, deeply, we shall have understood a great deal. I shall try to
approach it from different directions, if I can in the given time,
because it is a very intricate and subtle problem. It requires all your
attention, because you are experiencing what we are discussing,
not merely listening and trying to experience it afterwards. There is
no afterwards: either you experience now, always now, or never.
Now, why do we name anything? Why do we give a label to a
flower, to a person, to a feeling? Either to communicate one's
feeling, to describe the flower, and so on, and so on; or, to identify
oneself with that feeling. Isn't it? I name something, a feeling, to
communicate it. `I am angry'. Or, I identify myself with that feeling
in order to strengthen it, to dissolve it, or to do something about it.
That is, we give a name to something, to a rose, to communicate it
to others; or, by giving it a name, we think we have understood it.
We say, `That is a rose', rapidly look at it, and go on. By giving it a
name, we think we have understood it; we have classified it, and
think that thereby we have understood the whole content and the
beauty of that flower.
Now, when not merely to communicate, what happens when we
give a name to a flower, to anything? please follow it, think it out
with me. Though I may talk aloud, you also are participating in the
talking. By giving a name to something, we have merely put it into
a category, and we think we have understood it; we don't look at it

more closely. But, if we do not give it a name, we are forced to
look at it. That is, we approach the flower, or whatever it is, with a
newness, with a new quality of examination; we look at it as
though we had never looked at it before. Naming is a very
convenient way of disposing of people - by saying they are
Germans, they are Japanese, they are Americans, they are Hindus,
you know; give them a label, and destroy the label. But if you do
not give a label to people, you are forced to look at them, and then
it is much more difficult to kill somebody. You can destroy the
label with a bomb, and feel righteous. But if you do not give a
label, and must therefore look at the individual thing - whether it is
a man, or a flower, or an incident, or an emotion - then you are
forced to consider your relationship with it, and the action
following. So, terming, or giving a label, is a very convenient way
of disposing of anything, of denying, condemning, or justifying it.
That is one side of the question.
Then, what is the core from which you name, what is the centre
which is always naming, choosing, labelling? We all feel there is a
centre, a core, do we not?, from which we are acting, from which
we are judging, from which we are naming. What is that centre,
that core? Some would like to think it is a spiritual essence, God,
or what you will. So, let us find out what is that core, that centre,
which is naming, terming, judging. Surely, that core is memory,
isn't it? A series of sensations, identified and enclosed - the past,
the given life through the present. That core, that centre, feeds on
the present through naming labelling, remembering. I hope you are
following this. We will see presently, as we unfold it, that as long
as this centre, this core exists, there can be no understanding. It is

only with the dissipation of this core that there is understanding.
Because, after all, that core is memory; memory of various
experiences, which have been given names, labels, identifications.
With those named and labelled experiences, from that centre, there
is acceptance and rejection, determination to be or not to be,
according to the sensations, pleasures, and pains of the memory of
experience. So, that centre is the word. If you do not name that
centre, is there a centre? That is, if you do not think in terms of
words, if you do not use words, can you think? Thinking comes
into being through verbalization; or, verbalization begins to
respond to thinking. So, the centre, the core is the memory of
innumerable experiences of pleasure and pain, verbalized. Watch it
in yourself, please, and you will see that words have become much
more important, labels have become much more important, than
the substance; and we live on words. Please, don't deny it, don't say
it is right or wrong. We are exploring. If you merely explore one
side of a thing, or stay put in one place, you won't understand the
whole content of it. Therefore, let us approach it from different
angles. For us words like truth God have become very important or the feeling which those words represent. When we say the word
`American', `Christian', `Hindu', or the word `anger' - we are the
word representing the feeling. But we don't know what that feeling
is, because the word has become important. When you call yourself
a Buddhist, a Christian, what does the word mean, what is the
meaning behind that word which you have never examined? Our
centre, the core is the word, the label. If the label does not matter,
if what matters is that which is behind the label, then you are able
to inquire; but if you are identified with the label and stuck with it,

you cannot proceed. And we are identified with the label: the
house, the form, the name, the furniture, the bank account, our
opinions, our stimulants, and so on, and so on. We are all those
things - those things being represented by a name. The things have
become important, the names, the labels; and therefore the centre,
the core is the word.
Now, if there is no word, no label, there is no centre, is there?
There is a dissolution, there is an emptiness - not the emptiness of
fear, which is quite a different thing. There is a sense of being as
nothing; and because you have removed all the labels, or rather,
because you have understood why you give labels to feelings and
ideas, you are completely new, are you not? There is no centre
from which you are acting. The centre, which is the word, has been
dissolved. The label has been taken away; and where are you as the
centre? You are there, but there has been a transformation. And
that transformation is a little bit frightening; therefore, you do not
proceed with what is still involved in it; you are already beginning
to judge it, to decide whether you like or don't like it. You don't
proceed with the understanding of what is coming, but you are
already judging; which means that you have a centre from which
you are acting. Therefore, you stay fixed the moment you judge;
the words `like' and `dislike' become important. But what happens
when you do not name? You look at emotion, at sensation, more
directly, and therefore have quite a different relationship to it, just
as you have to a flower when you do not name it. You are forced to
look at it anew. When you do not name a group of people, you are
compelled to look at each individual face, and not treat them all as
the mass. Therefore, you are much more alert, much more

observing, more understanding, you have a deeper sense of pity,
love; but if you treat them all as the mass, it is over,
If you do not label, you have to regard every feeling as it arises.
Now, when you label, is the feeling different from the label? Or,
does the label awaken the feeling? Please, think it over. When we
label, most of us intensify the feeling. The feeling and the naming
are instantaneous. If there were a gap between naming and feeling,
then you could find out if the feeling is different from the naming;
and then you would be able to deal with the feeling without naming
it. Is this all becoming rather too difficult? I'm glad. I'm afraid it
should be difficult. (Laughter)
The problem is this, is it not?, how to be free from a feeling
which we term, such as anger? Not subjugate it, not sublimate it,
not suppress it, which are all idiotic and immature; but how to be
really free from it? And to be really free from it, we have to
discover whether the word is more important than the feeling. The
word `anger' has more significance than the feeling itself. And, to
find that out, there must be a gap between the feeling and the
naming. That is one part.
Then, if I do not name a feeling, that is, if thought is not
functioning merely because of words, or if I do not think in terms
of words, images, or symbols, which most of us do - then what
happens? Surely, the mind, then, is not merely the observer. That
is, when the mind is not thinking in terms of words, symbols,
images, there is no thinker separate from the thought, which is the
word. Then the mind is quiet, is it not-? - not made quiet. it is
quiet. And, when the mind is really quiet, then the feelings that
arise can be dealt with im- mediately. It is only when we give

names to feelings and thereby strengthen them that the feelings
have continuity; they are stored up in the centre, from which we
give further labels, either to strengthen or to communicate them.
So, when the mind is no longer the centre as the thinker made
up of words, of past experiences - which are all memories, labels,
stored and put in categories, in pigeonholes - , when it is not doing
any of those things, then, obviously the mind is quiet. It is no
longer bound, it has no longer a centre as the me - my house, my
achievement, my work - which are still words, giving impetus to
feeling, and thereby strengthening memory. When none of those
things are happening, the mind is very quiet. That state is not
negation. On the contrary, to come to that point, you have to go
through all this, which is an enormous undertaking; it is not merely
learning a few sets of words and repeating them like a school boy not to name, not to name. To follow through all its implications, to
experience it, to see how the mind works and thereby come to that
point when you are no longer naming, which means that there is no
longer a centre apart from the thought - surely, this whole process
is real meditation. And when the mind is really tranquil, then it is
possible for that which is immeasurable to come into being. Any
other process, any other search for reality, is merely self-projected,
homemade, and therefore unreal. But this process is arduous, and it
means that the mind has to be constantly aware of everything that
is inwardly happening to it. To come to this point, there can be no
judgment or justification from the beginning to the end - not that
this is an end. There is no end, because there is something
extraordinary still going on. There is no promise. It is for you to
experiment, to go into yourself deeper and deeper and deeper, so

that all the many layers of the centre are dissolved; and you can do
it rapidly, or lazily. But it is extraordinarily interesting to watch the
process of the mind, how it depends on words, how the words
stimulate memory, resuscitate the dead experience and give life to
it. And, in that process the mind is living, either in the future or in
the past. Therefore, words have an enormous significance,
neurologically as well as psychologically. And please, don't learn
all this from me, or from a book. You cannot learn it from another,
or find it in a book. What you learn, or find in a book, won't be the
real. But you can experience it, you can watch yourself in action,
watch yourself thinking, see how you think, how rapidly you are
naming the feeling as it arises - and watching this whole process,
frees the mind from its centre. Then the mind, being quiet, can
receive that which is eternal.
Question: What is the right relationship, if any, between the
individual and the collective, the mass?
Krishnamurti: Do you think there is any relationship between
the individual and the mass? Between you and the collective? The
State, the government, would like us to be merely the citizen, the
collective. But we are man first, and afterwards the citizen - not the
citizen first, and man afterwards. The State would like us not to be
the man, the individual, but the mass. Because, the more we are the
citizen, the greater our capacity, the greater our efficiency - we
become the tool which the bureaucrats, the authoritarian states, the
governments, want us to be.
So, we must distinguish between the private individual and the
citizen, the man and the mass. The individual, the man, has his
private feelings, hopes, failures, disappointments, longings,

sensations, pleasures. And there is the point of view which wants
to reduce all that to the collective; for it is very simple to deal with
the collective. Pass an edict, and it is done. Give a sanction, and it
is followed. So, the more organizations there are, and the more
efficiently they are organized, the more the individual is denied,
whether by the church or by the State - we are then all Christians,
all Hindus, not individuals. And with that mentality, in that state,
which most of us want, has the individual reality any place? We
recognize there must be collective action. But does collective
action come into being with the denial of the individual? Is the
individual in opposition to the collective? Is the collective not
fictitious, the mass not unreal? Seeing the difficulty of dealing with
the individual, we create the opposite, the mass, and then try to
establish a relationship between the individual and the collective. If
the individual is intelligent, he will co-operate. Surely, that is our
problem, isn't it? We first create the mass, and then try to find the
relationship of the individual with the mass. But let us find out if
the mass is real. The group of us here can be made into the
collective by hypnotism, by propaganda; through various means
we can be aroused to act collectively for an ideology, for a State,
for a church, for an idea, and so on, and so on. That is, collective
action can be externally imposed, directed, compelled, through
fear, reward, and all the rest of it. Having produced that condition,
we try to establish the relationship of the individual, which is the
actual, with that which is produced. Whereas, is it not possible for
the individual to lose his sense of separateness through definite
understanding of all the implications of separateness, and therefore
act co-operatively? But, as that is so difficult, States, governments,

churches, organized religions, force or entice the individual to
become the corporate. What place has the individual in history?
What does it matter what you and I do? There is the historical
movement going on. What place has reality with this movement?
Probably none at all. You and I don't count at all. This movement
is gigantic, it is going on; it has the momentum of centuries, and it
will go on. What is your relationship, as an individual, to this
movement? Whatever you do, will it affect it? Can you stop a war
because you are a pacifist? You are a pacifist, not because there is
a war, not because you have found a relationship with it, but
because in itself war is wrong and you feel you cannot kill, and
there the matter ends. But to try to find a relationship between your
understanding, your intelligence, and this monstrous, logical
movement of war, seems to me utterly futile. I can be an individual
and yet see what creates antisocial feelings in me, and so be free of
separative actions. I may have a little property; surely, that doesn't
make me a separative entity. But it is the whole psychological state
to be separate, to be isolated, to be something - it is that which is
calamitous, which is so destructive. And, in order to overcome that,
we have all the external sanctions and impositions and edicts.
Question: What is the significance of pain and suffering?
Krishnamurti: When you suffer, when you have pain, what is
the significance of it? Physical pain has one significance, but
probably we mean psychological pain and suffering, which has
quite a different significance at different levels. What is the
significance of suffering? Why do you want to find the significance
of suffering? Not that it has no significance - we are going to find
out. But why do you want to find it? Why do you want to find out

why you suffer? When you put that question to yourself, `Why do I
suffer?', and are looking for the cause of suffering, are you not
escaping from suffering? When I seek the significance of suffering,
am I not avoiding, evading it, running away from it? The fact is, I
am suffering; but the moment I bring the mind to operate upon it
and say, `Now, why?', I have already diluted the intensity of
suffering. In other words, we want suffering to be diluted,
alleviated, put away, explained away. Surely, that doesn't give an
understanding of suffering. So, if I am free from that desire to run
away from it, then I begin to understand what is the content of
suffering.
Now, what is suffering? A disturbance, isn't it?, at different
levels - at the physical, and at the different levels of the
subconscious. It is an acute form of disturbance, which I don't like.
My son is dead. I have built around him all my hopes - or around
my daughter, my husband, what you will. I have enshrined him,
with all the things I wanted him to be. And I have kept him as my
companion - you know, all that; and suddenly he is gone. So, there
is a disturbance, isn't there? That disturbance I call suffering.
Please, I am not being harsh, we are examining, trying to
understand it. If I don't like that suffering, then I say, `Why am I
suffering?', `I loved him so much', `He was this', `I had that'. And I
try to escape in words, in labels, in beliefs, as most of us do. They
act as a narcotic. But, if I do not do that, what happens? I am
simply aware of suffering. I don't condemn it, I don't justify it - I
am suffering. Then I can follow its movement, can't I? Then I can
follow the whole content of what it means - `I follow' in the sense
of trying to understand something.

So, what does it mean? What is it that is suffering? Not why
there is suffering, not what is the cause of suffering, but what is
actually happening? I do not know if you see the difference. Then I
am simply aware of suffering, not as apart from me, not as an
observer watching suffering - it is part of me, that is, the whole of
me is suffering. Then I am able to follow its movement, see where
it leads. Surely, if I do that, then it opens up, does it not? Then I see
that I have laid emphasis on the me - not on the person whom I
love. He only acted to cover me from my misery, from my
loneliness, from my misfortune. As I am not something, I hoped he
would be that. So, that has gone; I am left, I am lost, I am lonely.
Without him, I am nothing. So I cry. It is not that he is gone, but
that I am left. I am alone. To come to that point is very difficult,
isn't it? It is difficult to really recognize it, and not merely say, `I
am alone, and how am I to get rid of that loneliness?', which is
another form of escape; but to be conscious of it, to remain with it,
to see its movement. I am only taking this as an example. So,
gradually if I allow it to unfold, to open up, I see that I am
suffering because I am lost; I am being called to give my attention
to something which I am not willing to look at; something is being
forced upon me which I am reluctant to see and to understand. And
there are innumerable people to help me to escape - thousands of
so-called religious people, with their beliefs and dogmas, hopes
and fantasies - `it is karma, it is God's will', you know, all giving
me a way out. But if I can stay with it and not put it away from me,
not try to circumscribe or deny it, then what happens? What is the
state of my mind when it is thus following the movement of
suffering? Now, please follow this, continuing what we discussed

previously.
Is suffering merely a word, or an actuality? If it is an actuality,
and not just a word, then the word has no meaning now. So, there
is merely the feeling of intense pain. With regard to what? With
regard to an image, to an experience, to something which you have,
or have not. If you have it, you call it pleasure; if you haven't, it is
pain. So, pain, sorrow, is in relationship to something. Is that
something merely a verbalization, or an actuality? I don't know if
you are following all this. That is, when sorrow exists, it exists
only in relationship to something. It cannot exist by itself - as fear
cannot exist by itself, but in relationship to something: to an
individual, to an incident, to a feeling. Now, you are fully aware of
the suffering. Is that suffering apart from you, and therefore you
are merely the observer who perceives the suffering; or, is that
suffering part of you? Surely, we are trying to understand what
suffering, pain, is; we are trying to go into it fully, not just
superficially.
Now, when there is no observer who is suffering, is the
suffering different from you? You are the suffering, are you not?
You are not apart from the pain - you are the pain. Now, what
happens? Please, follow it up. There is no labelling, there is no
giving it a name and thereby brushing it aside - you are merely that
pain, that feeling, that sense of agony. Then, when you are that,
what happens? When you do not name it, when there is no fear
with regard to it, is the centre related to it? If the centre is related to
it, then it is afraid of it. Then it must act and do something about it.
But if the centre is that, then what do you do? There is nothing to
be done, is there? Please, it is not mere acceptance. Follow it, and

