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BOMBAY 1ST PUBLIC TALK 16TH JANUARY
1980

It would be rather interesting to find out why you are sitting here
and what you are going to listen to. Y ou either come out of
curiosity or you have been urged by friends to come and listen; or
oneisvery serious to find out what the speaker hasto say. To find
out what the speaker has to say, one has to listen, listen with a
sense of care, attention and perhaps affection, as though listening
to afriend talking about the vast expanse of life with all the
complexities, with all the pain and sorrow, anxieties, death, love,
meditation, the whole process of living, all thisisincluded. And if
we could right at the beginning be clear that you are not listening
to a series of lectures, a series of ideas or a philosophy, that is, alot
of words with a great many ideas involved in those words, but
rather we are thinking together, if that is possible. We rarely think
together. If you have ever observed your friend or yourself or an
intimate person, we never think together and if we could during
these talks and discussions, or rather, dialogues between yourselves
and the speaker, then perhaps we could go together into a vast
enquiry, into a deep perception of our life, our daily monotonous
life of boredom, tears, sorrow and grief and all the rest of it.
Thinking together implies that both of us, the speaker and you,
meet not only at the verbal level, but also at a much deeper level,
because words are merely a means of communication. \When one
speaks English, the other perhaps understands also English and so
thereis averbal communication, but words can be dangerous, can

be misleading. So one must be very careful in the usage of words,



their meaning and their content. Because we are not disseminating
any ideas, doing any propaganda or urge you to join some kind of
ridiculous so-called religious organizations, we are not telling you
what to think, but rather how to think over many problems that we
have. The art of thinking together. | do not know if you have
observed that you can think together about something, about the
corruption in this country, the degeneration of human mind, the
political situation and so on? Thinking together about something is
comparatively easy. But thinking together is quite a different
matter. | hope we understand this point.

When thereisacrisis of any kind in which we are all involved,
we put aside our own personal point of views, prejudices,
conclusions, concepts and come together to think over acertain
problem, like war, then we all come together out of our fear, hatred
of our neighbours and so on. It is strange how human beings come
together when they hate, when they want to kill, which iswar. But
what we are suggesting is not thinking about something, but
thinking itself, together if that is possible. Because we are not
trying to persuade or pressurize you to think this or that. But the art
of thinking together demands a great deal of freedom. Freedom
implies etymologically, the root meaning of that word is
friendship, love, care, responsibility, all that isinvolved in that
word “freedom'. But as one observes, freedom is being denied to
man. Religions throughout the world have denied freedom to man
because they have through a great many centuries insisted on
dogmas, beliefs, rituals, concepts, words put together and that has
controlled, shaped the mind and therefore there is never any

freedom. If you believe in something, that prevents you from



having freedom, if you are caught in a concept, as most people are,
the concept which is to conceive an idea from observation; you see
something or understand intellectually something, from that
understanding make an abstraction which becomes an idea. And so
man, if you observe throughout history and actually what is going
on, freedom which is so utterly, absolutely necessary for man, for
his growth, for his flowering, for his goodness is being denied by
the Marxist, by the Maoists, by the totalitarian states, forcing man
to conform to a certain pattern. | do not know if you have observed
all these things. And apparently human beings are too willing to
conform to a pattern - religious, economic, social or political. The
extreme left with their concepts, ideas, Marxism, Maoism and so
on and the extreme right with their concepts, with their
conclusions, so gradually, if you observe for yourself closdly,
freedom is being denied.

Freedom means not doing what you like, being permissive,
freedom implies agreat sense of love, and with that responsibility,
clarity to observe, and freedom also implies action. So we are
using that word very carefully. And without freedom man cannot
flower in goodness. Please, thisis very important to understand. If
| may point out we are thinking together. We are sharing together
the meaning of words, not only intellectually, which is, the
function of the intellect isto understand and if possible trandate it
into action.

And without freedom in the sense we are using that word - it
does not mean doing what each one likes which has led man to this
present state of chaos, to his present state of degeneration, to this

collapse of civilization of a culture - where there is freedom there



must go with it love, responsibility and action. And during these
talksit is our function, it is our responsibility to free our mind,
which is such an extraordinary instrument, to free our minds from
al the burden of amillion years, so our minds can flower, increase,
expand.

| wonder how much we are in communication with each other.
One wonders whether each one of us really want freedom -
freedom from our tradition, dead, destructive traditions, from our
authorities, both religious, ideological authority from our own
narrow experiences, demands, urges and desires, because without
freedom there can be no goodness and without goodness you can't
possibly create a new society. A society is not made by some
extraordinary events, society is brought about asit is now by
human beings with their corruption, with their ambition,
competition, brutality, violence and all the greed and envy that is
involved in each human being, we have created this society and we
are the only people who can change it, that is bringing about in our
own life, in our daily life, a sense of goodness. The word "good'
means whole, not fragmented, good means alife in which thereis
no contradiction in ourselves. Goodness also means alifethat is
made whole.

We can't go into this during these talks, but we must understand
right from the beginning, from this day till the end of these talks
that we are not only thinking together, but acting. Because lifeis
action, not just alot of theories, alot of speculative nonsense. You
may read the Gita, the Upanishads and all the rest of it, but they are
avast structure of words, and you cannot live on words, which you

are trying to do. So it isimportant from the beginning of our talks



that we understand each other, that we are not trying to persuade
you to think one way or the other or disseminating any kind of
ideas. What we are concerned about, iswith the activities of our
daily life, which includes education, sex, sorrow, love, death,
meditation, all that isincluded in our daily life and if we don't
understand our daily life we cannot possibly be good.

So can we together, take ajourney into the vast structure of the
mind. Our minds, yours and the speaker's, our minds have evolved
with its brain through millennia, through a million years and more.
Thisisafact, not a supposition, not atheory, your brain isthe
result of millions of years of experiences, knowledge, memories
with a continuous expansion and contraction. So your brain and
your mind is not yours, it is the mind and the brain of humanity
which has grown through vast evolution in time. | hopethisis
clear. Unless you understand this right from the beginning we will
not be able to meet each other. Y ou understand sirs? Y our mind,
the mind being your senses, your emotions, your capacity to think,
your sexual desires, your ambitions, your greed, all thisisamillion
yearsold. So your brain, your mind is the result of vast human
endeavour, of vast human struggle. And that mind is not yours, it is
the mind of human beings, but our mind has made thought which
has made of the idea of "'me and “you', ‘we' and “they’, whichis
totally erroneous, an illusion. | don't know if you are following all
this. Probably you will totally disagree with all thisand | hope you
do because that is your tradition, that you are an extraordinary
individual, with a separate ego, soul, with a separate character and
so on, but if you examine at a deeper level all human beings
throughout the world, whether they are brown, black, purple,



yellow or whatever colour they are, they go through sorrow, they
have tears, laughter, pain, anxiety, it isacommon factor of man.
But you may have certain technological, educational
conditioning, you may bein Indiaascientist, a biologist, an
archaeologist, but basically, inwardly, deeply, you are like the rest
of humanity. So you are not an individual. Right? No, you won't
understand this, because we cling to our individuality; when we
suffer we don't see that mankind suffers, when we are violent
which includes anger, cruelty, unkindliness and so on, al human
beings have this seed of violence. Right sirs? Y ou see the point,
don't you? That we are the whole summation of humanity, and
when one realizes that, not verbally, but actually asfact, not asa
theory, that our minds, that our brains are the result of millions of
years of time and growth, experience, knowledge, we then have a
total responsibility, not as an individual having alittle
responsibility to hislittle family, but of course he has, but a
responsibility to all mankind, that gives an extraordinary vitality
which the individual has not. | wonder if you follow all this. Are
we communicating with each other? Would you kindly tell me,
some of you whether you are really, logically, rationally, sanely
following what is being said or do you say, thisis afanciful
utopian idea, sounds very nice, but in fact it is nonsense? Or do
you see the full implication of what is being said? How our minds
have grown into narrow grooves, as the individual, as the Hindu, as
the Christian, as the Communists, Marxists, Maoists, you
understand, narrow grooves and to realize those narrow grooves
bring about separation: when you call yourself a Hindu you
separate yourself from the Muslims and the Muslims separate from



the Islamic and the Islamic from the Jewish community, and the
Jewish community separate themselves from the Christian and so
on and so on. You realize al this. Thisislogic, rational, but reason,
logic is never convenient. We are more driven by our desires, by
our pleasures, by our continuous assertion that we are individual.
The very word “individual' means a human being is not broken up,
who isindivisible. Do you understand all this?