you will see. If you are that, and you are not accepting it, not
labelling it, not pushing it aside - if you are that thing, what
happens? Do you say you suffer then? Surely, a fundamental
transformation has taken place. Then there is no longer `I suffer',
because there is no centre to suffer; and the centre suffers, because
we have never examined what the centre is. We just live from word
to word, from reaction to reaction. We never say, `Let me see what
that thing is that suffers'. And you cannot see by enforcement, by
discipline. You must look with interest, with spontaneous
comprehension. Then you will see that the thing we call suffering,
pain, the thing that we avoid, and the discipline, all have gone. As
long as I have no relationship to the thing as outside of me, the
problem is not; but the moment I establish a relationship with it
outside me, the problem is. As long as I treat suffering as
something outside - I suffer because I lost my brother, because I
have no money, because of this or that - , I establish a relationship
to it, and that relationship is fictitious. But if I am that thing, if I
see the fact, then the whole thing is transformed, it all has a
different meaning. Then there is full attention, integrated attention;
and that which is completely regarded, is understood and
dissolved, and so there is no fear; and therefore the word `sorrow'
is non-existent.
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For the past few weeks we have been discussing the importance of
self-knowledge, and how it is essential, before there can be any
action, before there can be right thinking, that one should know
oneself; not only the superficial, conscious mind, but also the
hidden, the unconscious. And those of you who have tried and
experimented with what we have been discussing, must have come
upon a very curious thing in experimenting: that through selfknowledge one accentuates self-consciousness. That is, one
becomes more concerned about oneself. Most of us are caught in
that, and one doesn't seem able to go beyond. And I would like to
discuss this evening why it is that most of us contain ourselves,
limit ourselves in self-consciousness, and are not capable of going
beyond. Because, there is a great deal in it which needs further
explanation and discussion; but, before I go into that, I would like
to point out one or two things.
First of all, please don't bother to take photographs. You know,
all this, what one is talking about, is very serious, at least for me.
This is not meant for autograph-hunters. You wouldn't be thinking
of taking pictures and asking for autographs if you were really
very, very serious. Also, if I may say so, it is so infantile,
immature. And the other thing I would like to point out is that, as I
have already said before, you and I are trying to experiment
together here, to feel our way into the problems that confront us.
And that is impossible if you are anxiously interested in taking
notes of what I am saying. You should be able to deal directly with
the problem, not think it over afterwards; because, when you are

really experiencing something, you don't take notes. You take
notes when you are not experiencing, when you are not really
thinking, feeling, experimenting. But if you are really
experiencing, going along with what is being said, then there is no
time or occasion to take notes. Surely, experiencing does not come
through words. That is only furthering sensation; but there is an
experiencing, if we can go more and more deeply and immediately
into what is being said. So, it would be good, if each one of us
were serious enough to experiment with what is being said, and not
merely postpone or be distracted from the central issue.
As I was saying, in the search of self- knowledge, in the
exploration of it, one gets caught in self-consciousness, one
accentuates, emphasizes the me more and more; and how is it that
that happens? As we have said during all these talks, what is
important is the freedom from the me, the mine, the self; because,
obviously, a man who does not know the whole process and
content of the self, is incapable of right thinking - which is
axiomatic. But yet we shun, we avoid the understanding of the self;
and we think that by avoiding it, we shall be able to deal with the
self or forget it more easily. Whereas, if we are capable of looking
at it more intensely, more attentively, there is the danger of
becoming more and more self-conscious. And is it possible to go
beyond?
Now, to understand that, we have to go into the problem of
sincerity. Simplicity is not sincerity. One who is sincere can never
be simple; because the one who is trying to be sincere, has always
the desire to fashion or to approximate himself to an idea. And one
needs extraordinary simplicity to understand oneself, the simplicity

which comes when there is no desire to attain, to achieve, to gain
something; and the moment we desire to gain something through
self-knowledge, there is self-consciousness in which we get caught
- which is a fact. If you do not merely examine what the various
psychologists and saints have said, but experiment with yourself,
you will come to a point when you will see that unless there is, not
sincerity, but complete simplicity, you cannot proceed. Selfconsciousness arises only when there is a desire to achieve
something - happiness, reality, or even understanding - through
self-knowledge. That is, when there is a desire for achievement
through self-knowledge, there is self-consciousness, which
prevents going further into the problem. And as most of us,
especially so-called religious people, try to be sincere, we have to
understand this question, this word `sincerity'. Because sincerity
develops will, and will is essentially desire. You have to be sincere
in order to approximate yourself to an idea; and hence the pattern
and the carrying out of that pattern become most important. To
carry out a pattern, you must have will, which denies simplicity.
Simplicity comes into being only when there is freedom from the
desire to achieve, and when you are willing to go into selfknowledge without any end in view. And I think that that is really
important to think over. What is required is not sincerity, not the
exertion of will to be or not to be something, but to understand
oneself from moment to moment, spontaneously, as things arise.
How can you be spontaneous when you are approximating yourself
to something?
When do you discover anything in yourself? Only at unexpected
moments, when you are not consciously, deliberately, shaping your

mind, your thoughts and feelings; only when there is a spontaneous
response to the incidents of life. Then, according to those
responses; you find out. But a man who is trying to be sincere to an
idea can never be simple; and therefore, there can never be full,
complete self-knowledge. And self-knowledge can be discovered
more fully, more deeply and widely, only when there is passive
awareness, which is not an exertion of will. Will and sincerity go
together; simplicity and passive awareness are companions.
Because, when one is passively aware, deeply, then there is a
possibility of immediate understanding. As we discussed, when
you want to understand something, if you are all the time
consumed with the desire to understand it, making an effort to
understand it, naturally there is no understanding. But if there is a
passive, alert awareness, then there is a possibility of
understanding. Similarly, to understand oneself ever more deeply
and widely, there must be passive awareness, which is extremely
difficult; for, most of us either condemn or justify. We never look
at anything passively. We project ourselves upon the subject - a
painting, a poem, or anything else - , especially where we are
concerned. We are incapable of looking at ourselves without any
condemnation or justification; and that is essential, surely, if we are
to understand more and more widely and deeply. As most of us, in
the search of self-knowledge, get caught in self-consciousness, the
danger is, that, be- ing caught we make that in which we are caught
the most important thing. To go beyond self-consciousness, there
must be freedom from the desire to achieve a result. Because, after
all, the attainment of a result is what the mind wants: it wants to be
secure, to be safe, and therefore projects, out of its own

momentum, an image, an idea, in which it takes shelter. And to
avoid all the illusions that the mind creates, to avoid being caught
in them, is possible only when there is no desire for a result; only
when one is living from moment to moment.
Question: Would you please explain what you mean by dying
daily?
Krishnamurti: Why is it that we are so frightened of death?
Because death is the unknown. We don't know what is going to
happen tomorrow; actually, we don't know what is going to
happen. Though we build for tomorrow, actually, realistically, we
don't know; and so there is always the fear of tomorrow. So, fear is
the guiding factor, which is the incapacity to meet the unknown,
and therefore we continue taking today over into tomorrow. That is
what we are doing, is it not? We give continuity to our
idiosyncrasies, to our jealousies, to our stupidities, to our
memories; wherever we are, we carry them over from day to day.
Don't we do that? And so there is no dying, there is only an
assurance of continuity. That is a fact. Our names, our actions, the
things that we do, our property, the desire to be - all these give a
continuity. Now, that which continues obviously cannot renew.
There can be renewal only when there is an ending. If you are the
same tomorrow as you are today, how can there be renewal? That
is, if you are attached to an idea, to an experience, which you have
had yesterday and which you desire to continue tomorrow, there is
no renewal; there is a continuity of the memory of the sensation of
that experience, but the experience itself is dead. There is only the
memory of the sensation of that experience; and it is that sensation
you want to continue. And where there is continuity, obviously

there is no renewal. And yet it is what most of us want: we want to
continue. We want to continue with our worries, with our pleasures
with our memories; and so most of us are actually uncreative.
There is no possibility of a rebirth, a renewal. Whereas, if each day
we died, finished at the end of the day all our worries, all our
jealousies, all our idiocies and vanities, our cruel gossip - you
know, the whole business; if each day we came to an end and did
not carry all that over into tomorrow, then there would be a
possibility of renewal, would there not?
So, why do we accumulate? And what is it that we accumulate,
apart from furniture and a few other things? What is it that we
accumulate? Ideas, words, and memories, do we not? And with
these we live - we are those things. With those things we want to
live, we want to continue. But if we did not continue, there would
be a possibility of a new understanding, a new opening. This is not
metaphysical, this is not something fantastic. Experiment with it
yourself and you will see that an extraordinary thing takes place.
How the mind worries over a problem, over and over and over
again, day after day! Such a mind is incapable, obviously, of seeing
something new, is it not? We are caught in our beliefs - religious,
sociological, or any other form of belief; and those beliefs are
oneself. Beliefs are words, and the word becomes important; and
so we live in a sensation which we want to continue, and therefore
there is no renewal. But if one does not continue, if one does not
give continuity to a worry, but thinks it out, goes into it fully, and
dissolves it, then one's mind is fresh to meet something else anew.
But the difficulty is that most of us want to live in the past, in past
memories, or in the future, future hopes, future longings; which

indicates that the present is not significant, and therefore we live
yesterday and tomorrow, and give continuity to both. If one
actually experiments with this thing, really dying each day, each
minute, to everything that one has accumulated, then there is a
possibility of immortality. Immortality is not continuity, which is
merely time; there is continuity only to memory, to ideas, to words.
But, when there is freedom from continuity, then there is a state of
timelessness, which cannot be understood if you are merely the
result of continuity. Therefore, it is important to die every minute
and to be reborn again - not as you were yesterday. This is really
very important, if you would go into it seriously. Because, in this
there is a possibility of creation, of transformation. And most of
our lives are so unhappy, because we don't know how to renew; we
are worn out, we are destroyed by yesterday, by yesterday's
memories, misfortunes, unhappiness, incidents, failures. Yesterday
burdens our minds and hearts; and with that burden we want to
understand something which cannot be understood within the
limits of time. And that is why it is essential, if one would be
creative, in the deep sense of that word, that there be death to all
the accumulations of every minute. This is not fantastic, this is not
some mystical experience. One can experience this directly,
simply, when one understands the whole significance of how time
as continuity prevents creativeness.
Question: How does a truth, as you have said, when repeated,
become a lie? What really is a lie? Why is it wrong to lie? Is this
not a profound and subtle problem on all the levels of our
existence?
Krishnamurti: There are two questions in this, so let us examine

the first, which is: When a truth is repeated, how does it become a
lie? What is it that we repeat? Can you repeat an understanding? I
understand something. Can I repeat that? I can verbalize it, I can
communicate it; but the experience is not what is repeated, surely.
But we get caught in the word, and miss the significance of the
experience. If you had an experience, can you repeat it? You may
want to repeat it, you may have the desire for its repetition, for its
sensation; but once you have an experience, it is over, it cannot be
repeated. What can be repeated is the sensation, and the
corresponding word that gives life to that sensation. And as,
unfortunately, most of us are propagandists, we are caught in the
repetition of the word. So, we live on words, and the truth is
denied.
Take, for example, the feeling of love. Can you repeat it? When
you hear, `Love your neighbor', is that a truth to you? It is truth,
only when you love your neighbour; and that love cannot be
repeated, but only the word. Yet most of us are happy, content,
with the repetition, `Love your neighbor', or, `Don't be greedy', So,
the truth of another, or an actual experience which you have had,
merely through repetition does not become a reality. On the
contrary, repetition prevents reality. Merely repeating certain ideas
is not reality.
Now, the difficulty in this is to understand the question without
thinking in terms of the opposite. A lie is not something opposed to
truth. One can see the truth of what is being said, not in opposition,
or in contrast, as a lie or a truth; but just see that most of us repeat
without understanding. For instance, we have been discussing `not
naming'. Many of you will repeat it, I am sure of it, thinking that it

is the `truth'. You will never repeat an experience if it is a direct
experience. You may communicate it; but when it is a real
experience, the sensations behind it are gone, the emotional content
behind the words is entirely dissipated.
Take, for example, the question, which we discussed a few
weeks ago, that the thinker and the thought are one. It may be a
truth to you, because you have directly experienced it. But if I
repeated it, it would not be true, would it? - true, not as opposed to
the false, please. It wouldn't be actual, it would be merely
repetitive, and therefore would have no significance. But you see,
by repetition, we create a dogma, we build a church, and in that we
take refuge. The word, and not truth, becomes the `truth'. The word
is not the thing. But to us, the thing is the word; and that is why
one has to be so extremely careful not to repeat something which
one does not really understand. If you understand something, you
can communicate it; but the words and the memory have lost their
emotional significance. Thereby, in ordinary conversation, one's
outlook, one's vocabulary, changes.
So, as we are seeking truth through self-knowledge, and are not
mere propagandists, it is important to understand this. Because,
through repetition one mesmerizes oneself by words, or by
sensations. One gets caught in illusions. And, to be free of that, it is
imperative to experience directly; and to experience directly, one
must be aware of oneself in the process of repetition, of habits, of
words, of sensations. That awareness gives one an extraordinary
freedom, so that there can be a renewal, a constant experiencing, a
newness.
The other question is: "What really is a lie? Why is it wrong to

lie? Is this not a profound and subtle problem on all the levels of
our existence?" What is a lie? A contradiction, isn't it?, a selfcontradiction. One can consciously contradict, or unconsciously; it
can either be deliberate, or unconscious; the contradiction can be
either very, very subtle, or obvious. And when the cleavage in
contradiction is very great, then either one becomes unbalanced, or
one realizes the cleavage, and sets about to mend it. Now, to
understand this problem, what is a lie and why we lie, one has to
go into it without thinking in terms of an opposite. Can we look at
this problem of contradiction in ourselves without trying not to be
contradictory? I don't know if I am making myself clear. Our
difficulty in examining this question is, isn't it?, that we so readily
condemn a lie; but, to understand it, can we think of it, not in terms
of truth and falsehood, but of what is contradiction? Why do we
contradict? Why is there contradiction in ourselves? Is there not an
attempt to live up to a standard, up to a pattern - a constant
approximation of ourselves to a pattern, a constant effort to be
something, either in the eyes of another, or in our own eyes? There
is a desire, is there not?, to conform to a pattern; and when one is
not living up to that pattern, there is a contradiction.
Now, why do we have a pattern, a standard, an approximation,
an idea which we are trying to live up to? Why? Obviously, to be
secure, to be safe, to be popular, to have a good opinion of
ourselves, and so on, and so on. There is the seed of contradiction.
As long as we are approximating ourselves to something, trying to
be something, there must be contradiction; therefore, there must be
this cleavage between the false and the true. I think this is
important, if you will quietly go into it. Not that there is not the

false and the true; but why the contradiction in ourselves? Is it not
because we are attempting to be something - to be noble, to be
good, to be virtuous, to be creative, to be happy, and so on, and so
on? And, in the very desire to be something, there is a
contradiction, not to be something else. And it is this contradiction
that is so destructive. If one is capable of complete identification
with something, with this or with that, then contradiction ceases;
but when we do identify ourselves completely with something,
there is self-enclosure, there is a resistance, which brings about
unbalance - which is an obvious thing.
So, why is there contradiction in ourselves? I have done
something, and I don't want it to be discovered; I have thought
something which doesn't come up to the mark, which puts me in a
state of contradiction, and I don't like it. So, where there is an
approximation, there must be fear; and it is this fear that
contradicts. Whereas, if there is no becoming, no attempting to be
something, then there is no sense of fear; then there is no
contradiction; then there is no lie in us at any level, consciously or
unconsciously - something to be suppressed, something to be
shown. And as most of our lives are a matter of moods and poses,
depending on our moods, we pose - which is a contradiction. When
the mood disappears, we are what we are. It is this contradiction
that is really important, not whether you tell a polite white lie or
not. As long as this contradiction exists, there must be a superficial
existence and therefore superficial fears which have to be guarded and then white lies, you know, all the rest of it follows. We can
look at this question, not asking what is a lie and what is truth, but
without taking the opposites, go into the problem of contradiction

in ourselves - which is extremely difficult. Because, as we depend
so much on our sensations, most of our lives are contradictory. We
depend on memories, on opinions; we have so many fears which
we want to cover up - all these create contradiction in ourselves;
and when that contradiction becomes unbearable, one goes off
one's head. One wants peace, and everything that one does, creates
war, not only in the family, but outside. And, instead of
understanding what creates conflict, we only try to become more
and more one thing or the other, the opposite, thereby creating
greater cleavage.
So, is it possible to understand why there is contradiction in
ourselves - not only superficially, but much more deeply,
psychologically? First of all, is one aware that one lives a
contradictory life? We want peace, and we are nationalists; we
want to avoid social misery, and yet each one of us is so
individualistic, limited, self-enclosed. So we are constantly living
in contradiction. Why? Is it not because we are slaves to sensation?
This is neither to be denied or accepted. It requires a great deal of
understanding of the implications of sensation, which are desires.
We want so many things, all in contradiction with one another. We
are so many conflicting masks; we take on a mask when it suits us,
and deny it when something else is more profitable, more
pleasurable. It is this state of contradiction that creates the lie. And,
in opposition to that, we create `truth'. But, surely, truth is not the
opposite of lie. That which has an opposite, is not truth. The
opposite contains its own opposite, therefore it is not truth; and to
understand this problem very profoundly, one must be aware of all
the contradictions in which we live. When I say, `I love you', with

it goes jealousy, envy, anxiety, fear - which is a contradiction. And
it is this contradiction that must be understood; and one can
understand it only when one is aware of it, aware without any
condemnation or justification - merely looking at it. And to look at
it passively, one has to understand all the processes of justification
and condemnation. So, it is not an easy problem to look passively
at something; but in understanding that, one begins to understand
the whole process of the ways of one's feeling and thinking. And,
when one is aware of the full significance of contradiction in
oneself, it does bring an extraordinary change: you are yourself
then, not something which you are trying to be. You are no longer
following an ideal, seeking happiness. You are what you are, and
from there you can proceed. Then there is no possibility of
contradiction.
Question: I feel sincerely that I desire to help people, and I think
I can help; but whatever I say or do to another is interpreted as
interference, and as the desire to domineer. So I am thwarted by
others and feel myself frustrated. Why does this happen to me?
Krishnamurti: When we say we want to help another, what do
we mean by that word? Like the word `service', what does it mean?
You go to the gas station, the attendant serves you, and you pay
him; but he uses the word `serve', like all the business people. All
the commercial people use that word. Now those who wish to
serve, have they not also the same spirit? They want to help if you
also give them something; that is, they want to help you in order to
fulfil themselves. And when you resist, you begin to criticize, they
feel frustrated. In other words, they are not really helping you.
Through help, through service, they are fulfilling themselves. In

other words, they are seeking self-fulfilment under the guise of
help and service - which, when thwarted, gets angry, begins to
gossip, begins to tear you to pieces. This is an obvious fact, is it
not? And can you not help and serve another without asking
anything? - which is most difficult, which is not easy, you cannot
just say, `It can be done'. When you give something to somebody, a
few hundred dollars, haven't you something with which you are
tied, don't you tie yourself with that hundred dollars, hasn't it a tail?
Can you give, and forget? This giving from the heart is real
generosity. But the generosity of the hand has always something to
be held; and it holds. Similarly, those who want to help, when they
are prevented for various reasons, feel frustrated, feel lost; they
won't stand criticism; it is misrepresented, mistranslated,
misinterpreted; because through their anxiety to help you, they are
fulfilling themselves.
So, the problem is, is it not?, is there self-fulfilment? That is the
next question. Is there self-fulfilment? Is not that word `selffulfillment' a contradiction? When you want to fulfil yourself in
something, what is that something in which you are fulfilling? Is it
not self-projection? Say, I want to help you. I use the word `help',
which covers my desire for self-fulfilment. What happens when I
have such a desire? I neither help you, nor fulfil. Because, to fulfil
means, for most of us, to have pleasure in doing something which
gives us gratification. In other words, self-fulfilment is
gratification, is it not? I am seeking gratification, superficial or
permanent, which I call self-fulfilment But can gratification be
permanent? Obviously not. Surely when we talk about selffulfilment we mean a gratification that is deeper, more profound,

than the superficial; but can gratification ever be permanent? As it
can never be permanent, we change our self-fulfillment - at one
period it is this, and later it is that; and ultimately we say, `My
fulfillment must be in God, in reality'. Which means, we make of
reality a permanent gratification. So, in other words, we are
seeking gratification when we talk of self-fulfilment. And, instead
of saying, `I want to help you in order to gratify myself', which
would be too crude and we are too subtle for that, we say, `I want
to serve you, I want to help you'. And when we are prevented, we
feel lost, we feel frustrated, angry, irritated. Under the guise of help
and service we do a lot of monstrous things - deceptions, illusions.
Therefore, words like `self-fulfillment', like `help', like `service',
need examination. And when we really understand them, not just
verbally, but deeply, profoundly, then we will help without asking
anything in return. Such help will never be misrepresented - and
even if it is, it doesn't matter. Then there is no sense of frustration,
no sense of anger, criticism, gossip.
Question: What is aloneness? Is it a mystical state? Does it
imply freeing oneself from relationship? Is aloneness a way to
understanding, or is it an escape from outward conflicts and inward
pressures?
Krishnamurti: Are not most of us trying to isolate ourselves in
relationship? We try to possess people, we try to dominate people which is a form of isolation, is it not? Our beliefs, our ideas, are a
form of isolation. When we withdraw, when we renounce, it is a
form of isolation, is it not? The inward pressures and outward
conflicts force us to protect ourselves, to enclose ourselves. That is
a form of isolation, is it not? And through isolation, can there be

any understanding? Do I understand you if I resist you, if I enclose
myself within my ideas, my prejudices, my criticism of you, and so
on, and so on? I can understand you only when I am not isolated,
when there is no barrier between us, neither a verbal barrier, nor
the barrier of psychological states, of moods and idiosyncrasies.
But to understand, I must be alone, must I not? Alone in the sense
of unenclosed, uninfluenced. Most of us are put together; we are
made up of memories, of idiosyncrasies, of prejudices, of
innumerable influences. And through all that we try to understand
something. How can there be understanding when we are
produced, brought together, made up? And when there is a freedom
from that, there is an aloneness which is not an escape. On the
contrary, it is the understanding of all these things that brings about
an aloneness, with which you meet life directly. If we are a mass of
opinions, beliefs, if we are merely put together, we think that we
are an integrated being, or we try to seek integration with all these
burdens. Surely, there can be integration, not merely at the
superficial level, but completely, right through, only when there is
a freedom, through understanding, from all the influences that are
constantly impinging upon one - beliefs, memories, idiosyncrasies,
and so on; one cannot merely throw them aside. Then, as one
begins to understand these, there is an aloneness which is not
contradiction, which is not an opposite of the collective or the
individual. When you would understand something, aren't you
alone? Aren't you completely integrated at that moment? Is not
your attention completely given? And through withdrawal, can
there be any understanding? Through resistance, can there be any
understanding? When you renounce something, does that bring

understanding? Surely, understanding comes, not through
resistance, not through withdrawal, not through renunciation. Only
when you understand the full significance of a problem, then the
problem disappears. You don't have to renounce it. You don't have
to renounce wealth, certain obvious greeds. But when you are
capable of looking at them directly, without any criticism, being
passively aware of them, they drop away from you. And in that
state of passive awareness, is there not complete attention? - not as
an opposite, or exclusive concentration. It is an awareness in which
there is no contradiction; and therefore loneliness disappears. Most
of us are lonely, most of us are solitary - there is no depth, we
come to an end very quickly. And it is this loneliness that creates
the withdrawals, the escapes, the covering up; and if we would
understand that loneliness, we must discard all these coverings, and
be with it. It is that being that is alone. Then you are uninfluenced,
then you are not caught in moods; and it is essential to be alone which most of us dread. We hardly ever go out by ourselves; we
always have the radio, magazines, newspapers, books; or, if we
haven't those, we are occupied with our own thoughts. The mind is
never quiet. It is this quietness that is alone. That aloneness is not
induced, is not made up. When there is a lot of noise and you are
silent, you are alone, are you not? You must be alone. If you are a
success, then there is something obviously wrong. Most of us seek
success, and that is why we are never alone; we are lonely, but we
are never alone.
Only when there is aloneness, then you can meet that which is
true, which has no comparison. And, as most of us are afraid to be
alone, we build various refuges, various safeties, and give them big-

sounding names; and they offer marvellous escapes. But they are
all illusions, they have no significance. It is only when we see that
they have no significance - actually, not verbally - only then are we
alone. Then alone can we really understand; which means that we
have to strip ourselves of all past experiences, of memories; of
sensations, which we have built so sedulously and guard so
carefully. Surely, only an unconditioned mind can understand that
which is unconditioned, reality; and to uncondition the mind, one
must not only face loneliness, but go beyond; one must not hold on
to memories that are crowding in. For memories are mere words,
words that have sensations. It is only when the mind is utterly
quiet, uninfluenced, that it can realize that which is.
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This morning I shall answer some of the questions first, and then
wind up with a talk. Many questions have been sent in, and,
unfortunately, it has not been possible to answer all of them. So, I
have chosen those which are representative and have tried to
answer as many of them as possible. And also, in answering
questions, naturally one cannot go into full details, because that
would take too long; and so one can only deal with the
fundamentals; the details will have to be filled in by yourself.
Those of you who have been coming here regularly will find that,
if you carry away not merely a memory of the words and the
pleasant sensations of listening under trees, of being distracted by
birds, cameras, notes, and the various thing; that divert the mind if you live not merely in words, but are really living, actually
experiencing those things that we have discussed, then you will
find that, having understood the outline from the answers which
have been somewhat brief and succinct, you can fill in the details.
Question: Ideas do separate, but ideas also bring people
together. Is this not the expression of love which makes communal
life possible?
Krishnamurti: I wonder when you ask such a question, whether
you do realize that ideas, beliefs, opinions, separate people; that
ideologies break up, that ideas inevitably disrupt? Ideas not hold
people together - though you nay try to bring together people
belonging to differing and opposed ideologies. Ideas can never
bring people together, which is obvious. Because, ideas can always
be opposed and destroyed through conflict. After all, ideas are

images, sensations, words. Can words, sensations, thoughts, bring
people together? Or does one require quite a different thing to
bring people together? One sees that hate, fear, and nationalism,
bring people together. Fear brings people together. A common
hatred sometimes brings together people opposed to one another as
nationalism brings together people of opposing groups. Surely,
these are ideas. And is love an idea? Can you think about love?
You are able to think about a person whom you love, or the group
of people whom you love. But is that love? When there is thought
about love, is that love? Is thought love? And, surely, only love can
bring people together, not thought - not one group in opposition to
another group. Where love is, there is no group, no class, no
nationality. So, one has to find out what we mean by love.
We know what we mean by ideas, opinions, beliefs, which we
have sufficiently discussed during the past several weeks. So, what
do we mean by love? Is it a thing of the mind? It is a thing of the
mind, when the things of the mind fill the heart. And with most of
us, it is so. We have filled our heart with the things of the mind,
which are opinions, ideas, sensations, beliefs; and around that and
in that we live and love. But is that love? Can we think about love?
When you love, is thought functioning? Love and thought are not
in opposition, do not let us divide them as opposites. When one
loves, is there a sense of separateness, of bringing people together,
or disbanding them, pushing them away? Surely, that state of love
can be experienced only when the process of thought is not
functioning - which does not mean that one must become crazy,
unbalanced. On the contrary. It requires the highest form of
thought to go beyond.

So, love is not a thing of the mind. It is only when the mind is
really quiet, when it is no longer expecting, asking, demanding,
seeking, possessing, being jealous, fearful, anxious - when the
mind is really silent, only then is there a possibility of love. When
the mind is no longer projecting itself, pursuing its particular
sensations, demands, urges, hidden fears, seeking self-fulfilment,
held in bondage to belief - only then is there a possibility of love.
But most of us think love can go with jealously, with ambition,
with the pursuit of personal desires and ambitions. Surely, when
these things exist, love is not. So, we must be concerned, not with
love, which comes into being spontaneously, without our
particularly seeking it, but we must be concerned with the things
that are hindering love, with the things of the mind which project
themselves and create a barrier. And that is why it is important,
before we can know what love is, to know what is the process of
the mind, which is the seat of the self. And that is why it is
important to go ever more deeply into the question of selfknowledge - not merely say, `I must love', or, `Love brings people
together', or, `Ideas disrupt', which would be a mere repetition of
what you have heard, therefore utterly useless. Words entangle.
But, if one can understand the whole significance of the ways of
one's thought, the ways of our desires and their pursuits and
ambitions, then there is a possibility of having or understanding
that which is love. But that requires an extraordinary understanding
of oneself. When there is self-abnegation, when there is selfforgetfulness - not intentionally, but spontaneously; that selfforgetfulness, self-denial, which is not the outcome of a series of
practices, disciplines, which only limit - then there is a possibility

of love. That self-denial comes into being when the whole process
of the self is understood, consciously as well as unconsciously, in
the waking hours as well as in dreaming. Then, the total process of
the mind is understood as it is actually taking place in relationship,
in every incident, in every response to every challenge that one
has. In understanding that, and therefore freeing the mind from its
own self-erecting, self-limiting process, there is a possibility of
love. Love is not sentiment, not romanticism, not dependent on
something; and that state is extremely arduous and difficult to
understand, or to be in. Because our minds are always interfering,
limiting, encroaching upon its functioning; and therefore it is
important to understand first the mind and its ways; otherwise we
shall be caught in illusions, caught in words and sensations that
have very little significance. And as, for most people, ideas merely
act as a refuge, as an escape, ideas which have become beliefs,
naturally they prevent complete living, complete action, right
thinking. It is possible to think rightly, to live freely and
intelligently, only when there is ever deeper and wider selfknowledge.
Question: Would you kindly explain the distinction you make
between factual and psychological memory?
Krishnamurti: Do not let us bother for the moment with the
distinction between factual and psychological memory. Let us
consider memory. Why do we live in memories? Are memories
separate from us? Are you different from memory? What do we
mean by memory? It is the residue of certain incidents,
experiences, sensations, is it not? You have had an experience
yesterday; it has left a certain mark, a certain sensation. That

sensation we call memory, verbalized or not; and we are the sum
total of all these memories, all these residues. Surely, you are not
different from your memory. There are conscious memories, as
there are the unconscious. The conscious memories respond easily,
spontaneously; and the unconscious memories are very deep,
hidden, quiet, waiting, watchful. All of that, surely, is you and me:
the racial, the group, the particular - all that, all those memories,
are you and me. You are not different from your memories.
Remove your memories, where are you? If you remove them, you
will end up in an asylum. But, why does the mind - which is the
result of memories, of the past - , why does the mind cling to the
past? That is the question, is it not? Why does the mind - which is
the result of the past, which is the outcome of yesterday, of many
yesterdays - , why does the thinker cling to yesterday? Memories,
without any emotional content, have their significance; but we give
to them emotional content, as like and dislike: this I will keep, that
I won't keep, this I will think about, and that I will ponder over in
my old age, or continue in my future. Why do we do that? Surely,
that is the problem, is it not? Not that we must forget factual or
psychological memories. Because, all the impressions, all the
responses, everything is there, unconsciously: every incident, every
thought, every sensation which you have lived through, is there hidden, covered up, but still there. And as we grow older, we return
to those memories and live in the past, or in the future, according
to our conditioning. We remember the pleasant times we had when
we were youthful, or we think of the future, what we are going to
be. So, we live in these memories. Why? We live as though we
were different from those memories. Surely, that is the problem, is

it not? We mean, by memories, words, don't we? Images, symbols,
which are merely a series of sensations; and on those sensations we
live. Therefore, we separate ourselves from the sensations, and say,
`I want those sensations'. Which means that the I, having separated
itself from memories, gives to itself permanency. But it is not
permanent. It is a fictitious permanency.
Now, this whole process of the I separating itself from memory,
and giving life to that memory in response to the present, this total
process obviously hinders our meeting the present, does it not? If I
would understand something not theoretically, verbally, abstractly,
but actually, I must give my full attention to it. I cannot give my
full attention to it if I am distracted by my memories, by my
beliefs, by my opinions, my experiences of yesterday. Therefore, I
must respond fully, adequately, to the challenge. But that I, which
has separated itself from memory, thus giving itself permanency,
that I, regards the present, looks at the incident, the experience, and
draws from it according to its past conditioning - which is all very
simple and obvious, if you examine it. It is the memory of
yesterday - of possessions, of jealousies, of anger, of contradiction,
of ambition, of what one ought or ought not to be - it is all these
things that make up the I; and the I is not different from memory.
The quality cannot be separated from the thing, from the self.
So, memory is the self. Memory is the word, the word which
symbolizes sensation, physical as well as psychological sensation;
and it is to that we cling. It is to the sensations we cling not to the
experience; because in the moment of experience, there is neither
the experiencer nor the experience - there is only experiencing. It is
when we are not experiencing that we cling to memory, like so

many people do, especially as they grow older. Watch yourself and
you will see. We live in the past or in the future, and use the
present merely as a passage from the past to the future; therefore,
the present has no significance. All the politicians indulge in this,
all the ideologists, all the idealists - they always look to the future,
or to the past.
So, if one understands the whole significance of memory, one
does not put away memories or destroy them or try to be free of
them, but one understands how the mind is attached to memory and
thereby strengthens the me. The me, after all, is sensation, a bundle
of sensations, a bundle of memories. It is the known, and from the
known we want to understand the unknown. But the known must
be an impediment to the unknown; because, to understand reality,
there must be a newness of the mind, a freshness - not the burden
of the known. God, or reality, or what you will, cannot be
imagined, cannot be described, cannot be put into words; and if
you do, that which you put into words is not reality; it is merely the
sensation of a memory, the reaction to a condition; and therefore it
is not real. Therefore, if one would understand that which is
eternal, timeless, the mind as memories must come to an end. Mind
must no longer cling to the known, therefore it must be capable of
receiving the unknown. You cannot receive the unknown if the
mind is burdened with memories, with the known, with the past.
Therefore, the mind must be entirely silent - which is very difficult.
Because the mind is always projecting, always wandering, always
creating, breeding; and it is this process that must be understood in
relationship to memory. Then the distinction between
psychological and factual memory is obvious and simple. So, in

understanding memory, one understands the process of thinking
which is, after all, self-knowledge. To go beyond the limits of the
mind, there must be freedom from the desire to be, to achieve, to
gain.
Question: Is not life true creation? Are we not really seeking
happiness, and is there not serenity in life, that true being of which
you speak? Krishnamurti: In answering this question, to understand
it fully and significantly, should we not perhaps understand first
this idea of seeking? Why are we seeking happiness? Why this
incessant pursuit to be happy, to be joyous, to be something? Why
is there this search, this immense effort made to find? If we can
understand that and go into it fully, which I will do presently,
perhaps we shall know what happiness is, without seeking it.
Because, after all, happiness is a by-product, of secondary
importance. It is not an end in itself; it has no meaning if it is an
end in itself. What does it mean to be happy? The man who takes a
drink is happy. The man who drops a bomb over a great number of
people feels elated, and says he is happy, or that God is with him.
Momentary sensations, which disappear, give that sense of being
happy. Surely, there is some other quality that is essential for
happiness. For happiness is not an end, any more than virtue.
Virtue is not an end in itself; it gives freedom, and in that freedom
there is discovery. Therefore, virtue is essential. Whereas, an
unvirtuous person is slavish, is disorderly, is all over the place,
lost, confused. But to treat virtue as an end in itself, or happiness as
an end in itself, has very little meaning. So, happiness is not an
end. It is a secondary issue, a by-product which will come into
being if we understand something else. It is this understanding of