If we do really understand the depth of the meaning, then the
endeavour to be a separate human being, as an individual, as
belonging to a certain community completely ends, then you are
totally a human being with all the problems involved in that.

So during these talks, there will be six of them | believe, if you
are serious, it is our sharing together the content of our mind. The
mind includes not only as we pointed out the senses, emotions and
the reactions, but also the brain, the brain which has evolved
through millennia, thousands and thousands of years and
accumulated a great deal of knowledge through experience and this
knowledge as memory is stored up in the brain. Thisisafact, not
the speaker's invention, it is afact that our whole brain, the whole
of it, isthe residue of vast experience and therefore vast memory
and the cellsin the brain hold this memory. Y ou can ask abrain
specidigt, if heisafriend of yours and he iswilling to discuss with
you. Find out if what we are saying is not so, the most advanced
brain specialists are saying what we are saying, have been saying
for sixty years that the brain has evolved through time and
therefore that brain has accumulated vast experience from which
arises our knowledge and this knowledge, which is memory, isin

the brain, al the senses of the brain contain memory. You



understand the implications of it? Y ou see, when abrainis so
crowded it isincapable of being free. Y ou understand the point?
Just go astwo friends talking over together their problems, their
anxiety to solve their immediate accidents, incidents, problems and
reactions, we are two friends, right? Please, | mean it, we are two
friends talking over together. Friends also means, the word “friend'
comes from the word freedom, freedom means affections, care,
love, so we are two friends talking over together, | am not
lecturing, | am not telling you what to think, or what to do, drop
this or do that. We are two friends concerned with all the problems
of life, not just your problem; your problem is the problem of every
human being. So two friends talking over together, so thereis no
barrier, can we be like that, there are no barriers and so we are
enquiring together, we are asking, having adialogue, if the brainis
the residue of millions of years and the whole of the brainis
memory, what are the implications of that? Which means the past
isguiding our life, right? The past is shaping our life, the past
being the tradition, the rituals, the authority of some so-called
priests, gurus and all the rest of it, the memories of your hurts, of
your demands sexually, memories of al that. So what happens?
Y ou are aways living in a narrow groove of the past. Y ou
understand all this? So what takes place? Y our brain then becomes
specialized, like adoctor, is specialized, like an engineer, like a
house wife, like a carpenter, like a scientist, they become
specialized, therefore they become narrow. They can't think or go
beyond their limitations. Have you ever discussed with any
specialist, whether he be a doctor, a scientist, or so-called

specialists who are the gurus, have you ever discussed with them?



Go beyond their conditioning, they are lost. Y ou understand what |
am saying?

So gradually human beings have become specialists. Aren't you
al specialistsin your job? If you are alawyer, for the rest of your
life you think as alawyer. Y ou may go outside that occasionally,
but your whole brain is functioning along a particular narrow
groove. With the result - please follow all this, it isyour life, not
my life - with the result that more and more separation, more and
more conflict, more and more struggle, violence. Right? Y ou are
following all this? Not what | am saying, that has no importance. |
am only acting as amirror to your life in which you see yoursdlf as
you are, and when you see in that mirror what you are then you can
throw away the mirror, the mirror is not important.

So we are enquiring into ourselves, looking at our activities, at
our memories, how all our memories are either of yesterday or of a
million years, and from those memories thought comes. You are
following al this sir? Thought is the response of memory. If you
are educated as an engineer, you have stored up an enormous
amount of knowledge, stored up in the brain and that knowledge is
memory and you think along that memory. So thinking isthe
response of knowledge, experience, memory. If you have no
memory you can't think. Right? Obviously. But as most people
have cultivated this memory their thinking is always limited.
Right? Please understand this carefully.

Knowledge is never complete, can never be complete. That isa
fact, the scientists can explore not only the atom but also the
universe, the stars, what is beyond the stars, but their knowledgeis

limited, they can never, never have complete knowledge of the



universe, any more than a mathematician, or a biologist, or any
kind of specialist's knowledge must invariably be limited, which
means, listen carefully, that knowledge always goes with
ignorance. Y ou follow my point? | wonder if you do. As
knowledge can never be complete, it must always have the shadow
of ignorance with it. And out of this knowledge springs thought. So
thought is always limited. Right? Please come with me, move.

So thought has created our society. Thought has created all the
gods, whether the Christian saviour or Hindus business, all are the
product of thought. When you go to your church or to your temple,
do your pujaand ring the bell, all that circus, it is essentially the
product of thought. There is nothing sacred about it. You are
following all this? | know you will follow it intellectually, but go
home and ring the bell, do the puja and carry on. | know, that is
your way of living. That is you hear something logical, sane, true
and do exactly the opposite in your daily life, and so your lifeis
broken up, you become hypocrites and therefore constantly in
battle. So when one realizes that thought upon which we depend so
much, thought from which all our actions take place, islimited,
whatever it has created, however beautiful, however technological,
itistill l[imited. So as our whole brain contains memory and from
that memory thinking takes place, then what relationship has
memory, thought in our human relationship? Y ou understand my
guestion? Right?

Please, tell me somebody understands or not. L ook,
relationship, that is, human relationship, is our daily life. Right?
Our human relationship can be superficial, sexual, business and so

it can be on the surface, or our relationship can be much deeper.



Right? The word “relationship’ comes from the word 'relate, that is,
to relate something which has already happened. Y ou understand
this? Oh, lordy, come on sir. You relate a story, that is, you have
aready heard that story and you re-say it. If you observe, our
relationship is based on memory. Right? Which is on thought.
Right sir? Look at it, don't agree with me. Look at your own life.
When you are related to your wife, husband or whatever it is, that
relationship contains the great movement of thought. Right? The
remembrance, the sexual remembrance, the remembrance of hurts,
the remembrance of irritation, jealousy, that remembrance is our
relationship. Right? Which means what? Enquire into it much
more. Which is, if our relationship is based on memory whichis
thought limited, then what place has love in thought? Y ou
understand? Do you understand my question? | wonder. Now |et
me repeat it again in adifferent way.

Aswe pointed out the meaning of the word "relate' meansto
look back, to refer to. And our relationship is based on referring to
the past events, past incidents, past experiences, which has built an
image and that image has relationship with another image. You are
following al this? Sirs, exercise you minds, your brains, work at it.
Don't just go to sleep because | am talking. It is very important to
understand because unfortunately most of us are educated. We
have cultivated the brain and the knowledge, the knowledge that
we have acquired through school, college, university if you are
lucky enough, or unlucky enough, and if you are not educated you
have just become a - you know.

So our minds, our brains which are so conditioned by our

education, by our tradition, by our books, so that we cannot find



out or break through the limitation of thought. Asour lifeisa
movement in relationship we must understand the full significance
of relationship and whether it is possible to transform the present
relationship into something totally different. Otherwise we live as
we are living, absolutely meaningless, quarrelling, jealous,
antagonism, hurts. You are following all this? So asrelationship is
life, the life that we know, the daily life, that relationship is based
on memory: the referring back to past events, past memories and so
on and so on. So what happens to arelationship when everything is
based on thought? Right? Y ou understand my question? Y ou
understand sir? Come on! Surely in your life when you look at it
very closely, memory, which is thought, is dominant. Right? What
IS the relationship between thought and love? Y ou understand my
question? That is, is love remembrance? Is love, compassion,
merely an instrument of thought? \When you say you love
somebody, | wonder if you Indians ever say to anybody that you
love, do you? Do you? Don't, don't. Y ou know what it means to
love somebody? When you love somebody you forget yourself,
you are not, and love is. Whereyou are, loveisnot. You
understand what | am saying?

So we are asking: our relationship now is based on thought and
therefore in that relationship there is always division, naturally
because thought is fragmented, limited, and when your relationship
is based on thought it must be divisive, separate, and therefore
where there is separation there must be battle: the Muslims and the
Hindus, the Jews and the Arabs. Right? The Communists, the
Maoists, Marxists, you understand all this? Where thereis division,

there must be conflict and apparently you are content to live in



conflict. Right? Y ou accept it. You say, yes, we know that, but that
isinevitable. It isour lot, it isour karma, words, words, but you
loveto live in conflict. Right? So what does that indicate? Sir, go
into it. For god's sake look into it. That you accept everything.
Right? Y ou accept corruption because you yourself are corrupt,
you accept authority - authority in the sense, not the authority of
law, the authority of tradition, the authority of the guru, the
authority of the book. Y ou understand? So your brain accepts
anything that is comfortable, not disturbing, stay put. Right?
Haven't you noticed thisin your own life?