something else, and not merely the search for happiness, that is
important.
Now, why do we seek? What does it mean to make effort? We
are making effort. Why are we making effort? What is the
significance of effort? We say we are making an effort in order to
find, in order to change, in order to be something. If we did not
make effort, we should disintegrate, or retard, go back. Is that so?
Please, this is very important to go into fully, and I will try as much
as I can this morning to go into it. If we did not make effort, what
would happen? Would we stagnate? But we are making effort. And
why? Effort to change, effort to be different in ourselves, to be
more happy, to be more beautiful, to be more virtuous - this
constant strife and constant effort. If we can understand that, then
perhaps we will understand more deeply, other issues.
Why do you seek? Is the search prompted by disease, by ill
health, by moods? Do you make an effort because you are unhappy
and you want to be happy? Do you seek because you are going to
die, and therefore you want to find? Do you seek because you have
not fulfilled yourself in the world, therefore you want to fulfil
here? Do you seek because you are unhappy, and, hoping for
happiness, you seek, you search, you try to find out? So, one must
understand the motive for one's search, must one not? What is the
motive for your eternal search? - if you are really searching, which
I question. What you want is substitution: as this is not profitable,
perhaps that will be; as this hasn't given me happiness, perhaps that
will. So one is really seeking, not truth, not happiness, but a
substitution that will give one happiness; a thing that will be
profitable, that will be safe, that will give one gratification. Surely,

that is what we are seeking, if we were very honest and clear in
ourselves; but we clothe our gratification with words like God,
love, and so on.
Now, why do we not approach this question differently? Why
don't we understand what is? Why are we not capable of looking at
the thing exactly `as is'? Which means that, if we are in pain, let us
live with it, look at it, and not try to transform it into something
else. If I am in misery, not only physically but especially
psychologically, how am I to understand it? By not wishing it to be
different, surely. First, I must look at it, I must live with it, I must
go into it; I mustn't condemn it, mustn't compare it, wish it to be
something else; I must be entirely with that thing, must I not?
Which is extremely arduous, because the mind refuses to look at it.
It wants to go off at a tangent, it says, `Let me seek an answer, a
solution, there must be one'. In other words, it is escaping from
what is. And this escape, with most of us, is what we call search search for the Master, search for truth, search for love, search for
God: you know the various terms we use to escape from what
exactly is taking place. And, do we have to make an effort to
understand what is taking place? We have to make an effort to
escape when we don't want it. But when it is there, to understand it,
do we have to make an effort? Obviously, we have made effort to
escape, to avoid, to cover up what is; and, with that same
mentality, which is to make an effort in order to avoid, in order to
escape, we approach what is. Do you understand what is, with an
effort? Or, must there be no effort to understand what is? So, that is
one of the problems, is it not? This constant effort to avoid the
understanding of what is, has become habitual with most of us, and

with that same mentality of making an effort in order to escape, we
say, `All right, I'll drop all escapes and make an effort to
understand what is'. Do we understand anything really,
significantly, deeply, do we understand anything that has a
meaning, through effort? To understand something, must there not
obviously be a passivity of the mind, an alertness which is yet
passive? Please, you cannot arrive at that passivity of the mind
which is alert, through effort, can you? If you make an effort to be
passive, you are no longer passive. If one really understands that,
the significance of that, and sees the truth of it, then one will be
passive. One doesn't have to make an effort.
So, when we seek, we are seeking either with the motive of
escape, or of trying to be something more than what is, or else one
says, `I am all these things, I must run away' - which is unbalance,
insanity. Surely, the search for truth, for the Master, is a state of
insanity when the thing is there which must be understood before
you can go further. That breeds illusion, ignorance. So, first one
must find out what one is seeking and why. Most of us know what
we are seeking, and therefore it is a projection, therefore unreal; it
is merely a homemade thing. Therefore, it is not truth, it is not the
real. And, in understanding this process of search, this constant
making effort to be, to discipline, to deny, to assert, one must
inquire into the question of what is the thinker. Is the one who
makes the effort separate from the thing which he wants to be?
Sorry, it may be a little difficult to pursue this, but I hope you don't
mind. You have asked the question, and I am going to try to
answer it.
Is the maker of effort different from the object toward which he

is making effort? This is really very important; because if we can
find the truth of this, we will see that there comes immediate
transformation, which is essential for understanding - which is
understanding, rather. Because, as long as there is a separate entity
which makes the effort, as long as there is a separate entity as the
experiencer, the thinker, different from the thought, from the
object, from the experience, there will always be this problem of
seeking, disciplining, bridging the gulf between the thought and the
thinker, and so on. Whereas, if we can find the truth of this matter,
whether the thinker is separate from the thought, and see the real
truth of it, then there will be quite a different process at work.
Therefore, you have to find out before you seek, before you find
the object of your search - whether it is a Master or a cinema or
any other excitement, they are all on the same level - , whether the
seeker is different from the object of his search, and why he is
different. Why is the maker of effort different from the thing which
he wants to be? And is he different? To put it in another way: you
have thoughts, and you are also the thinker. You say, `I think. I am
this, and I must be that. I am greedy, or mean, or envious, or angry,
I have certain habits, and I must break away from them'. Now, is
the thinker different from the thought? If he is different, then the
whole process must exist of making an effort to bridge, of the
thinker trying to alter his thought, the thinker trying to concentrate,
to avoid, resist the encroachments of other thoughts. But if he is
not different, then there is complete transformation of the way one
lives. So, we will have to go into that very carefully and discover not at the verbal level at all; but experience it directly if we can, as
we go along this morning. Which is not to be mesmerized by what

I am saying, or accept it, because that has no meaning; but actually
to experience for oneself, whether this division is true, and why it
exists.
Surely, memories are not different from the me which thinks
about them. I am those memories. The memory of the way to the
place where I live, the memory of my youth, the memories of both
inexperienced and fulfilled desires, the memories of injuries,
resentments, ambitions - all that is me, I am not separate from it.
Surely, that is an obvious fact, isn't it? The me is not separate, even
though you may believe that it is. Since you can think about it, it is
still part of thought, and thought is the result of the past. Therefore,
it is still within the net of thought, which is memory.
So, the division between the maker of effort, the seeker, the
thinker, and the thought, is artificial, fictitious; and the division has
been made because we see that thoughts are transient, they come
and go. They have no substance in themselves, and so the thinker
separates himself to give himself permanency: he exists while
thoughts vary. It is a false security; and if one sees the falseness of
it, actually experiences it, then there are only thoughts, and not the
thinker and the thought. Then you will see - if it is an actual
experience, not merely a verbal assertion nor just an amusement, a
hobby - then you will find, if it is a real experiencing, that there is a
complete revolution in your thinking. Then there is a real
transformation, because then there is no longer a seeking for
quietude or aloneness. Then there is only the concern with what is
thinking, what is thought. Then you will see, if this transformation
takes place, that there is no longer an effort, but an extraordinary,
alert passivity, in which there is understanding of every

relationship, of every incident as it arises; therefore, the mind is
always fresh to meet things anew. And hence that silence, which is
so essential, is not a thing to be cultivated, but comes into being
naturally when you understand this fundamental thing, that the
thinker is the thought, and therefore the I is transient. Therefore,
the I has no permanency, the I is not a spiritual entity. If you are
able to think that the I is gone, or is something spiritual,
everlasting, it is still the product of thought, and therefore of the
known, therefore not true.
Therefore, it is really important, essential to understanding, to
have this sense of complete integration - which cannot be forced between the thinker and the thought. It is like a deep experience
which cannot be invited; you cannot lie awake thinking about it. It
must be seen immediately; and we do not see it because we are
clinging to past beliefs, conditioning, what we have learned - that
the I is something spiritual, more than all the thoughts. Surely, it is
so obvious that whatever you think is the product of the past, of
your memories, of words, sensations, of your conditioning. You
cannot think about the unknown, surely; you cannot know the
unknown, therefore, you cannot think about it. What you can think
about is the known. Therefore, it is a projection from the past. And,
one must see the significance of all this, and then there will be the
experiencing of that integration between the thought and the
thinker. The division has been artificially created for selfprotection, and is therefore unreal. When once there is the
experiencing of that integration, then there is a complete
transformation with regard to our thinking, feeling, and outlook on
life. Then there is only a state of experiencing, and not the

experiencer apart from the experienced, which has to be altered,
modified, changed. There is only a state of constant experiencing not the core experiencing, not the centre, the me, the memory,
experiencing, but only a state of experiencing. We do this
occasionally when we are completely absent, when the self is
absent.
I do not know if you have noticed that when there is a deep
experiencing of anything, there is neither the sensation of the
experiencer nor the experience, but only a state of experiencing, a
complete integration. When you are violently angry, you are not
conscious of yourself as the experiencer. Later on, as that
experience of anger fades, you become conscious of yourself being
angry. Then you do something about that anger to deny it, to justify
it, to condone it - you know, various forms of trying to pass it
away. But if there is not the entity who is angry, but only that state
of experiencing, then there is a complete transformation.
If you will experiment with this, you will see that there is this
radical experiencing, this radical transformation, which is a
revolution. Then the mind is quiet - not made quiet, not compelled,
disciplined. Such quietness is death, is stagnation. A mind that is
made quiet through discipline, through compulsion, through fear, is
a dead mind. But, when there is the experiencing of that which is
vital, which is essential, which is real, which is the beginning of
transformation, then the mind is quiet, without any compulsion.
And, when the mind is quiet, then it is capable of receiving,
because you are not spending your efforts in resisting, in building
barriers between yourself and reality, whatever that reality may be.
All that you have read about reality, is not reality. Reality cannot

be described; and if it is described it is not the real. And, for the
mind to be new, for the mind to be capable of receiving the
unknown, it must be empty. The mind can be empty only when the
whole content of the mind is understood. To understand the content
of the mind, one must be watchful, aware of every movement of
every incident, of every sensation. Therefore, self-knowledge is
essential. But if one is seeking achievement through selfknowledge, then again self-knowledge leads to self-consciousness,
and there one is stuck; and it is extraordinarily difficult to
withdraw from that net when once you are caught. Not to be caught
in it, we must understand the process of desire, the craving to be
something - not the desire for food, clothes and shelter, which is
quite different, but - the psychological craving to be something, to
achieve a result, to have a name, to have a position, to be powerful,
or to be humble. Surely, only when the mind is empty, then only
can it be useful. But a mind crowded with fears, with memories of
what it has been in the past, with the sensations of past experiences
- such a mind is utterly useless, is it not? Such a mind is incapable
of knowing what is creation.
Surely, we must all have had experiences of those moments
when the mind is absent, and suddenly there is a flash of joy, a
flash of an idea, a light, a great bliss. How does that happen? It
happens when the self is absent, when the process of thought,
worry, memories, pursuits, is still. Therefore, creation can take
place only when the mind, through self-knowledge, has come to
that state when it is completely naked. All this means arduous
attention, not merely indulging in verbal sensations, seeking, going
from one guru to another, from teacher to teacher, doing absurd

and vain rituals, repeating words, seeking Masters - all these are
illusions, they have no meaning. They are hobbies. But to go into
this question of self-knowledge and not be caught in selfconsciousness, to go ever more deeply, more profoundly so that the
mind is completely quiet - that is true religion. Then the mind is
capable of receiving that which is eternal.
August 23, 1949
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There is an art in listening. Listen to find out if what is said is of
significance, and after listening, judge, accept, or throw out; but
first of all listen. The difficulty with most of us is that we do not
listen. We come prepared to be antagonistic or friendly, and not to
listen neutrally. If you listen neutrally, surely then only you begin
to discover what lies behind the words. Words are a means of
communication. You have to learn my vocabulary, the meaning
behind my words, and then you will find the significance of the
subject. The thing of first importance is to learn to listen rightly. If
you read a poem and are biased, how can you understand it? To
appreciate what the poet wants you to understand, you must come
with freedom to do so.
The problem that confronts most of us at this juncture is
whether the individual is merely the instrument of society, or the
end of society. Are you and I as individuals to be used, directed;
educated, controlled, shaped to a certain pattern by society,
government; or does society, the State, exist for the individual? Is
the individual the end of society; or is he merely a puppet to be
taught, exploited, butchered as an instrument of war? That is the
problem that is confronting most of us. That is the problem of the
world: whether the individual is a mere instrument of society, a
plaything of influences to be moulded; or whether society exists for
the individual.
How are you going to find this out? It is a serious problem, isn't
it? If the individual is merely an instrument of society, then society

is much more important than the individual. If that is true, then we
must give up individuality and work for society; then our whole
educational system must be entirely revolutionized, and the
individual turned into an instrument to be used and destroyed,
liquidated, got rid of. But if society exists for the individual, then
the function of society is not to make him conform to any pattern,
but to give him the feel, the urge of freedom. So we have to find
out which is false.
How would you enquire into this problem? It is a vital problem,
isn't it? It is not dependent on any ideology, either of the left or of
the right; and if it is dependent on an ideology, then it is merely a
matter of opinion. Ideas always breed enmity, confusion, conflict.
If you depend on books of the left or of the right, or on sacred
books, then you depend on mere opinion, whether of Buddha, of
Christ, of capitalism, communion, or what you will. They are
ideas, not truth. A fact can never be denied. Opinion about fact can
be denied. If we can discover what the truth of the matter is, we
shall be able to act independently of opinion. Is it not, therefore,
necessary to discard what others have said? The opinion of the
leftist or other leaders is the outcome of their conditioning. So if
you depend for your discovery on what is found in books, you are
merely bound by opinion. It is not a matter of knowledge.
How is one to discover the truth of this? On that we will act. To
find the truth of this, there must be freedom from all propaganda,
which means you are capable of looking at the problem
independently of opinion. The whole task of education is to
awaken the individual. To see the truth of this, you will have to be
very clear, which means you cannot depend on a leader. When you

choose a leader you do so out of confusion, and so your leaders are
also confused, and that is what is happening in the world.
Therefore you cannot look to your leader for guidance or help.
The problem, then, is how to find the truth of this matter:
Whether the individual is the instrument of society, or whether
society exists for the individual. How are you going to find this out
- not intellectually, but factually? What do you mean by the
individual? What is the you? What are we, physically and
psychologically, outwardly and inwardly? Are we not the result of
environmental influences? Are we not the result of our culture,
nationality, religion, and so on? So the individual is the result of
education, technical or classical. You are the result of environment.
There are those who say that you are not only physical, but
something more: in you is reality, God. This, after all, is but an
opinion, the result of the influence of society. It is a conditioned
response, nothing more. Here in India you believe you are more
than the outcome of material influences. Others believe they are
nothing more than that. Both beliefs are conditioned. Both are the
result of social, economic, and other influences - which is fairly
obvious. Therefore we have first to recognize that we are the result
of the social influences about us. Whether you believe in
Hinduism, Christianity, the leftist ideology, or in nothing at all, you
are the result of that conditioning.
Now, to find out if you are something more, there must be
freedom from conditioning. To be free you must question the
whole social response, and only then can you find out whether the
individual is merely the result of society, or something more. That
is, you can find out the truth of this only through questioning the

social, economic, environmental influence, the ideologies, and so
on. Only those who question are capable of creating social
revolution. such individuals, being free of patterns, beliefs,
ideologies, are able to help to create a new society which is not
based on any conditioning.
So, seeing that the world at the present time is in conflict, with
imperialism, wars, starvation, increase in population,
unemployment, antagonism - seeing all this, the person who is
really serious has to find out whether the individual is the end of
society, that is, whether society exists for the individual. If it does,
then the relation between the individual and society is entirely
different. Then the individual is a free being in relation to society
which is also free. This requires an enormous understanding of
oneself. Without self-knowledge there is no basis for thinking: you
are merely shaped by the winds of circumstance. Without knowing
the total self there can be no right thinking. The understanding of
oneself is not to be found in withdrawal from life, in running away
from society to the woods; on the contrary, it is to be found in
relationship with one's wife, with one's son, with society.
Relationship is a mirror in which you see yourself; but you cannot
see yourself as you are if you condemn what you see. After all, if
you want to understand someone, you do not condemn him, but
study, observe him under all conditions. You are a silent watcher
observing, not condemning - and then only do you understand. Out
of that understanding comes clarity, which is the basis of right
thinking. But by the mere repetition of ideas, however wonderful
they may be, we become gramophones playing according to
various influences, but still gramophones. It is only when we cease