So what has happened to a mind that has accepted things as they
are? It isadead mind. Right? Y ou shake your head and say, yes,
that means that you are dead, a living corpse. See what you have
reduced yourselves to. Please go into it for your own sake.

Sir, human beings cannot perpetually live in conflict because
that is the very essence of degeneration. Y ou understand? When
you are constantly in struggle, constantly in conflict, constantly
competitive, you must inevitably wear yourself out, both
psychologically and physically. Y ou know in North Canada, the
eskimos, you know the people who live in the North Atlantic, the
Arctic, they never knew competition: they hunted together, they
never said, | am abetter hunter than you are. They hunted together,
though separately they lived in their igloos, they came together and
they hunted, shared what food they had and so on. There was never
any sense of superior and inferior, never this terrible competitive
spirit. Then the so-called white man came there and introduced
racing. Y ou understand all this? The dave, which meant, who wins
first, then began the competition. Now, all that we are pointing out,



Isthat amind, brain in constant struggle, constant pain, constant
anxiety becomes a dead mind, you understand, it is not alive. And
so civilization goes down the drain. Y ou follow what | am saying?
What has happened to you all? Sir, you had aculturein this
country for three to four thousand years. Right? The so-called
Brahmanic culture. Just a minute, | am using the word
"Brahmanic', the Brahmana, without any attachment to that word.
You are following al this? | am not anti-Brahman, or pro-
Brahman, | don't belong to that kind of nonsense. But you have had
aculture of three to four thousand years, so-called Brahmanic
culture which has left a tremendous imprint. And during the last
fifty to ahundred years it has totally been wiped out. Right? The
Brahmins are afraid to call themselves Brahmins, naturally they are
not Brahmins, but their birth, all the rest of it, they are afraid to call
themsel ves Brahmins, because they won't get ajob. They are
frightened and so on and so on.

Now if you examine why this culture has completely gone, why
- you will say, it is perhaps the Western culture, the technology, the
telephone, the radio, the communication, the science, the medicine,
al from the West, nothing of your own, all from the West,
swamping you. Right? Y our business, your travels, the aeroplane,
everything is from the West, is that the reason why you have this
civilization, however good or bad - | am not talking about the value
of it - has gone? | s that the reason the Western culture swamping
the Eastern culture? That is rather superficial? Is there a deeper
cause? Obvioudly, thereis. Which we will go into now.

The speaker has discussed this matter with lots of people,

professors, pundits, scholars, politicians, and so on. They are not



interested. They say, our culture is going on, we have our
traditions, our traditions are this and that, you know all that
nonsense. What is the root cause of man - please find out sir, it is
your life - what is the root cause of man's degeneration? A thing
that has grown into such an enormous capacity. Y ou understand?
The brain has extraordinary capacity? The development of
technology, the extraordinary things that they are doing. On one
side, and degeneration on the other side. Y ou can be a marvellous
technician, marvellous computer expert, a great surgeon, but ook
at their lives and al the rest of it. So what is the cause of this
degeneration of human beings? It is not so much morein this
country than elsewhere, but the tendency isto degenerate. Why?
You are al silent, are you? Look sir, people who live by the book,
you understand "by the book’, which means by words, by theories,
by speculations, by concepts, which are all a movement of thought
put down in words, in books, and when you live by those words, in
books, you are following what is happening to you? You are
following all this? That is, when you live on words, the Gitaisa
word, right? | know, | know your reactions. So the word, the book,
becomes all important, not your life. Not your daily life, but words,
look what is happening, sir, thisis so simple. Y ou have used the
words, books like the Gita, Upanishads and whatever all your other
sacred nonsensical books, and when you live on that word, your
mind is incapable of moving away from the lateral - you
understand lateral, linear movement - to something totally
different. And that is the major factor of the degeneration of man,
depending on knowledge in the book which is not their knowledge,

which is not their experience, which is not their word, but



somebody else's. You follow? That means that you are al
secondhand people.

Yesdir, it isfrightfully serious and tragic. If you want to create
anew world, anew civilization, new culture, you have to change
the whole way of living, thinking, feeling. But you are not prepared
for that. Y ou don't want that. So the see the difficulty, when you
are listening to all this which you know to be true, which you know
to be factual, but you will do nothing about it, because you are
afraid, you might lose your position, what will your wife say, and
so on and so on. You will find alot of excuses, and say, | am weak,
but it isall right, carry on. So your life becomes an ugly affair. And
no god, no outside agency, no social reform, no politician, no
scientist, nothing will change you, except you look at yourself,
look at yourself as you are, not what you think you should be, that
isjust non-fact. The fact is what you are, your daily anxiety, fear
and all therest of it, that iswhat you are. To say, | must be non-
violent, is non-fact. Y ou understand? That isjust an idea, the fact
IS, you are violent, and merely escaping to non-violenceisjust
ridiculous, it has no meaning.

So we began the talk by asking if we can think together. Right?
Are we thinking together? Or you are merely listening to alot of
words and those words have their meaning and you know the
content of that meaning, which means your life, your daily,
monotonous, boring, lonely, anxious life, full of tears and you will
create the society which you want, which it is now. You
understand, sirs, how serious your responsibility is, as human
beings, not as an individual, as human beings living on this earth,

which is our earth, not the Indian earth and the Mudslim earth, it is



our earth. And we have created a monstrous immoral society. To
bring a change in that society, no outside agency, no system, no
new Marxism, no new ideas are going to change the society. You
have to change. Right? And that change can only begin, that
revolution, psychological revolution can only begin very near,
which isyou. To go very far, you must begin very near. Right,
Sirs? Very near isyou.

So aswe are going to talk together next Saturday and Sunday
and so on, please bear in mind that we are taking an immense
journey into ourselves. Right? Ourselves being the rest of
humanity, when you enquire into yourself it is not selfish
endeavour, it is an endeavour into the vast human struggle, human
pain, human anxiety with their sorrows, love and pleasure and all
that. So we can only take that journey if you are serious, not
merely intellectual, that is nothing. If you put your heart, your
mind, your whole being into this then we can do something
together.
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| hope we may continue with what we were talking about on
Wednesday evening. We were concerned with the nature of the
mind, the mind being all the responses of the senses, emotions and
the constant movement of thought. We were concerned whether
that whole nature of the mind, which is the mind of every human
being which has evolved through many, many millennia, with all
of its vast experiences, knowledge and the many incidents,
accidents and griefs and sorrows and the continual pursuit of
pleasure, fears, anxieties and many varieties of conflict, man has
lived in that state - man being woman and man, not just the man
aone. And aslong as we are merely functioning within the field of
knowledge, which isthe brain, which is the mind with all the
accumul ated knowledge, then in that field action becomes
fragmented. We will go into it very carefully.

But before we go into it, we must be clear that we are thinking
together. Thisisreally, if you don't mind my repeating it over and
over again, very important. We never think together. Each one
thinks according to his own particular desires, conclusions,
concepts and ideas hopes and so on. So there is never coming
together in our thinking, in our feelings, in our observing. And as
our brains and minds are the result of thousands and thousands of
years that brain and that mind, which is not yours or mine, it is not
an individual mind, it isthe mind of humanity. | think this must be
made totally perfectly clear, right from the beginning. What we

consider our special brain or special mind has evolved through



millenia. That isafact. Your brain isthe result of thousands of
years of experiences, so-called evolution; evolution being a series
of accumulation of knowledge through time. That isafact, it is not
the speaker's invention or the speaker's desire, hope, but that isa
fact, the fact being that your mind is the result of thousands of
years and that mind is not your mind, it isthe mind of all humanity.
Y ou are the humanity. Please understand this very carefully
together because al humanity throughout the world suffers, all
human beings go through various forms of struggle, conflict,
despair, desperate loneliness, grief, anxiety, uncertainty, confusion,
thisisthelot of man. Asyou are the rest of mankind, you are
mankind. If one could understand that, not intellectually, not
verbally, but the truth of it, inwardly, when one feels this, the
reality of it, the truth of it, then this separate isolated activity, self-
centredness ends. Y ou are then concerned with the whole of
mankind. That gives you tremendous vitality. Because when we
narrow this brain and this mind to an individual self-centred
activity, as we are doing now throughout the world, that is, 'me'is
the most important idea, the ‘'me' and the "you', on that we live. But
when one realizes the fact, and the brain specialists are also saying
now, that the whole of the brain - please understand all this - the
whole of your brain retains memory, it is memory: memory being
accumulated knowledge through experience. That isafact. And as
long as we function within that area which is limited, because all
knowledge is limited, there is no complete knowledge, both in
science, biology, archaeology, in any direction where knowledgeis
operating it is always limited. Right? Thisis so. And therefore that

knowledge is always within the shadow of ignorance. Right?