to be gramophone that the individual acquires significance. We are
then true revolutionaries, because we discover the real. Freedom
from ideas, from conditioning, can alone bring revolution - which
must begin with you, not with a blueprint. Any clever person can
draw up a blueprint, but it is useless. To discover what one is
brings about a radical revolution, and that discovery does not
depend on a blueprint. Such a discovery is essential to bring about
a new State.
I have been handed several questions. Before I answer them, it
is important to find out why you ask questions. Is it to strengthen
your opinions, or to create a controversy, or to deny what is said?
Because, if you cling to your views, you will listen with your
arguments, you will not listen to find out what is being said. I hope
you will listen, not in the spirit of antagonism, but to find out what
the truth is. If you meet what is being said with your opinions, of
what value is it to listen?
Question: In your talks you say that man is the measure of the
world, and that when he transforms himself the world will be at
peace. Has your own transformation shown this to be true?
Krishnamurti: What is implied in this question? That though I
say I recognize that I am the world, and the world is not separate
from me, though I talk against wars and so on, exploitation still
goes on; so what I say is futile. Let us examine this. You and the
world are not two different entities. You are the world, not as an
ideal, but factually. You are the result of climate, of nationality, of
various forms of conditioning; and what you think, what you feel,
that you project, and you create a world of division. You want to
be Telugus against Tamils, God knows why. What you project is

the world; you create the world. If you are greedy, that you project;
so the world is yourself. As the world is yourself, to transform the
world you must know yourself. in the transformation of yourself
you produce a transformation in society. The questioner implies
that since there is no cessation of exploitation, what I am saying is
futile. Is that true? I am going around the world trying to point out
truth, not doing propaganda. Propaganda is a lie. You can
propagate an idea, but you cannot propagate truth. I go around
pointing out truth; and it is for you to recognize it or not. One man
cannot change the world, but you and I can change the world
together. This is not a political lecture. You and I have to find out
what is truth; for it is truth that dissolves the sorrows, the miseries
of the world. The world is not far away in Russia or America or
England. The world is where you are, however small it may seem;
it is you, your environment, your family, your neighbour, and if
that is transformed, you bring transformation in the world. But
most of us are lazy, sluggish. What I say is real in itself; but it is
futile if you are unwilling to understand it. Transformation can be
brought about only by the individual. Great things are performed
by individuals, and you can bring about a phenomenal, radical
revolution when you understand yourselves. Have you not noticed
in history that it is individuals who transform, not the mass? The
mass may be influenced, used; but the radical revolutions in life
take place with individuals only.Wherever you live, at whatever
level of society you may be placed, if you understand yourselves
you will bring about transformation in your relationship with
others. What is important is to put an end to sorrow; for the ending
of sorrow is the beginning of revolution, and that revolution brings

about transformation in the world.
Question: You say that gurus are unnecessary, but how can I
find truth without the wise help and guidance which only a guru
can give?
Krishnamurti: The question is whether a guru is necessary or
not. Can truth be found through another? Some say it can, and
some say it cannot. As this is a question of importance, I hope you
will pay sufficient attention. We want to know the truth of this, not
my opinion as against the opinion of another. I have no opinion in
this matter. Either it is so, or it is not. Whether it is essential that
you should or should not have a guru is not a question of opinion.
The truth of the matter is not dependent on opinion, however
profound, erudite, popular, universal. The truth of the matter is to
be found out, in fact.
First of all, why do we want a guru? We say we need a guru
because we are confused, and the guru is helpful: he will point out
what truth is, he will help us to understand, he knows much more
about life than we do, he will act as a father, as a teacher to instruct
us in life; he has vast experience and we have but little; he will
help us through his greater experience, and so on and on. That is,
basically, you go to a teacher because you are confused. If you
were clear, you would not go near a guru. Obviously, if you were
profoundly happy, if there were no problems, if you understood life
completely, you would not go to any guru. I hope you see the
significance of this. Because you are confused, you seek out a
teacher. You go to him to give you a way of life, to clarify your
own confusion, to find truth. You choose your guru because you
are confused, and you hope he will give you what you ask. That is,

you choose a guru who will satisfy your demand; you choose
according to the gratification he will give you, and your choice is
dependent on your gratification. You do not choose a guru who
says, "Depend on yourself; you choose him according to your
prejudices. So, since you choose your guru according to the
gratification he gives you, you are not seeking truth but a way out
of confusion; and the way out of confusion is mistakenly called
truth.
Let us examine first this idea that a guru can clear up our
confusion. Can anyone clear up our confusion being the product of
our responses. We have created it. Do you think some one else has
created it - this misery, this battle at all levels of existence, within
and without? It is the result of our own lack of knowledge of
ourselves. It is because we do not understand ourselves, our
conflicts, our responses, our miseries, that we go to a guru who we
think will help us to be free of that confusion. We can understand
ourselves only in relation ship to the present; and that relationship
itself is the guru, not some one outside. If I do not understand that
relationship, whatever a guru may say is useless; because, if I do
not understand relationship, my relationship to property, to people,
to ideas, who can resolve the conflict within me? To resolve that
conflict, I must understand it myself, which means I must be aware
of my self in relationship. To be aware, no guru is necessary. If I
do not know myself, of what use is a guru? As a political leader is
chosen by those who are in confusion, and whose choice therefore
is also con fused, so I choose a guru. I can choose him only
according to my confusion; hence he, like the political leader, is
confused.

So, what is important is not who is right - whether I am right, or
whether those are right who say a guru is necessary; but to find out
why you need a guru is important. Gurus exist for exploitation of
various kinds, but that is irrelevant. It gives you satisfaction if
someone tells you how you are progressing. But to find out why
you need a guru - there lies the key. Another can point out the way;
but you have to do all the work, even if you have a guru. Because
you do not want to face that, you shift the responsibility to the
guru. The guru becomes use less when there is a particle of self
knowledge. No guru, no book or scripture, can give you selfknowledge: it comes when you are aware of yourself in
relationship. To be, is to be related; not to understand relationship
is misery, strife. Not to be aware of your relationship to property is
one of the causes of confusion. If you do not know your right
relationship to property, there is bound to be conflict, which
increases the conflict in society. If you do not understand the
relationship between you and your wife, between you and your
child, how can another resolve the conflict arising out of that
relationship? Similarly with ideas, beliefs, and so on. Being
confused in your relationship with people, with property, with
ideas, you seek a guru. If he is a real guru, he will tell you to
understand yourself. You are the source of all misunderstanding
and confusion; and you can resolve that conflict only when you
understand yourself in relationship.
You cannot find truth through anybody else. How can you?
Surely, truth is not something static; it has no fixed abode; it is not
an end, a goal. On the contrary, it is living, dynamic, alert, alive.
How can it be an end? If truth is a fixed point, it is no longer truth:

it is then a mere opinion. Sir, truth is the unknown, and a mind that
is seeking truth will never find it. For mind is made up of the
known, it is the result of the past, the outcome of time - which you
can observe for yourself. Mind is the instrument of the known,
hence it cannot find the unknown; it can only move from the
known to the known. When the mind seeks truth, the truth it has
read about in books, that `truth' is self-projected; for then the mind
is merely in pursuit of the known, a more satisfactory known than
the previous one. When the mind seeks truth, it is seeking its own
self-projection, not truth. After all, an ideal is self-projected; it is
fictitious, unreal. What is real is what is, not the opposite. But a
mind that is seeking reality, seeking God, is seeking the known.
When you think of God, your God is the projection of your own
thought, the result of social influences. You can think only of the
known; you cannot think of the unknown, you cannot concentrate
on truth. The moment you think of the unknown, it is merely the
self projected known. So, God or truth cannot be thought about. If
you think about it, it is not truth. Truth cannot be sought: it comes
to you. You can go only after what is known. When the mind is not
tortured by the known, by the effects of the known, then only can
truth reveal itself. Truth is in every leaf, in every tear; it is to be
known from moment to moment. No one can lead you to truth; and
if anyone leads you, it can only be to the known.
Truth can only come to the mind that is empty of the known. It
comes in a state in which the known is absent, not functioning. The
mind is the warehouse of the known, the residue of the known; and
for the mind to be in that state in which the unknown comes into
being, it must be aware of itself, of its previous experiences, the

conscious as well as the unconscious, of its responses, reactions,
and structure. When there is complete self-knowledge, then there is
the ending of the known, then mind is completely empty of the
known. It is only then that truth can come to you uninvited. Truth
does not belong to you or to me. You cannot worship it. The
moment it is known, it is unreal. The symbol is not real, the image
is not real; but when there is the understanding of self, the
cessation of self, then eternity comes into being.
Question: In order to have peace of mind,? must I not learn to
control my thoughts?
Krishnamurti: To understand this question properly, we must go
into it deeply, and that requires close attention. I hope you are not
too tired to follow it.
My mind wanders. Why? I want to think about a picture, a
phrase, an idea, an image, and in thinking about it I see that my
mind has gone off to the railway or to something that happened
yesterday. The first thought has gone, and another has taken its
place. Therefore I examine every thought that arises. That is
intelligent, isn't it? But you make an effort to fix your thought on
something. Why should you fix it? If you are interested in the
thought that comes, then it gives you its significance. The
wandering is not distraction - do not give it a name. Follow the
wandering, the distraction, find out why the mind has wandered;
pursue it, go into it fully. When the distraction is completely
understood, then that particular distraction is gone. When another
comes, pursue it also. Mind is made up of innumerable demands
and longings; and when it understands them, it is capable of an
awareness which is not exclusive. Concentration is exclusiveness,

it is resistance against something. Such concentration is like
putting on blinkers - it is obviously useless, it does not lead to
reality. When a child is interested in a toy, there is no distraction.
Comment from the audience: But that is momentary.
Krishnamurti: What do you mean? Do you want a sustained
wall to hold you in? Are you a human being or a machine, to be
limited, circumscribed? All concentration is exclusive. In that
concentrated exclusion, nothing can penetrate your desire to be
something, So concentration, which so many practise, is the denial
of real meditation. Meditation is the beginning of self-knowledge,
and without self-knowledge you cannot meditate. Without selfknowledge your meditation is valueless, it is merely a romantic
escape. So, concentration, which is a process of exclusion, of
resistance, cannot open the door to that state of mind in which
there is no resistance. If you resist your child, you do not
understand him. You must be open to all his vagaries, every one of
his moods. Likewise, to understand yourself, you must be alive to
every movement of the mind, every thought that arises. Every
thought that comes implies some interest - do not call it distraction
and condemn it: pursue it completely, fully. You want to
concentrate on what is being said, and your mind wanders off to
what a friend said last evening. This conflict you call distraction.
So you say, "Help me to learn concentration, to fix my mind on
one thing". But if you understand what causes distraction, then
there is no necessity to try to concentrate: whatever you do is
concentration. So the problem is not the wandering away, but why
the mind wanders. When the mind is wandering away from what is
being said, then you are not interested in what is being said. If you

are interested, you are not distracted. You think you ought to be
interested in a picture, an idea, a lecture, but your interest is not in
it; so the mind goes off all over the place. Why should you not
acknowledge that you are not interested, and let the mind wander?
When you are not interested, it is a waste of effort to fix the mind,
which merely creates a conflict between what you think you should
be, and the actual. It is like a motor car moving with the brakes
applied. Such concentration is futile. It is exclusion, a pushing
away. Why not acknowledge the distraction first? That is a fact.
When the mind becomes quiet, when all the problems are resolved,
it is like a pool with still waters in which you can see clearly. It is
not quiet when it is caught up in the net of problems, for then you
resort to suppression. When the mind follows and understands
every thought there is no distraction, and then it is quiet. Only in
freedom can the mind be silent. When the mind is silent, not only
the upper part, but fully; when it is free from all values, from the
pursuit of its own projections, then there is no distraction; and only
then reality comes into being.
November 20, 1949
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It is very obvious that all problems require, not an answer, a
conclusion, but the understanding of the problem itself. For the
answer, the solution to the problem, is in the problem; and to
understand the problem, whatever it is - personal or social, intimate
or general - a certain quietness, a certain quality of unidentification
with the problem is essential. That is, we see in the world at the
present time great conflicts going on: ideological conflicts, the
confusion and struggle of conflicting ideas, ultimately leading to
war; and through it all, we want peace. Because, obviously,
without peace one cannot create individually, which requires a
certain quietness, a sense of undisturbed existence. To live quietly,
peacefully, is essential in order to create, to think anew about any
problem.
Now, what is the major factor that brings about this lack of
peace within and without? That is our problem. We have
innumerable problems of various types; and to resolve them, there
must be a field of quietness, a sense of patient observation, a silent
approach; and that is essential to the resolution of any problem.
What is the thing which prevents that peace, that silent observation
of what is? It seems to me that, before we begin to talk of peace,
we ought to understand the state of contradiction; because, that is
the disturbing factor which hinders peace. We see contradiction in
us and about us; and, as I have tried to explain, what we are, the
world is, Whatever our ambitions, our pursuits, our aims, it is upon
them that we base the structure of society. So, because we are in

contradiction, there is lack of peace in us, and therefore outside of
us. There is in us a constant state of denial and assertion - what we
want to be, and what we are. The state of contradiction creates
conflict, and this conflict does not bring about peace - which is a
simple, obvious fact. This inward contradiction should not be
translated into some kind of philosophical dualism, because that is
a very easy escape. That is, by saying that contradiction is a state
of dualism, we think we have solved it - which is obviously a mere
convention, a contributory escape from actuality.
Now, what do we mean by conflict, by contradiction? Why is
there a contradiction in us. You understand what I mean by
contradiction - this constant struggle to be something apart from
what I am. I am this, and I want to be that. This contradiction in us
is a fact, not a metaphysical dualism, which we need not discuss.
Metaphysics has no significance in understanding what is. We may
discuss, say, dualism, what it is. if it exists, and so on; but of what
value is it if we don't know that there is contradiction in us,
opposing desires, opposing interests, opposing pursuits? That is, I
want to be good, and I am not able to be. This contradiction, this
opposition in us must be understood, because it creates conflict;
and in conflict, in struggle, we cannot create individually. Let us be
clear on the state we are in. There is contradiction, so there must be
struggle; and struggle is destruction, waste. In that state we can
produce nothing but antagonism, strife, more bitterness and
sorrow. If we can understand this fully and hence be free of
contradiction, then there can be inward peace, which will bring
understanding of each other.
So, the problem is this. Seeing that conflict is destructive,

wasteful, why is it that in each of us there is contradiction? To
understand that, we must go a little further. Why is there the sense
of opposing desires? I do not know if we are aware of it in
ourselves - this contradiction, this sense of wanting and not
wanting, remembering something and trying to forget it and face
something new. Just watch it. It is very simple and very normal. It
is not something extraordinary. The actual fact is, there is
contradiction. Then why does this contradiction arise? Is it not
important to understand this? Because, if there were no
contradiction, there would be no conflict, there would be no
struggle; then what is could be understood without bringing into it
an opposing element which creates conflict. So, our question is, is
it not, why is there this contradiction, and hence this struggle
which is waste and destruction? What do we mean by
contradiction? Does it not imply an impermanent state which is
being opposed by another impermanent state? That is, I think I
have a permanent desire. I posit in myself a permanent desire, and
another desire arises which contradicts it; and this contradiction
brings about conflict, which is waste. That is, there is a constant
denial of one desire by another desire, one pursuit overcoming
another pursuit. Now, is there such a thing as a permanent desire?
Surely, all desire is impermanent - not metaphysically, but actually.
Don't translate this into something metaphysical and think you
have understood it. Actually, all desire is impermanent. I want a
job. That is, I look to a certain job as a means of happiness; and
when I get it, I am dissatisfied. I want to become the manager, then
the owner, and so on and on, not only in this world, but in the socalled spiritual world - the teacher becoming the principal, the

priest becoming the bishop, the pupil becoming the Master.
So, this constant becoming, arriving at one state after another,
brings about contradiction, does it not? Therefore, why not look at
life, not as one permanent desire, but as a series of fleeting desires
always in opposition to each other? Hence the mind need not be in
a state of contradiction. If I regard life, not as a permanent desire,
but as a series of temporary desires that are constantly changing,
then there is no contradiction. I do not know if I am explaining
myself clearly; because it is important to realize that wherever
there is contradiction there is conflict, and conflict is unproductive,
wasteful, whether it is a quarrel between two people, or a struggle
within; like war, it is utterly destructive.
So, contradiction arises only when the mind has a fixed point of
desire; that is, when the mind does not regard all desire as
unmoving, transient, but seizes upon one desire and makes that into
a permanency - only then, when other desires arise, is there
contradiction. But all desires are in constant movement, there is no
fixation of desire. There is no fixed point in desire; but the mind
establishes a fixed point because it treats everything as a means to
arrive, to gain; and there must be contradiction, conflict, as long as
one is arriving. I do not know if you see that point.
It is important to see, first of all, that conflict is essentially
destructive, whether it is the communal conflict, the conflict
between nations, between ideas, or the conflict within the
individual. It is unproductive; and that struggle is utilized,
exploited by the priests, by the politicians. If we realize this,
actually see that struggle is destructive, then we have to find out
how to bring about the cessation of struggle, and must therefore

enquire into contradiction; and contradiction always implies the
desire to become, to gain, the desire to arrive - which after all is
what we mean by the so-called search for truth. That is, you want
to arrive, you want to succeed, you want to find an ultimate God or
truth which will be your permanent satisfaction. Therefore, you are
not seeking truth, you are not seeking God. You are seeking lasting
gratification, and that gratification you clothe with an idea, a
respectable sounding word such as God, truth; but actually you are
each one seeking gratification, and you place that gratification, that
satisfaction, at the highest point, calling it God, and the lowest
point is drink. As long as the mind is seeking gratification, there is
not much difference between God and drink. Socially, drink may
be bad; but the inward desire for gratification, for gain, is even
more harmful, is it not? If you really want to find truth, you must
be extremely honest, not merely at the verbal level, but altogether;
you must be extraordinarily clear, and you cannot be clear if you
are unwilling to face facts. That is what we are attempting to do at
these meetings - to see clearly for ourselves what is. If you do not
want to see, you can walk away; but if you want to find truth, you
must be extraordinarily and scrupulously clear. Therefore, a man
who wants to understand reality must obviously understand this
whole process of gratification - gratification not only in the literal
sense, but in the more psychological sense. As long as the mind is
fixed as a `permanent' centre, identified with an idea, with a belief,
there must be contradiction in life; and that contradiction breeds
antagonism, confusion, struggle, which means there can be no
peace. So, merely to force the mind to be peaceful is utterly
useless; because a mind that is disciplined, forced, compelled to be

peaceful, is not at peace. That which is made peaceful is not
peaceful. You can impose your will, your authority on a child to
make him peaceful; but that child is not peaceful. To be peaceful is
quite a different thing.
So, to understand this whole process of existence in which there
is constant struggle, pain, constant disagreement, constant
frustration, we must understand the process of the mind; and this
understanding of the process of the mind is self-knowledge. After
all, if I do not know how to think, what basis have I to think
rightly? I must know myself. In knowing myself, there comes
quietness, there comes freedom; and in that freedom there is
discovery of what is truth - not truth at an abstract level, but in
every incident of life, in my words, in my gestures, in the way I
talk to my servant. Truth is to be found in the fears, in the sorrows,
in the frustrations of daily living, because that is the world we live
in, the world of turmoil, the world of misery. If we do not
understand that, merely to understand some abstract reality is an
escape, which leads to further misery. So, what is important is to
understand oneself; and understanding oneself is not apart from the
world, because the world is where you are, it is not miles away; the
world is the community in which you live, your environmental
influences, the society which you have created - all that is the
world; and in that world, unless you understand yourself, there can
be no radical transformation, no revolution, and hence no
individual creativeness. Don't be frightened of that word
`revolution'. It is really a marvellous word with tremendous
significance if you know what it means. But most of us do not want
change, most of us resist change; we would like a modified

continuity of what is, which is called revolution - but that is not
revolution. Revolution can come into being - and it is essential for
such a revolution to take place - only when you as an individual
understand yourself in relation to society, and therefore transform
yourself; and such a revolution is not momentary, but constant. So,
life is a series of contradictions, and without understanding those
contradictions, there can be no peace. It is essential to have peace,
to have physical security, in order to live, to create. But everything
we do contradicts. We want peace, and all our actions produce war.
We want no communal strife, and yet that hope is denied. So, until
we understand this process of contradiction in ourselves, there can
be no peace, and therefore no new culture, no new state; and to
understand that contradiction, we must face ourselves,not
theoretically, but as we are, not with previous conclusions, with
quotations from the Bhagavad Gita, from Sankara, and so on. We
must take ourselves as we really are, the pleasant as well as the
unpleasant, which requires the capability of looking at exactly what
is; and we cannot understand what is, if we condemn, if we
identify, if we justify. We must look at ourselves as we would look
at that man walking on the road, and that requires constant
awareness - awareness, not at some extraordinary level, but
awareness of what we are, of our speech, our responses, our
relationship to property, to poor people, to the beggar, to the
scholar, and so on. Awareness must begin at that level, because to
go far, one must begin near; but most of us are unwilling to begin
near. It is much easier - at least we think it is much easier - to begin
far away, which is an escape from the near. We all have ideals. We
are experts at escape, and that is the curse of these escapist

religions. To go far, one must begin near. This does not require
some extraordinary renunciation, but a state of high sensitivity;
because that which is highly sensitive is receptive, and only in that
state of sensitivity can there be a reception of truth - which is not
for the dull, the sluggard, the unaware. He can never find truth. But
the man who begins near, who is aware of his gesture, of his talk,
the manner of his eating, the manner of his speech, the ways of his
behaviour - for him there is a possibility of going very extensively,
very widely into the causes of conflict. You cannot climb high if
you do not begin low; but you do not want to begin low, you do not
want to be simple, you do not want to be humble. Humility is
humor, and without humor you cannot go far. But humor is not a
thing which you can cultivate. So, a man who would really seek,
who would know what truth is, or who would be open to truth,
must begin very near, he must sensitize himself through awareness
so that his mind is polished, clear, and simple, Such a mind is not
pursuing its own desires, it does not worship a homemade ideal.
Only then can there be peace; for such a mind discovers that which
is immeasurable.
Question: Why don't you feed the poor instead of talking?
Krishnamurti: It is essential to be critically aware, but not to
pass judgment; because the moment you pass judgment, you have
already concluded. You are not critically aware. The moment you
come to a conclusion, your critical capacity is dead. Now, the
questioner implies that he is feeding the poor, and I am not. I
wonder if the questioner is feeding the poor! So, put yourself this
question, "Are you feeding the poor?". I am trying to enquire into
the mentality of the questioner. Either he is criticizing to find out,

and therefore is at perfect liberty to criticize, to enquire; or he is
criticizing with a conclusion, and therefore is no longer critical, is
merely imposing his conclusion; or, if the questioner is feeding the
poor, then his question is justified. But, are you feeding the poor?
Are you at all aware of the poor? On the average, people in India
die at 27; in America and New Zealand it is 64 to 67. If you were
aware of the poor, this state of things would not go on in India.
Now, the questioner wants to know why I am talking. I will tell
you. To feed the poor, you must have complete revolution - not a
superficial revolution of the left or of the right, but a radical
revolution; and you can have radical revolution only when ideas
have ceased. A revolution based on an idea is not a revolution;
because an idea is merely the reaction to a particular conditioning,
and action based on a conditioning is not productive of
fundamental change. So, I am talking to produce, not mere
superficial change, but fundamental change. This is not a matter of
inventing new ideas. It is only when you and I are free of ideas,
whether of the left or of the right, that we can produce a radical
revolution, inwardly and so outwardly. Then there is no question of
rich and poor. Then there is human dignity, the right to work,
opportunity and happiness for each one. Then there is no man with
too much who must feed those with too little. There is no class
difference. This is not a mere idea; it is not a utopia. It is an
actuality when this radical revolution is inwardly taking place,
when in each one of us there is fundamental change. Then there
will be no class, no nationalities, no wars, no destructive
separatism; and that can come about only when there is love in
your heart. Real revolution can come only when there is love, not

otherwise. Love is the only flame without smoke; but unfortunately
we have filled our hearts with the things of the mind, and therefore
our hearts are empty and our minds are full. When you fill the heart
with thoughts, then love is merely an idea. Love is not idea; but if
you think about love, it is not love: it is merely a projection of
thought. To cleanse the mind, there must be fullness of heart; but
the heart must be emptied of the mind before it can be full, and that
is a tremendous revolution. All other revolutions are merely the
continuation of a modified state.
Sir, when you love somebody - not the way we love people,
which is only thinking about them - , when you love people
completely, wholely, then there is neither rich nor poor. Then you
are not conscious of yourselves. Then there is that flame in which
there is no smoke of jealousy, envy, greed, sensation. It is only
such a revolution that can feed the world - and it is up to you, not
to me. But most of us have grown accustomed to listen to talks
because we live in words. Words have become important because
we are newspaper readers; we listen habitually to political talks
which are full of words without much meaning. So we are fed on
words, we survive on words; and most of you are listening to these
talks merely on the verbal level, and therefore there is no real
revolution in you. But it is up to you to bring about that revolution,
not the revolution of blood, which is a modified continuity which
we miscall revolution, but that revolution which comes into being
when the mind is no longer filling the heart, when thought is no
longer taking the place of affection, compassion. But you cannot
have love when the mind is predominant. Most of you are not
cultured, but merely well read; and you live by what you have

learned. Such knowledge does not bring about revolution, does not
bring about transformation. What brings about transformation is
understanding everyday conflicts, everyday relationships. When
the heart is empty of the things of the mind, then only that flame of
reality comes. But one must be capable of receiving it; and to
receive it, one cannot have a conclusion based on knowledge and
determination. Such a mind, being peaceful, not bound by ideas, is
capable of receiving that which is infinite, and therefore it creates
revolution - not merely to feed the poor or to give them
employment, or to give power to those who have no power; but it
will be a different world of different value, not based on monetary
satisfaction.
So, words don't feed hungry men. Words to me are not
important; I am using words merely as a means of communication.
We can use any word as long as we understand each other; and I
am not giving you ideas, I am not feeding you words. I am talking
so that you can see clearly for yourselves that which you are, and
from that perception you can act clearly and definitely and
purposefully. Only then is there a possibility of cooperative action.
Talking merely to amuse ourselves is of no value; but talking to
understand ourselves, and thus bring about transformation, is
essential.
Question: In your Talks in 1944, the following question was put
to you: "You are in a happy position. All your needs are met. We
have to earn money for ourselves, our wives and families. We have
to attend the world. How can you understand us and help us?" That
is the question.
Krishnamurti: I tried to answer the question, I did not evade it;

but perhaps I may have put it in a way that appears to the
questioner as evasion. Life is not a thing to be settled with `yes' or
`no; life is complicated, it has no such permanent conclusion. It is
like your wanting to know if there is or is not reincarnation. We
must go into it. In discussing it, you think I am evading because
your mind is fixed on one thing, either `there is' or `there is not'.
So, from your point of view, it is obviously an evasion; but if you
look into it a little more clearly, you will see that it is not evasion.
Now, the questioner wants to know, since my needs are
provided by others, how can I understand those who are struggling
with life to provide for their families and themselves? What is the
implication of this question? That you are privileged and we are
not; and how can the privileged class understand the un-privileged?
So the question is: Can the privileged person understand the unprivileged?
First of all, am I privileged? I am privileged only when I accept
position, authority, power, the prestige of asserting myself to be
somebody - which I have never done; because to be somebody is
highly immoral, unethical and unspiritual. To be somebody denies
reality; and it is only the one who is somebody that is privileged.
He exploits and denies, but I am not in that position. I go about
speaking, and for that I am paid as you are paid for your job; and I
am treated exactly on that level. My needs are not very great,
because I do not believe in great needs. A man who is burdened
with many possessions is thoughtless; but the man who avoids
possessions, and the man who is identified with a few possessions,
are equally thoughtless. So, I earn my living as you earn yours. I
speak, and I am asked to go to different parts of the world. Those

who ask me to go, pay for it. If they do not ask, if I do not talk, it is
alright. For me, talking is not a means of self-expression or
exploitation. I do not find gratification in it; it is not a means of
exploiting you or getting your money, because I do not want you to
do any charity, to believe this or not to believe that. I am talking
merely to help you see that which you are, to be clear in ourself.
For in clarity there is happiness; in understanding there is
enlightenment. There is happiness in discussing together, for in
that discussion we can see ourselves as we are. This relationship
may act as a mirror, for all relationship is a mirror in which you
and I discover ourselves.
But the questioner wants to know how I can understand and
help those who are earning money in order to maintain their
families. In other words, the questioner says: "You don't have a
family. You don't go through the daily routine of the school, to be
insulted by the boys. You are not in a position to be heckled by the
wife. So, how can you understand me, who have to encounter all
this horror every day?"
Perhaps I understand because it is very simple, and it may be
that you do not understand. It may be that you are not facing the
thing as it is. When you go through the turmoil, the responsibilities,
how do you go through them? Why do you go through the routine
of going to the office? You call that a responsibility, a duty. Why
do you put up with ugly things in life? Why do you put up with
your wife and children, or why do you love them - if you do love
them? Sir, think it out for yourself. Don't answer me. Don't laugh at
it. That is one of the easiest ways of brushing it aside - to make a
joke of it. Apparently your wife and children are merely a duty, a

responsibility, and so you find life a hollow bore. And I say to you,
why do you put up with all that? You say: "I can't help it. To run
away from it is impossible. I would like to be free of it, but society
would condemn my action. What would happen to my children, to
my wife, to my husband?" So, you say it is your karma, it is your
duty, it is your responsibility, and you postpone the problem. You
do not want to look at the thing as it is. It is only when you think it
out without fear, when you directly face it, that you will see that
you have a different relationship with your wife, with your child.
Sir, it is because you don't love your wife and children that you
have this horror of family life. You have made sex into an
enormous problem because you have no other relationship
mentally, emotionally, morally. You are bound by your religion, by
society, and the only other release possible to you is to have
success; and as you are caught, bound and held, you rebel against
it; you want to be free, and yet you are not. That is the
contradiction, and therefore you struggle, which is such a wasteful
thing. And, after all, why have we to live in the routine of an office
to earn money, to have a job? Sir, have you ever tried not doing
anything, really giving up, not calculating? Then you will see that
life will feed you. But renunciation with a calculation is not
renunciation. Renunciation with an end in view, giving up in order
to find God, is merely the search for power. It is not renunciation.
To renounce, you cannot look to tomorrow. But you see, we dare
not think in these terms. We are respectable people. We have
cultivated minds. We play a double game. We are not honest with
ourselves and therefore with our families, with our children, with
society. Being inwardly uncertain, insecure, we cling to outward

things, to the position, to the wife, to the husband, to the children,
and they become a means of gratification. I want somebody to be
with me, to encourage me, generally the wife or the husband; so we
use another for our own gratification. Surely, all this is not very
difficult to understand. It is difficult only when you merely
examine the superficial side of it. Most of us do not want to go
deeply into these questions, so we try to evade them. Sir, a person
who evades, who avoids looking at what is, will never find reality.
The religious person is one who sees directly what is, he does not
seek reality away from that. Reality is in your relationship with
your wife and children, in the way you earn money: it is not
somewhere else. You cannot earn money through wrong means;
you must have a right means of livelihood. Truth is not away from
that, but is to be discovered in everyday action; and because we
avoid all these things, our life is a misery. Our life is empty, has no
meaning, except to breed children, earn a living, master a few
words of Sanskrit, and do some puja. This we call existence. This
we call living, an empty thing without much significance. Surely,
to point out all this is not evading the question. To understand it,
obviously you and I must go into it. I am not your guru; because, if
you choose me as your guru, you will make me into another
escape, and what you choose out of your confusion must also be
confused. So, truth is a thing to be discovered from moment to
moment, in every movement of life; and to understand that, you
and I can talk it over, think it out together. I am not imposing
something on you which you will never look into. We are talking it
over to see our problem clearly, with the dignity of human beings,
not with the desire to worship each other.

So, what is important in this question is whether I can really
help you to understand yourself. I can help you only if you want to
understand yourself; if you don't, the problem is simple: I cannot
help you. That is neither wrong nor right. It simply cannot be done.
But, if we both want to understand and therefore you and I have a
relationship in which there is no fear, no subservience, then you
can discover yourself as you are. That is all relationship can do - to
offer a mirror in which to discover oneself; and the more you
understand, the more there is quietness, tranquillity in the mind;
and in that peace, in that silence, reality comes into being.
Question: What is the purpose of prayer?
Krishnamurti: To answer this question, we must go into it fully,
because it is a complex problem. Let us see what we mean by
prayer, then we will find out its purpose. What do you mean by
prayer? When do you pray? Not when you are happy, not when
you are delighted; not when there is joy or pleasure in you, You
pray only when you are in confusion, when you are in trouble, and
then your prayer is a petition. A man in trouble prays, which means
he is begging he wants help. He is petitioning, he is asking to be
comforted. (Laughter.) There is nothing to laugh at. So, the man
who is content, the man who is happy, the man who sees very
clearly and understands reality in the action of everyday - such a
man is not in need of prayer. You don't pray when you are joyous;
you don't pray when there is delight in your heart. You pray only
when there is confusion, or your prayer is merely a begging
petition, a demand for help, for comfort, for alleviation. Is it not?
In other words, you are in confusion, and you want some outside
agency to get you out of that confusion. You want somebody to

help you; and the more there is of the psychological element in
your problem, the more urgent the demand for outside help. So,
either you pray to God, or, if you are a modern person, you go to a
psychologist; or, in order to escape from that confusion, you repeat
a lot of words. You attend various prayer meetings where you are
shepherded together and mesmerized into a certain state and you
think you have the answer. These are all actual facts. I am not
inventing, I am just showing the implications of what you mean by
prayer. As we go to a doctor when in physical pain, so when we are
in psychological confusion we escape into mass hypnotism, or
petition some outside agency for help. That is what we do, is it
not? I am thinking aloud for you, that is all: I am not imposing
anything on you. So, our prayer is addressed, not to truth, but to an
outside agency, which we call a guide, a guru, or God. That is,
when in pain, when in psychological con- flict, we turn to
somebody. It is the natural instinct of a boy turning to his father for
help. When I do not understand my relationships with people,
when I am in confusion, I call somebody to help me - which is a
natural instinct, is it not?
Now, can an outside agency help me? Not that there is no
outside agency - we will go into that another time; but, can an
outside agency help me when I have a problem, when I am in
conflict, in confusion which I have created myself? I have created
conflict in my relation ship with society. I have done something
which brings about conflict. Surely, I am responsible for that
confusion, not another; and until I understand it, what is the value
of my turning to an outside agency? The outside agency may help
me to get out of it, may help me to escape from it; but as long as I

do not understand my turmoil, I will create another. That is what
we are doing: We create a confusion, find some way to get out of
it, and plunge into another confusion. So, until I understand the
maker of confusion, which is myself, until I clear that confusion
for myself, merely turning to an outside agency is of very little
value. I know you won't like this, you will resist it, because you do
not want to look at things as they are; but surely I have to look at
myself clearly in order to understand the cause of confusion. So,
that is one fact.
Then we know the simple way of escaping from what is by
denying it. We either cover it up through a repetition of words, or
escape from it by going to a mass prayer meeting. We know these
various ways. You go to a temple and repeat a lot of words; you
keep on repeating, and you think you are transformed. You have an
answer, you have found a conclusion. It is merely a way of evading
the problem. You have not looked at the problem. What happens
when you pray? What do you do when you pray? You repeat
certain words, certain phrases. What does it do to the mind when
you constantly repeat certain prayers? By the repetition of phrases,
the mind is made quiet. It is not quiet, but it is made quiet. There is
a difference between a quiet mind, and a mind that is made quiet.
The mind that is made quiet by repetition is compelled, hypnotized
into silence. Now, what happens when the mind is hypnotized into
silence? What happens when the mind is made artificially quiet?
Have you thought it out? Think it out, and see where it leads. You
have to pay a little attention, experiment with yourself, and not be
distracted by those who come in and go out. Those of you who are
interested, sit near.