Please understand this because we are going to go into the various
guestions which involve our daily life. Until you understand this
very carefully, see the truth of it, that our minds are the rest of
mankind, if you see the truth of it there is great beauty init, thereis
a sense of total responsibility. Not responsibility to your family, to
your jobsto thisor that. You are totally responsible for all
mankind.

So we are going to think together to find out whether our energy
islimited always or is there an energy which is limitless. Because
now our energy is limited by our action, by our education, by our
narrow nationalism, by our beliefs, by our gods, by our religions, it
isall canalized. Right? Are you following all this? And when
energy is limited its activity must also be limited. Right? So we are
going to find out if it is possible for human beings to act so that
their action is not fragmented, broken down, and therefore in that
thereisagreat deal of conflict which is awastage of energy.
Right? Y ou are following all this? Please don't be mesmerized by
the speaker. Don't go to sleep. We are not giving out ideas, we are
not disseminating some concepts. We are together, you and the
speaker together finding out for ourselves, in which thereisno
authority whatsoever - though the speaker sits on a platform, it
doesn't give him any authority, sitting on a platform is merely for
convenience. And so we must forget or put that aside when we are
listening to the speaker so that we are together moving, walking as
two friends, so that we can discover for ourselves the truth of
things which is beyond all belief, al tradition, all gods, all
concepts.

So if you have established a relationship between you and the



speaker, not only verbally, but intellectually and also actually - you
understand the difference between actuality and the verbal capacity
of the intellect to grasp the meaning of the word, trandlates those
words into concepts and live according to those concepts? We are
not doing that. We are dealing with actuality, that is, what is
actually taking place now. One can only deal with that, not with
concepts. You understand all this? Because concepts, ideas, ideals
are non-fact. What is actually happening is fact. So we are dealing
with what actually is happening, to each one of us; and most of us
want to avoid that because it is much easier to talk about concepts,
ideas and all the rest of the nonsense and never come to face what
is actually going on in our daily miserable, limited life. Right? So
please, if | may request you most seriously, we are dealing with
actuality, not with ideas. Right? The word "idea’ comes from the
Greek and Latin and so on, which means to observe, to observe,
not observe and make an abstraction of it into an idea, into a
concept. You are following all this?

So we are concerned with our daily life, what is actually going
on inwardly, inside the skin, as it were, and also what is happening
outwardly. The outward and the inner are like the tides of the sea
coming in and going out. Right? Our brains have extraordinary
capacity, untold capacity, as you can observe in the technological
field what human beings have done - the atom bomb, the surgery,
the medicine, transportation, the division between people and so
on. The brain has extraordinary capacity and that capacity is
narrowed down by our tradition, by our books, by our beliefs, by
our constant battle with each other. | hope you understand all this.

So this vast energy is brought down into a small narrow groove. It



took energy for you to come here, it took energy for you to put
aside some time to have leisure to come here. When we talk, when
we see, when we think, when we feel, all that demands energy.
Everything that we do demands energy. But this energy instead of
flowering, increasing to a vast degree, we have brought it down to
asmall areawhich is our daily miserable conflicting contradictory
life. Right? Do we see that as an actuality or when you listen to this
are you transating what is being said into an abstraction which
becomes an idea? Y ou are following what | am saying?

So the speaker is asking you, how do you listen? How do you
receive a statement of that kind? Do you listen or do you resist, or
in the very act of listening, you are trandlating it to your own
convenience, to your own comforts, resisting, so that you continue
in your tradition, in your work and so on and so on? So it isvery
important to find out how you listen. Y ou are following all this?
Doyou listen at all? That is, naturally you hear with the ear, but the
hearing with the ear is very limited. Right? Y ou hear the words, the
meaning of the words, and there you generally stop. Y ou don't
pursue the full meaning of the words, the full content of the words
because the word is the expression of thought. Thought, aswe
pointed out the other day, is limited because knowledgeis limited
and knowledge which is experience, and therefore it becomes
memory and that memory is limited. And when we listen we are
listening with thought. | wonder if you understand this. May | go
on? Are we listening with thought or are we merely listening? Y ou
see the difference in the two? | can listen to what you are saying,
arguing, non-verbally, a dialogue and never listen to what you are

saying because my thought isinterfering with listening to what you



are saying. Right? So can you listen without the movement of
thought interfering, which is quite an arduous thing for you to have
gone into. Because we are always listening, not only with the ear,
hearing with the ear, but also listening not only to what you are
saying but also listening to the thought which is interfering with
what you are saying. Right? So can you listen without the
movement of thought interfering with the act of listening? Because
we are going to go into the question, as we are doing now, as long
aswe live narrowing all our energy to a self-centred activity, life
must become tortuous, full of anxiety, grief, sorrow, because we
are reducing this vast energy to asmall narrow little groove. Right?
So we are going to find out through all these talks whether it is
possible to release this total energy. Do you understand my
guestion? And so first we must find out what is order? Is there
absolute order, or is order always relative? Y ou are following all
this? The housewife wants order in her kitchen and she doesn't
want to stand in a queue to get a piece of bread, she wants order;
and the business man wants order, so that his investment, his
earnings and so on and his avoidance of taxes, he says, please give
me order, security. So we turn, we translate order into security. As
long as we are secure in our job, having money, we think that we
bring about order. We want order. Now the brain can only function
excellently when there is order, when there is no self contradiction.
Y ou are following all this? When there is no sense of competition,
when there is no striving, struggling, the brain demands security, to
have security in order to function efficiently. Thisiswhat you do
in business or if you are a professor or whatever you are, you need
security to function skilfully or not skilfully. Right? So the brainis



seeking security.

| do not know if you have noticed in your daily lifethereis
disorder. Right? Please faceit. Look at it, don't dodge it. Thereis
disorder and when you sleep the brain tries to bring about order in
this disorder. Have you noticed this? When you wake up next
morning you find some kind of order is being established. Haven't
you noticed all these things? Y ou are a strange set of people.

So we are going to find out whether there is absolute order,
irrevocable, immovable order, or order which isrelative,
convenient, comfortable, safe and all that. Y ou are following al
this? Order means, the root meaning of that word comes from the
Latin word is to originate, to grow, to increase. Now order
according to knowledge is limited order. Right? | wonder if you
follow what | am saying. May | ask you, if you don't mind, most
respectfully, are you also working as the speaker is working? Y ou
understand, working, your mind, your brain are acting, thinking,
investigating, observing or are you just sitting there, just listening,
and so gradually going to sleep? Which isthe fact? Are you
working, thinking, observing, actively now?

So we are now asking, what is order, because without order the
brain cannot be secure. When there is disorder the brainis all the
time trying to create out of this disorder some kind of order
because it can only function in complete order at its highest
excellence. Right? Thisis so. Now we are asking, what is order.
We accept order as following certain diction, certain ideals and so
on. Order according to the totalitarian people is accepting
authority. Right? Whether the Maoist authority, Marxist authority
or the authority of the Pope or the authority of your guru or the



authority of the books. Y ou follow? In following, in accepting
authority you think there will be order - not only outwardly, but
also inwardly. Right? And our brains are trained to accept
authority: You know, | don't know, please tell me what to do. And
so what happens? When we accept authority so that there can be
order your mind is not actively aliveto find out. Y ou are not
investigating. Gradually your mind and your brain become dull
which iswhat is happening in this country. Right? So order based
on knowledge, please follow this, order based on knowledge and
knowledge being limited, order will also be limited. See the fact of
it. Please go into it with me. If | base my desire to have order
according to what | already know, or according to certain
sanctions, which is based on knowledge, that order will inevitably
bring about disorder. Have you got it? So any order based on
knowledge must inevitably bring disorder. | wonder if you see the
beauty of it.

And isthere order which is not based on knowledge? Y ou
understand my question? Y ou are following this? Please come with
me, let us move together. Because it is very important to find out.
Aswe said, energy which is expended on the accumulation of
knowledge and the energy expended on that knowledge in action
which we think will bring order will invariably bring disorder. This
Isafact. SO we are asking is there order beyond the limitation of
knowledge? Look, mathematics is order based on knowledge.
Order according to science is based on knowledge. All the political
economic investigation, acceptance and so on is again based on
knowledge and all your politics are based on knowledge, whether it

is personal ambition and so on. So our question is, isthere an order



which is so absolute, which is not based on human accumulation of
knowledge, memory, thought? Y ou get it? Please find out.

We are walking together. We are two friends walking along the
same road, friendly - the word “friendly' means affection, love, care
- we are two friends walking together and thisis a very important
guestion which affects both of them in their daily life. So they are
not resisting, they are walking, looking at the trees, the hills, water,
the birds, and also saying is there absolute order. Then if thereis,
the brain is so completely secure, it can act at its highest
excellence. Y ou follow this?

We are going to find out if there is an order beyond thought.
Right? Now what do you mean by that word “order'? We must be
clear, both of us when we use the word “order’, what do we mean
by it? Aswe said, the origin of that word is the beginning, the
beginning, not the end, not the cause, but the very beginning of
energy. | wonder if you get al this. Y ou understand my question?
Order implies a state of mind which can also act where thought is
necessary, but also be free of thought so that it has an order of the
universe. Sir, the universe, which is the rising of the sun and the
setting of the sun, the new moon and the full moon, the bright stars,
they are in complete order. Right? If the sun didn't rise tomorrow
or for the next few days we would all be dead. Thereis order in the
universe. And that order is not based on our thought. Do you
follow? Please follow this, see the beauty of it, come. Nature is not
put together by thought. Thought out of nature has created various
things, table, chair, and so on, out of the earth, but the earth, nature,
the stars, the beauty of the heavens, the waters, is not put together

by thought. And they function, if man doesn't interfere, in complete



order. Right? Thereistotal complete order, absolute order.

Now we are going to find out if in our daily life such absolute
order can come into being. Y ou understand my question? We
accept disorder. Right? Not only outwardly, but inwardly.
Corruption is disorder. The lack of efficiency in the highest places
is disorder. When there is a quarrel between two people that is
disorder. When man treats woman as though she was mere chattel,
as it happens in this country where you don't respect a woman, that
is disorder. And without creating order between man and woman
you want to find out absolute order. Which is, without
understanding disorder and acting so asto livein disorder in our
daily life you can't possibly understand the other. Y ou can
speculate, write athesis, take a PhD, become a philosopher. These
are just nonsensical, irrational, irrelevant activities when we are
concerned with disorder in our daily life. Y ou are following all
this? Now you have heard that? Will you realize how you treat
women? Right? And change it, say, yes, | agree, itisso, wedoill-
treat our women, we have no respect for them, we use them for
sexual purposes, to breed our children, and if we have agirl she
has avery bad time. Y ou know all this. And all that is disorder and
unless you change that radically, you can't possibly find out an
order that is so absolute. You are following all this? Will you do it?
No, you won't. And that iswhy our society is degenerating and
corrupt, because we think one thing and do atotally different thing.

So as we are saying, the release of energy can only come
totally, fully, completely, when there is absolute, irrevocable order,
the order of cosmos. And when there is order thereis atotally

different kind of action. You are following al this?



Now, look, what is action, in which you are all involved? To
come hereisaction, to listen is action, to think is action, not just
moving from here to there physically or just going to the office and
sweating in the office for the next fifty years, that isalso action. To
talk to your wife, sleep with her, do anything is action. And the
word “action' means not having done or will do, but to act now.

Y ou understand? That is action. Y ou are sitting there listening, that
isaction. But if you are listening and thinking it over and saying, |
will think about it tomorrow, that is not action. So we are saying
action iswhat istaking place now. Whether that action now is
based on the past, past memories, past knowledge, past incident,
past suffering or acting according to a future concept, future ideas.
Right? So which isit that you are doing? Are you acting according
to what you have aready known? Right? Or acting according to
some concept, ideals, premeditative resolves, or observing what is
going on and acting immediately? Y ou see the difference? |
wonder if you see that. Am | struggling for myself with al this? Or
are you also working? Because it is your life, not my life.

S0 action means order not based on memory. Go into it, Sir, you
will see. There is such an action which is absolute, which is
correct, precise, unchangeable. That can only take place when you
realize the past - please follow this - the past meets the present,
modifiesitself and becomes the future. Right? That iswhat you are
doing. Y our past has told you that you are this or that, a Hindu with
al the tradition, and so on and so on, and meets the present, the
economic, the over population, the lack of jobs, the corruption, all
that modifiesitself and becomes, goes on to the future. So we are

living all the time within this area, within this movement: the past



meeting the present, modifying itself, proceeding, that is what we
call time. | wonder if you follow all this. Now isthere an action
which is not based on this? Thisis not useless speculation, the
speaker is not given to speculation. He won't speculate, he won't
theorize, he deals only with facts, which iswhat is actually
happening. So what is actually happening is this movement from
the past to the present, modified, the future, that iswhat we are
doing all the time and in that processis our action and therefore
that action is aways limited. And hence it must invariably bring
about conflict, conflict with men, women with each other, with the
universe, with nature, it is a conflict. So we are asking is there an
action which brings absol ute order? Right? Action means order.
And to find out that, sir, which is part of meditation, isto find out
how you livein your daily life, whether there is an action of
postponement, or action based on remembrance, and when you
realize that postponement and remembrance, it will invariably
bring about contradiction and therefore conflict.

Then when one realizes that, the question from that arises. what
do you mean by realizing? Y ou understand? Y ou understand my
guestion? When you say | redlizeit, | understand it, what do you
mean by that? Do you understand the meaning of the words,
therefore you intellectually grasp the meaning and there it ends?
With most of you that is the fact. Say, yes, | follow everything you
are talking about very clearly, it is so logical and so on and so on,
and there you remain, which means what? Y our intellect has been
trained to accept the words and theories, totally unrelated to the
rest of the whole movement of human beings. Y ou are following
al this? That's how you are trained, your education is that, this



tremendous cultivation of memory, as a businessman or a professor
or ascientist and so on and so on, totally unrelated and irrelevant to
our life. Right?

So we are asking can one live in this world, this world being our
jobs, family, children, pleasure, pain, all the nonsense that goes on
around usin every department, especially the religious world
which is monstrous, can we live alife of action? Lifeisaction, life
is relationship. Can we live and act without this whole momentum
of the past changing itself in the present and moving? Y ou follow?
Can there be an end to it? Y ou understand what | am saying? | will
show you, go into it with me, you will find out if you are serious,
not playing games with yourself or with the speaker. Now as | said,
as the speaker said, the past memory modifying itself with the
present moment, then changing, thisis our life which means
aways moving in time. Right? Now is there an action which is so
immediate that it doesn't allow time? Y ou follow what | am
saying? It isall new to you, so pleaselisten. To us action is based
on knowledge, time, ignorance, memory, thought. Right? Our
actions are based on thought and so thought is always limited,
which we went into, | won't repeat it over and over again.
Therefore that action being fragmented, must invariably bring
about many various problems. Right? Is there an action which is
not within the field of time? Y ou have got it, time being memory,
knowledge, movement. | will show you if you are interested, go
into it. Which means action is always non-action. Y ou understand?
We are never acting, which is only now. We are always acting
according to the past or according to the future. Therefore thereis

never complete action now. | wonder if you see this. Right? Do



you see that, at least intellectually grasp it? Now we are saying or
we are asking, is there an action which will bring complete order,
and act so that there is no residue, as pain or regret, sorrow and all
the rest of that. Y ou understand my question?

That is, we have to investigate or look into the question of what
is observation. Will you follow it with me? What is it to observe?
Have you observed anything? That is, given your full attention to
observe atree. Right? To observe, not to observe, transate and say,
itisgood, bad or I like or | don't like, just to observe. Right? Have
you ever done that? If you are honest, you haven't. Have you ever
observed without all the memory, without all the associations of
the person with whom you are intimate, have you ever observed
that person? Have you ever observed your wife, your children,
your neighbour, your politicians, or your blessed gurus, have you
ever observed them? Or are you so differential and nonsensical that
you have never looked.

| am going to show you something. Come with me, together.
That is to observe, observe without the word. Right? Can you do
it? Please look at it. See what happens. That is, to observe atree, a
woman, a man, achild, anything, abird on the wing, the waters, to
observe without the word, without the association that word
creates, without all the responses of that word, which is memory,
just to observe. Now when you so observe, in which thereisno
observer - you understand? Oh god! | will explain it. Aren't you al
tired?

Q: No.

K: Don't say no, sir, because at the end of the day you have

been working, the office and all the boredom of the office, and we



have talked over an hour and five minutes you must betired. Y ou
understand? Y our mind must have been tremendously active,
probably you are stimulated by the speaker for the time being, and
S0 you are using the speaker as a drug and then when the drug
wears off you are back home. So we are saying, observe without
the movement of thought coming into your observation. That is,
the movement of thought is the observer - right? - who isthe
residue of all the past experiences, and he observes through the
observer. You are following all this? Now can you observe without
the observer? Y ou understand what | am saying? | observe you. If |
am pregjudiced, | say, | don't like that, | don't like the colour, too
red, he belongs to this group or that group, he is wearing this and
he is wearing that. Y ou follow? All thisis movement of thought
interfering with actual observation. Right? When you so observe
without the observer, in that perception, in that seeing, thereis
immediate action which is unrelated to memory. Right? Y ou are
following all this? Do it, doit.