Now, what happens to a mind that is made quiet? That is, you
have a problem, and you want to find an answer. Therefore you
pray, which is a repetition of certain phrases, and through that the
mind is made quiet. What is the relationship between that
hypnotized mind and the problem? Please follow this a little. You
desire to find an answer to the problem, and therefore use, chant
certain words to make the mind quiet; that is, you want a
satisfactory answer to the problem, an answer that will be
gratifying, not an answer that may contradict you. So, when you
pray and make the mind quiet through words, you are looking for
an answer which will be satisfying. You have already conceived
the answer, which must be satisfactory; therefore, you will find a
satisfactory answer. Please see the importance of this, Sir. You
create what you want through dulling and making the mind quiet;
by forcing the mind to pray, you have already established what you
want: an answer which will be satisfactory, peaceful, completely
satisfying. Therefore, the mind which is seeking an answer to the
problem through prayer will find the answer which is satisfactory.
Therefore it is settled, and you say the answer is from God. That is
why political leaders shout that they represent God, or that God has
spoken to them directly: because they have identified themselves
with the country, they get a satisfactory answer.
So, what happens to a mind that is unwilling to understand the
problem and thus seeks the answer from an outside agency?
Consciously or unconsciously, it gets a satisfactory answer otherwise it would reject the answer. That is, those who pray are
seeking satisfaction, and are therefore incapable of understanding
the problem itself. When the mind is made quiet through prayer,

the unconscious, which is the residue of your own satisfactory
conclusions, projects itself into the conscious mind, and therefore
your prayer is answered. So, when you pray, you are seeking an
escape, happiness; and the outside agency which answers you is
your own gratification, your own conscious or unconscious
identification with the particular desire which you want to gratify.
So, I have a problem. I do not want to escape from it, I do not
want an answer, I do not want a conclusion. I want to understand;
because the moment I understand something, I am free of it. So,
need I go through the process of hypnotizing myself, in order to
understand, or of being hypnotized by words, forcing the mind to
be quiet? Surely not. When I have a problem, I want to understand
it. Understanding can come only when the mind is no longer
judging the problem, that is, when the mind can look at it without
condemnation or justification. Then the mind is quiet, not made
quiet; and when the mind is quiet, then you will see that the
problem unfolds itself. If you do not condemn, if you do not try to
find an answer, the mind is quiet; in that quietness the problem
reveals its own answer, not one satisfying to you. Therefore the
truth of the problem comes from the problem itself; but you cannot
see the truth of the problem if you approach it with a conclusion, a
prayer, a petition, which intervenes between yourself and the
problem.
So, the man who wants to understand any problem can
understand it only when the mind is quiet, not taking sides. When
you want to understand the problem of unemployment, of human
misery, you cannot take sides. But your politicians want you to
take sides. If you are to understand the problem, there can be no

sides, because the problem is not a matter of opinion, it does not
demand an ideology. It demands that you should look at it clearly
so as to understand its content; and you cannot understand the
content of a problem if you have a screen of ideology between you
and the problem. Similarly, prayer without self-knowledge leads to
ignorance, to illusion. Self-knowledge is meditation, and without
self-knowledge there is no meditation. Meditation is not fixing the
mind on some object: meditation is understanding what is in
relationship. Then the mind need not be forced to be quiet. Then
the mind is extremely sensitive, and therefore highly receptive. But
to discipline the mind to be quiet destroys receptivity.
Perhaps we shall discuss this again next Sunday. To understand
a problem, you must understand the creator of the problem, which
is yourself. The problem is not apart from you. So, to understand
yourself is of the highest importance; and to understand yourself
you cannot withdraw from relationship, because relationship is a
mirror in which you see yourself. Relationship is action, not
abstract action but everyday action: your quarrels, your anger, your
grief; and as you understand all that in relation to yourself, there
comes quietness of mind, a tranquillity. In that tranquillity there is
freedom. Only with that freedom is there the perception of truth.
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There will be a discussion tomorrow morning at 7:45, and also on
Tuesday at the same time; but there will be no talk next Sunday.
This is the last talk.
I have said that there is an art in listening, and perhaps I can go
a little more into it, because I think it is important to listen rightly.
We generally hear what we want to hear, and exclude everything
that is disturbing. To any expression of a disturbing idea we turn a
deaf ear; and specially in matters that are profound, religious, that
have significance in life, we are apt to listen very superficially. If
we hear at all, it is merely the words, not the content of the words;
because most of us do not want to be disturbed. Most of us want to
carry on in our old ways; because to alter, to bring about a change,
means disturbance: disturbance in our daily life, disturbance in our
family, disturbance between wife and husband, between ourselves
and society. As most of us are disinclined to be disturbed, we
prefer to follow the easy way of existence; and whether it leads to
misery, to turmoil and conflict, is apparently of very little
importance. All that we want is an easy life - not too much trouble,
not too much disturbance, not too much thinking; and so, when we
listen, we are not really hearing anything. Most of us are afraid to
hear deeply; but it is only when we hear deeply when the sounds
penetrate deeply, that there is a possibility of a fundamental,
radical change. Such change is not possible if you listen
superficially; and if I may suggest, at least for this evening, please
try to listen without any resistance, without any prejudice - just

listen. Do not make tremendous effort to understand, because
understanding does not come through effort, understanding does
not come through striving. Understanding comes swiftly,
unknowingly, when the effort is passive; only when the maker of
effort is silent does the wave of understanding come. So, if I may
suggest, listen as you would listen to the water that is flowing by.
You are not imagining, you are not making an effort to listen, you
are just listening. Then the sound conveys its own meaning, and
that understanding is far deeper, far greater and more lasting, than
the mere understanding of words that comes through intellectual
effort. The understanding of words which is called intellectual
comprehension is utterly empty. You say, "I understand
intellectually, but I cannot put it into practice; which means, really,
that you do not understand. When you understand, you understand
the content; there is no intellectual understanding. Intellectual
understanding is merely a verbal understanding. Hearing the words
is not the understanding of their content. The word is not the thing.
The word is not understanding. Understanding comes when the
mind has ceased to make an effort, which means, when it does not
put up a resistance, when it is not prejudiced, but listens freely and
fully. And, if I may suggest, that is what we should try to do this
evening; because then there is in listening a great delight - like
listening to a poem, to a song, or seeing the movement of a tree.
Then that very observation, listening, gives a tremendous
significance to existence.
Religion, surely, is the uncovering of reality. Religion is not
belief. Religion is not the search for truth. The search for truth is
merely the fulfilment of belief. Religion is the understanding of the

thinker; for what the thinker is, that he creates. Without
understanding the process of the thinker and the thought, merely to
be caught in a dogma is surely not the uncovering of the beauty of
life, of existence, of truth. If you seek truth, then you already know
truth. If you go out seeking something, the implication is that you
have lost it, which means you already know what it is. What you
do know is belief; and belief is not truth. No amount of belief, no
amount of tradition, none of the religious ceremonies in which
there are so many preconceptions of truth, lead to religion, Nor is
religion the belief, the God of the irreligious, of the believer who
does not believe.
Religion, surely, is allowing truth to come into being, whatever
that truth is - not the truth that you want, for then it is merely the
gratification of a particular desire which you call belief. So, it is
necessary to have a mind that is capable of receiving whatever the
truth is; and such a mind is possible only when you listen
passively. Passive awareness comes into being when there is no
effort, no suppression or sublimation; because, after all, to receive,
there must be a mind that is not burdened with opinion or busy
with its own chatter. Out of an opinion or a belief the mind can
project an idea or an image of God; but it is a projection of itself,
of its own chatter, of its own fabrication, and therefore it is not
real. The real cannot be projected or invited, but can come into
being only when the mind, the thinker, understands himself.
Without understanding the thought and the thinker, there is no
possibility of receiving truth, because the maker of effort is the
thought, which is the thinker. Without thought, there is no thinker;
and the thinker, seeking further security, takes refuge in an idea

which he calls God, religion. But that is not religion, that is merely
an extension of his own egotism, a projection of himself. It is a
projected righteousness, a projected respectability; and this
respectability cannot receive that which is truth. Most of us are
very respectable, in the political, economic, or religious sense. We
want to be something, here or in another world. The desire for
different form, is still self-projection, it is still the worship of
oneself; and such a projection is surely not religion. Religion is
something much wider, much deeper than the projections of the
self; and after all, your belief is a projection. Your ideals are selfprojections, whether national or religious, and the following of
such projections is obviously the gratification of the self, and
therefore the enclosing of the mind within a belief; therefore it is
not real.
Reality comes into being only when the mind is still, not made
still. Therefore, there must be no disciplining of the mind to be
still. When you discipline yourself, it is merely a projected desire
to be in a particular state. Such a state is not the state of passivity.
Religion is the understanding of the thinker and the thought, which
means the understanding of action in relationship. The
understanding of action in conduct is religion, not the worship of
some idea, however gratifying, however traditional, whoever has
said it. Religion is understanding the beauty, the depth, the
extensive significance of action in relationship. Because, after all,
life is relationship; to be, is to be related - otherwise you have no
existence. You cannot live in isolation. You are related to your
friends, to your family, to those with whom you work. Even though
you withdraw to a mountain, you are related to the man who brings

food; you are related to an idea which you have projected.
Existence implies being, which is relationship; and if we do not
understand that relationship, there is no understanding of reality.
But because relationship is painful, disturbing, constantly changing
in its demands, we escape from it to what we call God, which we
think is the pursuit of reality. The pursuer cannot pursue the real.
He can only pursue his own ideal, which is self-projected. So, our
relationship and the understanding of it is true religion and nothing
else is, be- cause in that relationship is contained the whole
significance of existence. In relationship, whether with people,
with nature, with the trees, with the stars, with ideas, with the State
- in that relationship is the whole uncovering of the thinker and the
thought, which is man, which is mind. The self comes into being
through the focus of conflict; the focussing of conflict gives selfconsciousness to the mind. Otherwise there is no self; and though
you may place that self on a high level, it is still the self of
gratification.
So, the man who would receive reality, not seek reality, who
would hear the voice of the eternal, whatever that eternal is, must
understand relationship; because in relationship there is conflict,
and it is that conflict which prevents the real. That is, in conflict
there is the fixing of self-consciousness, which seeks to eschew, to
escape conflict; but only when the mind understands conflict is it
capable of receiving the real. So, without understanding
relationship, the pursuit of the real is the pursuit of an escape, is it
not? Why not face it? Without understanding the actual, how can
you go beyond? You may close your eyes, you may run away to
shrines and worship empty images; but the worship, the devotion,

the puja, the giving of flowers, the sacrifices, the ideals, beliefs all that has no meaning without understanding the conflict in
relationship. So, the understanding of conflict in relationship is of
primary importance and nothing else, for in that conflict you
discover the whole process of the mind. Without knowing yourself
as you are, not as you are technically supposed to be - God
enclosed in matter, or whatever the theory is - , but actually, in the
conflict of daily existence, economic, social and ideological without understanding that conflict, how can you go beyond and
find something? The search for the beyond is merely an escape
from what is; and if you want to escape, then religion or God is as
good an escape as drink. Don't object to this putting drink and God
on the same level. All escapes are on the same level, whether you
escape through drink, through puja, or whatever it be.
So, the understanding of conflict in relationship is of primary
importance and nothing else; because out of that conflict we create
the world in which we live every day - the misery, the poverty, the
ugliness of existence. Relationship is response to the movement of
life. That is, life is a constant challenge, and when the response is
inadequate, there is conflict; but to respond immediately, truly,
adequately to the challenge, brings about a completeness. In that
response which is adequate to the challenge there is the cessation
of conflict, and therefore it is important to understand oneself, not
in abstraction, but in actuality, in everyday existence. What you are
in daily life is of the highest importance; not what you think about
or what you have ideas about, but how you behave to your wife, to
your husband, to your children, to your employees. Because, from
what you are, you create the world. Conduct is not an ideal

conduct. There is no ideal conduct. Conduct is what you are from
moment to moment, how you behave from moment to moment.
The ideal is an escape from what you are. How can you go far
when you do not know what is near you, when you are not aware
of your wife? Surely, you must begin near to go far; but
nevertheless your eyes are fixed on the horizon, which you call
religion, and you have all the paraphernalia of belief to help you to
escape.
So, what is important is not how to escape, because any escape
is as good as another - the religious escapes and the worldly
escapes are all the same, and escapes do not solve our problem.
Our problem is conflict, not only the conflict between individuals,
but the world conflict. We see what is happening in the world - the
increasing conflict of war, of destruction, of misery. That you
cannot stop; all you can do is to alter your relationship with the
world, not the world of Europe or America, but the world of your
wife, your husband, your work, your home. There you can bring
change, and that change moves in wider and wider circles; but
without this fundamental change there can be no peace of mind.
You may sit in a corner or read something to put yourself to sleep,
which most people call meditation; but that is not the uncovering
the receiving of the real. What most of us want is a satisfying
escape; we do not want to face our conflicts because they are too
painful. They are painful only because we never look to see what
they are all about; we seek something which we call God, but
never look into the cause of conflict. But if we understand the
conflict of everyday existence, then we can go further, because
therein lies the whole significance of life. A mind that is in conflict

is a destructive mind, a wasteful mind, and those in conflict can
never understand; but conflict is not stilled by any sanctions,
beliefs, or disciplines, because the conflict itself has to be
understood. Our problem is in relationship, which is life; and
religion is the understanding of that life, which brings about a state
in which the mind is quiet. Such a mind is capable of receiving the
real. That, after all, is religion - not your sacred threads, your pujas,
your repetition of words, phrases and ceremonies. Surely, all that is
not religion. Those are divisions, but a mind that is understanding
relationship has no division. The belief that life is one is merely an
idea and therefore has no value; but for a man who is
understanding relationship there is no `outsider' or `insider', there is
neither the foreigner nor the one who is near. Relationship is the
process of under standing oneself, and to understand oneself from
moment to moment in daily life is self-knowledge. Self-knowledge
is not a religion, an ultimate end. There is no such thing as an
ultimate end. There is such a thing for the man who wants to
escape; but the understanding of relationship, in which there is
ever-unfolding self-knowledge, is immeasurable.
So, self-knowledge is not the knowledge of the self placed at
some high level; it is from moment to moment in daily conduct
which is action, which is relationship; and without that selfknowledge there is no right thinking. You have no basis for right
thinking if you do not know what you are. You cannot know
yourself in abstraction, in ideology. You can know yourself only in
relationship in your daily life. Don't you know that you are in
conflict? And what is the good of going away from it, of avoiding
it, like a man who has a poison in his system which he does not

reject and who is therefore slowly dying? So, self-knowledge is the
beginning of wisdom, and without that self-knowledge you cannot
go far; and to seek the absolute, God, truth, or what you will, is
merely the search after a self-projected gratification. Therefore,
you must begin near and search every word that you speak, search
every gesture, the way you talk, the way you act, the way you eat be aware of everything without condemnation; then in that
awareness you will know what actually is and the transformation of
what is, which is the beginning of liberation. Liberation is not an
end. Liberation is from moment to moment in the understanding of
what is - when the mind is free, not made free. It is only a free
mind that can discover, not a mind moulded by a belief or shaped
according to an hypothesis. Such a mind cannot discover. There
can be no freedom if there is conflict, for conflict is the fixing of
the self in relation ship.
Many questions have been sent in, and naturally it is impossible
to answer them all. We have therefore chosen some which seem to
be representative, and if your question is not answered, don't feel
that it has been overlooked. After all, all problems are related, and
if I can understand one problem in its entirety, then I can
understand all the related problems. So, listen to these questions as
you would listen to the talk; because questions are a challenge, and
only in responding to them adequately do we find the problems
resolved. They are a challenge to you as well as to me, and
therefore let us think them out together and respond fully.
Question: What is right education? As teachers and as parents
we are confused.
Krishnamurti: Now, how are we going to find the truth of this