So we are saying there is an action which istotally unrelated to
knowledge, knowledge being limited and therefore your action
then becomes limited. Y ou are following all this? Whereas if you
observe - now wait a minute. Observing is not only with your eyes,
observing, listening, learning, all that is a movement of complete
perception. You understand what | am saying? Y ou understand sir?
No, no, you don't. Sir you look. Sir you are so used to explanations,
commentaries, somebody hasto tell you al this. You don't find out
for yourself. You don't say, look, | am going to find out, I'll spend
an hour at this, have your leisure and spend that leisure. Y ou know,

sir, the word "leisure’ means a place where you can learn. Y ou



understand? School comes from the word “leisure’. Y ou are sitting
down here, you have leisure, so you can learn now. But your
learning is limited because you are not observing, you are not
listening, you don't put your whole mind, your body, your senses,
your heart to find out.

So we are saying that there is this vast capacity of the brain,
mind, astonishing capacity, unlimited capacity and that capacity,
that tremendous energy is now limited and so brings about
disorder. Right? Disorder between people, between groups of
people, between communities, between this guru and that guru,
between their beliefs, all that is disorder. And we are expending
our energy in disorder. And | was pointing out that there is order,
total complete order which is the order of the universe, when you
understand the whole movement of knowledge and enquire if there
isaction, if thereis order beyond al knowledge, beyond all
experience. For that you have to find out how you observe
yourself, how you observe nature, how you observe your boss,
your wife, your friends, your children, observe. In that observation
there is great care, great affection and from that care, affection,
attention, there isimmediate action. Thisis not atheory of the
speaker. Thisishislife. Thisisthe way helives. And | am pointing
out most respectfully and humbly, you can do it if you give your
mind, your heart, your whole being, to find out how to live

correctly.



BOMBAY 3RD PUBLIC TALK 20TH JANUARY
1980

May we go on with what we were taking about yesterday? It is
rather important to understand the full meaning of the word
“together'. We have created this society together. The society in
which we live, the politics, the religions, the books, the gurus, the
whole so-called civilization has been created by each one of us; not
only by us, by our forefathers, by all the past generations. And
together we can bring about a change in society, no one person can
do it. People have tried it, various so-called political leaders and
conquerors, and they have always failed because they are leaders,
authorities, the supreme rulers and people had to accept, submit,
acquiesce to their domination. And if you are at all serious and
concerned with the whole growth of man, that is, the human mind,
his brain, his emotions, and the freedom from sorrow, pain, anxiety
and all the innumerable struggles and violence and all that, each
one hasto change. | think it isimportant to understand when we
are talking over together that "together' means coming together,
being concerned, being deeply committed, not to some ideology,
not to some concept, or to some scriptures and so on, but be
concerned very deeply to the understanding of not only the world
outside us which we have brought about, but aso the whole
movement of our own existence, because that is the beginning.

And we were talking the other day about freedom, which we
have so misused, we have so destroyed the full beauty of the word
by permissiveness, by each one of us doing what he likes, not

being responsible and that freedom in which isimplied love,



consideration, care, attention all that isimplied in that word
“freedom’, not to do what each one of us what he wants to do,
because each one of usistheresult of amillion years, and if we
don't understand this enormous complex structure of our mind, and
brain with al its senses, emotions, cravings, without that deep
perception, understanding, we cannot possibly bring about a
different world, adifferent structure of human existence.

And please bear in mind, if | remind you again that we are
together in this, that the speaker is not delivering atalk, alecture,
but we are together moving, enquiring, learning. And we are using
the word “learn’, which is to accumulate knowledge asit is
understood, college, school and all the rest of it, acquiring various
forms of skill which will help one to have alivelihood and
acquiring knowledge which can be used skilfully and so on. That
IS, we have developed the brain to acquire knowledge to survive,
through instructions, through experience, through various forms of
knowledge, just to survive and that is generally called learning.
That isto acquire information on various subjects, and one chooses
acareer and for the rest of one'slife follows that career, whether it
be a scientist, philosopher, engineer or even a sannyasi. Sorry,
there are so many of you in front of me! And there isadifferent
kind of learning, alearning which is not merely accumulation of
memory, knowledge, but learning through observation, observing
which we have neglected altogether. We have cultivated a certain
part of the brain to acquire knowledge, act skilfully or unskilfully
according to that knowledge, survive, and therefore that cultivation
of memory isavery narrow limiting process. It is so obvious.

And we are asking, or trying to find out if there is not a different



kind of learning which is the employment of the total mind, the
activity of the whole process and the nature of the mind. You are
following all this, | hope. Please let us be clear that we are not
trying to entertain you. Thisis not a gathering where you can be
intellectually stimulated, or stimulated in any form. Thisisa
gathering of, | hope, of serious people who are concerned with the
outer and theinner. And isthere away of learning apart from the
usual acquisition of knowledge through books, through teachers,
learning specia subjects and so on, which is perhaps necessary; but
isthere alearning which is not a mere repetition, mere mechanical
process of abrain that is being trained along a particular line, but a
learning that is beyond experience? | am going to go into it,
because | think it isimportant to understand this. Because aswe
were talking yesterday about order, the origin of that word isto
begin, begin the enquiry into the very source, into the beginning of
life, not the biological life, which scientists will explain fully, but
beyond all that. Right? We are following? We are meeting each
other? | hope so.

There is alearning through observation, which is much more
fundamental, much more active, it isnot mechanical, it is not
repetitive. If you observe, most of our minds and brains have
become mechanical: repeat it, if it be amantra, if it be ascientist, if
it be whatever. It has become mechanical because we have trained
it to be mechanical. Right? And we are asking, isthere alearning
which does not reduce the mind, the brain to a machine ticking
over like adynamo, producing the same results day after day,
month after month till you die. Isthere alearning which is not

conducive to the process of routine which ultimately leads to



boredom? Y ou are following all this, right sir? We have used the
eyes, the optic nerves, the eyes, to only read books, we have never
used our eyesto see what is actually happening around us. Right?
That is, we have never learned to observe: to observe nature, to
observe your friend, your wife, your girl, whatever it is, to observe.
In that observation, the nature of observation is directed by the
observer. Right? Please follow this alittle bit, it is not complicated,
| have made it as simple, as clear as possible. But we have to come
together, that is, we are walking together as two friends, perhaps
who like each other, we have certain care, affection for each other,
so please listen, pay attention to what is being said, if you careto.
If not, it'sall right too.

Our observation is directed by the observer. The observer isthe
accumulation of knowledge as experience, and memory, the past.
Right? If you observe your wife, the colour of the dress and so on
and so on, it is already being experienced, stored, remembered, and
that observer isthe accumulation of this remembrance and when
you observe this whole momentum of the past rushes into action.

Y ou must have noticed it. Right? May | go on? And thus you never
observe; the past impinges on the mind and perception then is
directed by what has been. Now to observe without the observer is
to learn action without the momentum of time. Now | will go into
it. You see, | am not used to explaining, | want to run. We will go
together, patience.

You see sir, man has tried to find an action which is not always
crowded with the past. When the past interferes with the action it
becomes routine. Right? Whether it is sexual, whether it is any

kind of action when the past, which is the very essence of the



observer, shadows action, then in that action thereis division as the
observer and the thing observed. Right? It is obvious. So when
there is this division between the observer and the observed there
must be conflict. Right? Which brings about the question, | don't
know if it is the right moment to ask, the whole question of duality.
You arefollowing al this? That is, | have to explain it.