matter? Merely forcing the mind into a system, a pattern, is
obviously not education. So, to discover what is right education,
we must find out what we mean by `education'. Surely, education
is not to learn the purpose of life, but to understand the meaning,
the significance, the process of existence; because if you say life
has a purpose, then the purpose is self-projected. Surely, to find out
what is right education, you have first to enquire into the whole
significance of life, of living. What is present education? Learning
to earn a few rupees, acquiring a trade, becoming an engineer, a
sociologist, learning how to butcher people, or how to read a poem.
If you say education is to make a person efficient, which means to
give him technical knowledge, then you must understand the whole
significance of efficiency. What happens when a person becomes
more and more efficient? He becomes more and more ruthless.
Don't laugh. What are you doing in your daily life? What is
happening now in the world? Education means the development of
a particular technique, which is efficiency, which means
industrialization, the capacity to work faster and produce more and
more, all of which ultimately leads to war. You see this happening
every day. Education as it is leads to war, and what is the point of
education? To destroy or be destroyed. So, obviously, the present
system of education is utterly futile. Therefore, what is important is
to educate the educator. These are not clever statements to be
listened to and laughed off. Because, without educating the teacher,
what can he teach the child except the exploiting principles on
which he himself has been brought up? Most of you have read
many books. Where are you? You have money or can earn it, you
have your pleasures and ceremonies - and you are in conflict; and

what is the point of education, of learning to earn a few rupees,
when your whole existence leads to misery and war? So, right
education, surely, must begin with the educator, the parent, the
teacher; and the enquiry into right education means enquiry into
life, into existence, does it not? What is the point of your being
educated as a lawyer if you are only going to increase conflict and
maintain litigation? But there is money in that, and you thrive on it.
So, if you want to bring about right education, you must obviously
understand the meaning, the significance, of existence. It is not
only to earn money, to have leisure, but to be able to think directly,
truly - not `consistently', because to think consistently is merely to
conform to a pattern. A consistent thinker is a thoughtless person;
he merely repeats certain phrases and thinks in a groove. To find
out what is right education, there must be the understanding of
existence, which means the understanding of yourself; be- cause
you cannot understand existence abstractly. You cannot understand
yourself by theorizing as to what education should be. Surely, right
education begins with the right understanding of the educator.
Look at what is happening in the world. Governments are taking
control of education - naturally, because all governments are
preparing for war. Your pet government, as well as the foreign
government, must inevitably prepare for war. A sovereign
government must have an army, a navy, an air force; and to make
the citizens efficient for war, to prepare them to perform their
duties thoroughly, efficiently, ruthlessly, the central government
must control them. Therefore, they educate them as they
manufacture mechanical instruments, to be ruthlessly efficient. If
that is the purpose and end of education, to destroy or be destroyed,

then it must be ruthless; and I am not at all sure that that is not
what you want. Because, you are still educating your children in
the same old fashion. Right education begins with the
understanding of the educator, the teacher, which means that he
must be free of established patterns of thought. Education is not
merely imparting information, knowing how to read, gathering and
correlating facts; but it is seeing the whole significance of
education, of government, of the world situation, of the totalitarian
spirit which is becoming more and more dominant throughout the
world. Being confused you create the educator who is also
confused, and through so-called education you give power to
destroy the foreign government. Therefore, before you ask what
right education is, you must understand yourself; and you will see
that it does not take a long time to understand yourself if you are
interested to find out. Sir, without understanding yourself as the
educator, how can you bring about a new kind of education?
Therefore we come back to the eternal point which is yourself; and
you want to avoid that point, you want to shift the responsibility
onto the teacher, onto the government. The government is what
you are, the world is what you are; and without understanding your
self, how can there be right education?
Question: What do you mean by living from moment to
moment?
Krishnamurti: A thing that continues can never be new. Just
think it out and you will see - it is not a complicated problem.
Surely, if I can complete each day and not carry over my worries,
my tribulations, to the next, then I can meet tomorrow afresh.
Meeting the challenge afresh is creation, and there can be no

creation without ending. That is, you meet the new with the old;
therefore there must be an ending of the old to meet the new. There
must be an ending every minute, so that every minute is a new one.
That is not a poetical imagination or indulgence. If you try, you
will find cut what happens. But, you see, we want to continue. We
want to have continuation from moment to moment, from day to
day, because we think without continuation we can not exist.
Now, that which is capable of continuing, can that renew itself?
Can that be new? Surely, there can be a new thing only when there
is an ending. Your thought is continuous. Thought is the result of
the past, thought is founded upon the past; it is a continuance of the
past which in conjunction with the present creates, modifies, the
future. But the past, through the present, to the future, is still a
continuity. There is no break. It is only when there is a break that
you can see something new. Merely to continue the past modified
by the present is not to perceive the new. Therefore, thought cannot
perceive the new. Thought must end for the new to be. But, you see
what we are doing. We are using the present as a passage from the
past to the future. Are we not doing that? To us, the present is not
important. Thought, which is the present action, which is the
present relationship, we do not think is important. We think what is
important is the outcome, the result of thought, which is the future
or the past. Have you not noticed how the old look to the past and
also how the young sometimes look to the past or to the future?
They are occupied with themselves in the past or in the future, but
never give their full attention to the present. So, we use the present
as a passage way to something else, and therefore there is no
consideration, no observation of the present; and to observe the

present, the past must end. Surely, to see what is, you cannot look
through the past to the present. If I want to understand you, I must
look at you directly, I must not bring up my past prejudices and
through those prejudices look at you. Then I am only looking at my
prejudices. I can look at you only when the prejudices are not;
therefore there must be an end to prejudices.
So, to understand what is, which is action, which is relationship
at every moment, there must be a freshness; therefore there must be
an ending of the past; and this is not a theory. Experiment with it
and you will see that this ending is not as difficult as you think.
While you are listening, try it and you will see how easily and
completely you can end thought and so discover. That is, when you
are not induced, when you are interested in something vitally,
profoundly, you are looking at it anew.The very interest drives
away the past. You are only concerned to observe what is and to
allow what is to tell its story. When you see the truth of this, your
mind is emptied from moment to moment. Therefore the mind is
discovering everything anew, and that is why knowledge can never
be new. It is only wisdom that is new. Knowledge can be taught in
a school, but wisdom cannot be taught. A school of wisdom is
nonsense. Wisdom is the discovery and the understanding of what
is from moment to moment, and how can you be taught to observe
what is? If you are taught, it is knowledge, then knowledge
intervenes between you and the fact. Therefore knowledge is a
barrier to the new, and a mind full of knowledge cannot understand
what is. You are learned, are you not? And is your mind new? Or is
it filled up with memorized facts? And a mind which becomes
more and more a mere accumulation of facts, - how can such a

mind see anything new? To see what is new, there must be an
emptiness of past knowledge. Only in the discovery of what is
from moment to moment is there the freedom which wisdom
brings. Therefore, wisdom is something new, not repetitive, not
something which you learn out of a school book or from Sankara,
the Bhagavad Gita, or Christ.
So, knowledge which is continued is a barrier to understanding
the new. If in listening you bring in your previous knowledge, how
can you understand? First you must listen. Sir, an engineer has
knowledge of stresses and strains; but if he comes to build a
bridge, he must first study the location and the soil. He must look
at it independently of the structure which he is going to build,
which means he must regard it anew, not merely copy from a book.
But there is a danger in similes, so use it lightly. What is important
is that there be a renewal in which there can be creation, that
creative impulse, that sense of constant rebirth; and that can come
into being only when there is death every minute. Such a mind can
receive that which is truth. Truth is not something absolute, final,
far away. It is to be discovered from moment to moment, and you
cannot discover it in a state of continuity. There can be no freedom
in continuity. After all, continuity is memory, and how can
memory be new? How can memory, which is experience, which is
the past, understand the present? Only when the past is wholly
understood and the mind is empty is it capable of seeing the
present in all its significance. But most of our minds are not empty.
They are filled with knowledge, and such a mind is not a thinking
mind. It is only a repetitive mind, a gramophone changing the
records according to circumstances. Such a mind is incapable of

discovering the new. There is the new only in ending; but you are
afraid of that. You are afraid of ending, and all your talk your
accumulation of facts, is merely a safeguard, an escape from that.
Therefore, you are seeking continuity, but continuity is never new
in it there can be no renewal, no emptiness in which you can
receive. So, the mind can renew itself only when it is empty, not
when it is filled with your worries from day to day; and when the
mind has come to an end there is a creation which is timeless.
Question: The more I listen to you, the more.I feel the truth of
the ancient teachings of Christ, Sankara, the Bhagavad Gita and
Theosophy. Have you really not read any of them?
Krishnamurti: I will first answer the second part of the question,
and then take up the first part. "Have you really not read any of
them? No, Sir, I have not read any of them. What is wrong with
that? Are you surprised? Are you shocked? And why should you
read them? Why do you want to read others' books when there is
the book of yourself Why do you want to read the Bible or
Sankara? Surely, because you want confirmation, you want to
conform. That is why most people read: to be confirmed in what
they believe or what they express, to be sure, to be safe, to be
certain. Can you discover anything in certainty? Obviously not. A
man who is certain psychologically can never discover. So, why do
you read? You may read for mere amusement, or to accumulate
facts; or you read to acquire what you call wisdom, and you think
you have understood everything because you can quote Sankara;
you think by quoting Sankara you have got the full significance of
life. The man who quotes is a thoughtless man because he is
merely repeating what somebody has said. Sirs, if you had no

book, no Bhagavad Gita, no Sankara, what would you do? You
would have to take the journey by yourself into the unknown, you
would have to venture out alone. When you discover something
what you discover is yours, then you need no book. I have not read
the Bhagavad Gita nor any of the religious, psychological, or
philosophical books, but I have discovered something, and that
discovery can come only in freedom, not through repetition. That
discovery is far greater than the experience of another, because
discovery is not repetition, not copy.
Then, the first part of the question. Sir, why do you compare?
What is the process of comparison? Why do you say, "what you
say is like Sankara"? Whether it is or is not is unimportant. Truth
can never the same, it is ever new. If it is same, it is not truth,
because truth is living from moment to moment, cannot be today
what it was yesterday. But why do you want compare? Don't you
compare And order to feel safe, in order feel that you do not have
think, since what I say is what Sankara said? You have read
Sankara and you think you have understood; so you compare and
relax, which is all very quick and effortless. In fact, you have not
understood, and that is why you compare. When you compare,
there is no understanding. To understand, you must look directly at
the thing that is presented to you, and a mind that compares is a
sluggish, wasteful mind; it is a mind that lives in security, that is
enclosed in gratification. Such a mind cannot possibly understand
truth. Truth is a living thing, not static, and a thing that is living is
incomparable; it cannot be compared with the past or with the
future. Truth is incomparable from moment to moment, and for a
mind that tries to compare it, weigh it, judge it, there is no truth.

For such a mind there is only propaganda, repetition; and repetition
is a lie, it is not truth. You repeat because you are not experiencing,
and a man who is experiencing never repeats, because truth is not
repeatable. You cannot repeat truth, but your conclusion, your
judgment about it can be repeated. Therefore, a mind that
compares, that says, "What you are saying is exactly what Sankara
said", such a mind merely wants to continue and so is enervated,
dead.
Sir, there is no song in your heart if you merely repeat a song
and therefore follow the singer. What is important is not whether I
have read sacred books, or whether what I say is comparable to
Sankara, the Bhagavad Gita, or Christ, but what is important is
why you repeat, why you compare. Understand why you compare,
then you will be understanding yourself. The understanding of
yourself is far more important than your understanding of Sankara,
because you are far more important than Sankara or any ideology.
It is only through you that you discover truth. You are the
discoverer of truth, not Sankara, not the Bhagavad Gita, which has
no meaning - it is only a means of hypnotizing yourself, like
reading the newspaper. So, a mind that is capable of receiving truth
is a mind that does not compare, for truth is incomparable. To
receive truth the mind must be alone, and it is not alone when it is
influenced by Sankara or Buddha. Therefore all influence, all
conditioning, must cease. Only in that state when all know ledge
has ceased is there an ending, and therefore the aloneness of truth.
Question: What exactly do you mean by meditation? Is it a
process or a state?
Krishnamurti: Though I talk and you listen, let us experience

and discover together what is meditation. I am not going to teach
you how to meditate, but together let us find out what is
meditation. So, listen and experience as we go along, for words
have meaning only when we move, when we journey together.
What is meditation? Meditation is the understanding of the
mediator; the mediator is the meditation. Meditation is not
exclusion, concentration. What do you mean by concentration? I
am going to explain. We are taking a journey together: You are
discovering and I am discovering, and the important thing is to
discover, not merely to copy, to follow. Most of us consider that
concentration is meditation, but it is not, and I will show you why
it is not. Concentration means exclusion - focussing on one interest
to the exclusion of other interests. You concentrate and resist; so,
concentration is the focussing of resistance. You try to concentrate
on a picture, on an image, on an idea, and your mind wanders to
other interests; and the exclusive resistance of the various interests
you call meditation. Surely, that concentration is not meditation,
because in that effort there is conflict between that which resists
and that which encroaches. That is, you spend your time in
resisting, in battling, in disciplining against something. You spend
days and years in this battle, till at last you can focus your mind on
the object of your desire. The object of your desire is selfprojected, it is part of the thought process, it is of your own
creation, and on that you try to focus; so, you are concentrating
upon yourself, though you call it the ideal. Therefore it is an
enclosing, exclusive process.
Now, meditation is not exclusion. We are discovering what
meditation is interrogatively: to say what it is, is merely to copy.

Only when you say what it is not, you say what it is. So,
concentration is not meditation. When a schoolboy is interested in
a toy, he has concentration. Surely, that is not meditation. The toy
us not god, and the pursuit of virtue is not meditation. Let us see
then what that means. The cultivation of virtue - is that virtue? To
cultivate goodness - is that virtue? To say, "I am going to be
brotherly" and meditate upon brotherliness - is that virtue? Such
meditation upon virtue is merely self-calculation. Virtue implies
freedom, and you are not free when you are plotting to become
virtuous. So, the man who meditates daily to become virtuous, is
not virtuous. It is a cloak, which is mere respectability. Sir, when
you talk of humility, are you really humble, or are you only taking
the cloak of humility? Do you know what it is to be humble? You
cannot cultivate it. You cannot cultivate non-greediness. Because
you are greedy, you want to be non-greedy. How can stupidity
become intelligence? Where there is stupidity, there is no
intelligence. Stupidity is what it is under all circumstances. Only
with the ending of stupidity is there intelligence; only with the
ending of greed is there freedom from greed. Therefore, virtue is
freedom, not becoming something, which is endless continuity.
So, we see that concentration is not meditation, that pursuit of
virtue is not meditation. Devotion obviously is not meditation, for
the object of your devotion is self-projected. Your ideal is the
outcome of your own thinking. Obviously, Sir, your ideal is selfprojected, is it not? You are this, and you want to become that. The
that of your becoming is out of yourself, out of your own desire.
You are violent, and you want to become non-violent. The ideal is
within yourself. Therefore, your ideal is homemade. Therefore,

when you give your devotion to the ideal, you are giving devotion
to the thing which you have created. So, your devotion is selfgratification. You are not devoted to something which you do not
like, which is painful. You are devoted to something which gives
you pleasure, which means, obviously that it is self-created, and
therefore that is not meditation. And it is not meditation to search
for truth, because you cannot search for something which you do
not know. You can only search for that which you know. If you
know truth, it is no longer truth. What you know is the outcome of
the past, of memory, therefore it is not truth. Therefore when you
say, "Through meditation I am seeking truth", you are merely
burdening the mind with your own creation, which is not truth. So,
concentration, devotion, the pursuit of virtue, the search for truth,
is not meditation.
Then, what is meditation? The things that we have been doing
regularly, practising, disciplining, forcing the mind - obviously all
that is not meditation, because in it there is no freedom; and only in
freedom can truth come into being. Nor is prayer meditation, as we
have discussed previously. When all that superstructure is removed
from the mind - the pursuit of the ideal, the search for truth, the
becoming virtuous, the concentration, the effort, the discipline, the
condemning, the judging - , when all that is gone, what is the
mind? When that is not, the mediator is not; therefore, there is
meditation. When the mediator is not, there is meditation, but the
mediator can never meditate. He can only medi- tate upon himself,
project himself, think about himself, but he knows no meditation.
When the mediator understands himself and comes to an end, only
then is there meditation; for the ending of the mediator is

meditation. Concentration, seeking truth, becoming virtuous,
condemning, judging, disciplining - all that is the process of the
mediator; and without understanding the process of the mediator,
there is no meditation. Therefore, without self-knowledge there is
no meditation. There is no meditation without tranquillity of mind;
but tranquillity does not come about through the seeking or the
directing of the mediator. When the whole, total process of the
mediator is not, then there is a silence that is not brought about by
the mind as an idea, as an ideal, which is self-projected
gratification.But when the projector, the mediator, the self, is
completely absent, wholely ended, then there is silence which is
not the product of the mind. Meditation is that silence which comes
into being when the mediator and his processes are understood.
That silence is in exhaustible; it is not of time, there fore it is
immeasurable. Only the mediator compares, judges, measures; but
when the measurement is not, the immeasurable is. Therefore, only
when the mind is completely silent, completely still, tranquil, not
projecting, not thinking - only then does the measureless come into
being. But that measure less is not to be thought of. What you think
about is the known, and the known cannot understand the
unknown. Therefore, only when the known ends does the unknown
come into being. Then only is there bliss.
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