There is the observer and the observed, which we all know. The
observer isthe past, the accumulated knowledge, the accumulated
experience, memories, remembrance, associations and so on; the
verbal structure in which the past lives. Right? And so thereisthis
division. Thisdivision brings invariably conflict, either conflict,
suppression, evasion, trying to go beyond it and so on. Right? Now
IS there an observation without the observer? Can you look,
perceive, observe the trees, the hills, the bus, your neighbour, your
wife or girl friend, or whatever it is, to observe without all the
recollections, the remembrance, the association rushing into your
observation? Y ou understand my question? Then in that
observation without the observer there isinstant perception and
action which islearning, which is not routine. | don't know if you
arefollowing. Please, aswe are talking, doit. That is, you see the
speaker sitting on a platform, unfortunately, can you observe not
only the physical appearance, but observe the whole story which is
yourself? Right? Are you following all this? Observe without his
reputation, whatever you have imagined about him, putting all that
aside completely, observe so that your mind and your senses are
highly active in that observation. | wonder if you can doit. You
pass the sea every day, the waters, the movement of the waters,
light on the waters, the horizon, if it is not afoggy day, the beauty



of water, the immense horizon, the meeting of the earth and the
sea, can you look at it without the observer saying, thisisthe sea,
how I likeit, | don't likeit - just to observe with al your senses
fully active? Then thereisalearning in which the repetitive
process of memory does not operate. Please, thisis very serious
because it implies whether the mind, the brain can observe without
registering.

Our brains have been programmed, like a computer: you see
something, it has registered, remembered and held and so thereis
always a process of registration going on. Right? Y ou must know
this. Now we are asking, can this registration, when it is necessary,
yes, but isthere a possibility of not registering anything that is
observed which might bring about a psychological centre from
which to act? | wonder if you get it. No, you don't understand. |
haveto go intoit.

Our brains are registering all the time. That isafact. Y our
experience, all therest of it, it isregistering and so the brain is
never quiet, never still. | will go into part of meditation, which we
will go into presently, not perhaps today, but some other day. And
we are asking when there is this constant registration then the brain
becomes mechanical. Then it isrepetitive. Then it is never free.
Obvioudy so. So we are asking, isthere away of living in daily
life in which what is necessary is registered and what is not
psychologically necessary not registered? Y ou are following al
this? See it Sir, move, use your brains. Let us go. Say for example,
please listen, | don't like taking examples, but we will take an
example: psychologically, inwardly you are wounded. Y ou

understand? Y ou are hurt, hurt from childhood by your brothers, by



your father, by your school, by your teachers, by your educator,
gradually as you grow older and older, you are getting more and
more hurt. Hurt, wounded and you build awall around yourself not
to be hurt any more. So there is aresistance towards life. You are
following all this? Now isit possible not to register any hurt at all?
Y ou understand my question? You call me afooal, idiot, any name
you like and immediately the response is dictated by the image |
have about myself. Right? That image gets hurt which isthe "me.
Now away of living in which there is no image and therefore no
hurt, which means never to register anything that is psychological.
Do it sir, as you are talking, find out, see the tremendous
implications that are involved, to have no image about oneself.
And therefore there is no possibility of ever somebody treading on
it. Now to hear that, hear it fully, understand it verbally, see the
actual fact, see the fact immediately and dissolveit. You
understand my question? That isalearning. Am | making this clear
or shall | go over it again?

Most human beings throughout the world are violent in some
form or another: sexualy, in their life, hating somebody, disliking
somebody, angry, competitive, and so on and so on, all thisis
violence, irritation is violence, conformity is violence. That's afact,
human beings are. And man has invented the non-fact, which is
non-violence. Now let us forget the non-fact, perhaps you cannot
because you have been trained in this idea of non-violence, which
IS nonsense, the actual fact is violence and to deal with that is more
important than to become non-violent which is anon-fact. You are
following all this? Now to observe the whole movement of

violence, to observe it in oneself, which is, to see the whole nature



of violence, including the cause of it and see it immediately and
dissolveit. That is action without time. Y ou have got it. The
moment you allow time, you are postponing it and during that
interval between now and the ending of it, you do all kinds of
mischievous things. So to prevent the continuity of ahurt or a
violence isto act immediately, which is, not to allow the brain to
register violence in time. Y ou have got it? Will you do it? If you
don't it becomesjust alot of words.

So we are saying thereisaway of learning which is not
mechanical, which does not make the brain routine and therefore is
gets sluggish, bored, and being bored it tries to escape through
many forms of entertainment, including religion. May | take a
breather?

We were saying order means the enquiry into the beginning, |
am going to go slowly. The beginning which is the source of al
energy. Now please listen carefully, | am not talking about god.
God is merely an invention of man. Sorry if you are all godly
people. It isjust an invention of thought to explain all the
confusion, misery, the inequality, the injustice, the stupidity of
man. God is a process of thought which has not been able to solve
its own problems. | am not talking about that at all. We are asking
atotally different kind of question outside the experience of man,
beyond knowledge. Aswe explained yesterday, knowledge brings
order, but it is always because knowledge is surrounded by
ignorance, it is always bringing about disorder. We explained it
very carefully yesterday. Now we are asking something entirely
different: the source of al order, not the order created by thought,

not the order created by knowledge, experience, memory, and all



that, that is all trivial, whether the order created by thought of
Marx, or any politician, that isall very, very limited and perhaps
destructive order. But we are talking of a beginning which one has
to go into to find out the source of all energy. Please forget about
kundalini, forget al the mantras and all the tricks that man has
invented to find an energy which islimitless, endless,

indestructive. We have tried every form of enquiry. But you see we
are enquiring with the instrument of the mind which is thought and
therefore we can never find out. Y ou understand?

To go into this very carefully and deeply, one must begin to
understand or rather begin to enquire into the very nature of the
senses, you understand, the senses: the taste, the smell, the seeing,
hearing, the touching and so on, because we are enquiring not that
which is beyond all knowledge and thought which is the source of
energy, but we are enquiring into the nature of desire. Because if
you don't understand that very clearly, the nature and the
movement of desire, if that is not absolutely clear, which doesn't
mean the domination of desire, the control of desire, please listen
to all these words, not the domination, control or exercise will over
desire, but the nature of desire, the origin of desire. When one
understands that, perhaps intellectually, but much more deeply,
actually, then you will find out for yourself wherever thereisa
movement of desire, the origin of that tremendous energy can
never be discovered. Y ou are following? | am going to explain sir.
| am so tired of explanation. Y our minds aren't quick enough to
grasp this.

First see, sirs and ladies, how mankind has lived upon desire:

sexual, desire which propels man to the highest position in society,



desireto find god, if thereis, of course that is nonsense, desire to
find illumination, what you call self-realization, whatever that may
mean, desire to conform, desire to accept, desire to be competitive,
desire to have a better house, better car, nicer looking wife or
husband, desire which is burning in all people, evenin the
sanyassi. So unless you understand it, see the nature of it and go
into it very deeply, if there is any movement of desire, the source
of energy can never come into being. Y ou have understood.

So we are enquiring first into what is desire, not the object of
desire, which varies according to every person, but the very
movement of desire. We have cultivated one or two sensesto
dominate other senses. Right? Y ou must have noticed that. Either
your taste or your perception with your eyes. One or two senses
dominate and usurp or give or neglect other senses. Now we are
saying that when the whole, all the senses are highly awakened, not
one or two, then there is no centre from which desire arises. No,
please don't agree with me. Y ou don't understand this. Don't nod
your head and say, yes, | understand this. Go into it with me. First
of all perhaps you have never done this. If you can observe the
waters, the restless sea, the wine coloured sea, the Greeks called it
- if you can observe it with all your senses - can you do it? No.
Because you have never doneit. But if you look at the sea, the tree,
the sky, the moon, the young dlip of a moon, the beauty of it, with
your eyes, with your heart, with your nerves, with your senses
fully. In that you will see there is no centre from which you are
observing. Therefore there is no centre from which desire arises.

We are going to examine what is the movement of desire. | am

just pointing out something very radical. If you will gointo it for



yourself, which is when the whole activity of the whole senses are
in full operation, then there is no centre from which you are
observing. Haven't you noticed any of this? Sir, look, when you see
amountain with the snow, the Himalayas or any other mountain,
the Alps, the grandeur, the magjesty, the absolute serenity, the
solidity, the sense of immense depth of it, the outline of the line
against the blue sky - when you observe that, what takes place?
The majesty of the mountain drives out all your senses? Haven't
you noticed it? Y ou are struck by the enormity of it. When you are
struck by the enormity of it you are absent. Right? You are
following al this? The enormity of something drives away your
self-centred state because the enormity has absorbed you. Right? It
islike aboy, achild that has been given a good toy, he starts being
mischievous, restless, the toy has taken him over. Remove the toy
and heis back to himself. You are following al this? Which is, any
great event, any great accident, any great mountain, sea, drives
away the centre which isyour base, and in that state thereisno
centre from which you are moving; you are that. Y ou don't know
about it. You will gointoit, do it and you will find out; that is part
of meditation if you want to know, if you go into it very deeply
that's part of it.

Now we are asking, what is desire. What is the nature of it?
Why man has always yielded to it and why most religions,
organized religions with their priests, with their sannyasis, with
their monks have said, suppress desire: don't ook at a woman,
don't look at anything that might stir up desire. Y ou sannyasis must
know this. Now we are enquiring into the nature of desire? Have

you ever gone into it? Have you ever said, what isdesire? That is,



you must be committed to find out, not just say, well, tell me, | will
accept it or not accept it, which isjust averbal communication
which means nothing. But if you say, | must find out totally,
completely, so that the mind is not aslaveto desire. You
understand? When you observe anything, that very observation
brings about a sensation. Right? When you see atree, a beautiful
car, awoman, a man, achild, the seeing is the beginning of
sensation. Right? Then there is contact: seeing, contact, sensation.
Then what takes place? Examine it closely, please, watch yourself.
Y ou see something pleasant, a nice house, a nice garden, anice
man, or awoman, who is nice looking, has a sense of beauty -
beauty can only go with integrity, not just the face. Seeing, contact,
sensation, then where does desire come into being? Y ou
understand my question? Where is the origin, the beginning of
desire? Not in this, the seeing, contact, sensation, it is not desire.
But when does desire begin to assert itself? It begins when thought
- go slowly, | am going very slowly - when thought creates the
image of you sitting in the car and driving it. Right? That is,
perception, contact, sensation. That is healthy. That is normal, that
is, all your senses are active. But thought says, how nice it would
beif | had that car, or that woman or that man or that house or
whatever, then thought creates the image and then the pursuit of
that image is desire. You get it? Y ou have understood it? Do it Sir,
find out, put your blood into it to find out, not accept what | am
saying.

So that controlling desire isto increase desire. The controller is
desire too. Right? Because he says, | will control my desirein
order to have greater desire. So if one understands this very deeply



that the moment, the second that thought creates the image of
possessing a house, having alovely garden, then that isthe
beginning of this calamitous multiple desire. So is there attention
so that the interference of thought doesn't come in? Y ou have got
it? So that seeing, contact, sensation, then there is no problem,
there is no question of controlling, not controlling, all the tortures
that human beings go through. If that is clearly understood, not
intellectually, but actually, so the mind is free of desire - of
necessary things of course, clothes, shelter, food, | am not talking
of those. But desire, psychological desire, that complicates life.
This complication of life with all its problems, prevents freedom.
So desire begins the moment thought creates the image of
pOSsession or non-possession, then you have al the problems
involved with desire. That is, to be so attentive at the moment of
seeing, contact, sensation. So your mind then becomes
extraordinarily active. Will you do it sir? Which is, now the mind
is crippled of problems. Right? Sexual problems, religious
problems, economic problems, and so on and so on, we are
inundated with problems. A mind that has no problem, you
understand sir, that is freedom and there is such amind. Which is,
to learn, to observe and immediate action so that there is no time
interval at all.

Now just listen. Most of you are greedy, perhaps most of you,
not all of you, some of you worship money. Right? Y ou all
worship money, would it beright if | said that? Some of you. So
money is your god and you do anything for money, cheat, avoid
taxes, you know, al the tricks you play, and can you see the value

of money because it has a value, otherwise you couldn't be sitting



here, to see the value of money and not give it psychological
importance. You are following? And if you give it psychological
importance, to end it immediately. So the mind never hasa
problem. Oh, you don't see it. When you understand desire
completely, that is, desire iswill. Right? We exercise will, will is
the essence of desire, obviously. Now desire, will and the
continuity of time. Y ou understand this? When you say, | will do
it, that is allowing time. Between now and when you do it there are
other incidents taking place in that interval and thus bringing more
problems. But when you see your greed, your anger, your envy,
your anxiety, observe it and end it instantly, immediately so that
your action is complete. And action is complete only when you
don't allow time. Y ou see that way, sirs, you bring about a different
mind, a different brain, abrain that is so perceptive, active, which
has no problems and therefore you can then enquire what is the
origin of al things, if there is an energy that is limitless, but you
must act without leaving a mark on the sands of time. So that isiit.
The beginning, if you discover the beginning, that is the ending.

Y ou understand?

So you have heard all these talks, many times perhaps, and
some of you perhaps have heard them for the first time, you may
say at the end of them, you haven't told us what to do, you haven't
given us a system which we can follow. Now if you observe
yourself you will see that your training, your education has been
what other people have told you to do. In al the realms, when you
are learning engineering, other experts in mathematics, pressure,
strain, have told you what to do, what to think and you are used to
that. That is your habit. That iswhy the gurus flourish, because



they tell you what to do and you like that; it is mechanical, easy,
comfortable, but you never discover anything for yourself. You
understand the importance of it. Which means we are always
depending on othersto tell us what to do. Please don't. That way
you become secondhand or third-hand human beings; whereas if
you say, | am going to find out, | am going to enquire, | will give
my life to find out how to live rightly, what it meansto love, what
it meansto be totally, completely intelligent, all that does not
depend on another. Please realize this. Because we are so
dependent, dependent on governments, we are dependent on
postmen, that's quite right, dependent on the telephone, quite right,
but to depend on another human being, depend on books, depend
to be told how to live, what to do, you are destroying yourself
because in that there is no freedom. Truth can come and flourish
only when there istotal complete freedom.

So please, we are not instructing you what to do. We are not
disseminating systems. That is all too childish. But we are together,
and | mean together, we are walking together a very complex road
and one must be free to walk. And in that walking one discovers
the enormity of existence, not the problems of existence, the

immensity of life, the immensity of the beauty of living.
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| am afraid we have to apologize, all of uswho are responsible for
the microphone and the loudspeakers, yesterday, they didn't work.
It is said there was some kind of sabotage in it, but it doesn't
matter. | am sorry if it made all of you uncomfortable, coming
from along distance for nothing.

Aswe were saying yesterday when we had this misfortune, that
we have cultivated fear, pleasure, sorrow, grief, anxiety and the
various travails of life. We said it has been the ot of man to
struggle, to bear pain, to be wounded and feel very lonely, and this
has been going on for many, many centuries. Our brains have
become accustomed to this. Our thought is wrapped around all this.
And also we have not cultivated, or given agreat deal of enquiry
into the first man who must have thought or enquired if thereis
something beyond all this misery, misfortune, sorrow, this endless
time movement; is there something beyond all this? And that we
have never cultivated; we have never alowed that enquiry to
flourish, to flower and bear fruit; we have been caught in various
forms of rituals - becoming monks and sannyasis and various
forms of sacrifice, following, obeying, conforming. We have never
gone into this question of why man throughout the ages has not
found a state of mind that is beyond time. And why human beings
throughout the world, whatever part of the world they livein, why
human beings have tolerated, supported, adjusted themselves to
thisfear, sorrow, grief; to the various wounds that one receives

from childhood, wounds that apparently are never healed, the deep



psychological wounds that pervert our life. Apparently we have not
goneinto this.

So we are asking a very serious guestion: whether the mind
which includes brain, the senses, the feelings, thoughts and that
guality of intelligence which is not the product of thought, that is
not the result of knowledge - so we are asking, if we may this
evening, whether the mind can ever be free, whether the mind can
ever put an end to its immense continuous struggle, strife and
violence and all the rest of it. | think thisis avery serious question
which each one of uswho are at all serious, should ask. Is there
freedom from the thousand yesterdays with all the remembrance of
grief, violence, brutality, accepting and obeying others, following
others and never resolving the human problems? After millions of
years look at ourselves. Look at the confusion we livein, the mind
corrupted, distorted, never free, never clear, pure. We are using the
word “purity' in itsoriginal sense, which isamind that is not
polluted, that is not distorted, that has no problem whatsoever. That
is the nature of purity which hasin it deep integrity. And
throughout the ages man has born this burden, trying to run away
from it through various forms of entertainment, both religious and
the cinema, the football, and al the rest of it.

So if you will this evening, walk together, perhaps hand in
hand, not with so many, it isimpossible, but walk together with a
certain quality of dignity as human beings, a certain sense of care,
affection, between two friends who are enquiring into this very
complicated question whether the mind, of amillion years of its
vast experience and knowledge, can ever be free and be as

originally pure so that it can live without a single problem. And if



one may point out, there is no authority here. Thisisvery serious
to understand. Authority, especialy in the spirit of the mind, has no
place whatsoever. Authority, laying down certain sanctions, rules,
systems, polices, doctrines, in the world of spirit, that is, in the so-
called spirituality, in the so-called inner flowering of man,
authority has no place whatsoever. The authority of a book, the
authority of those who say, they know, and those who say they
know, don't know. So please from the very beginning of thistak
and also the talk of next Wednesday, let us put aside all authority,
conclusions, opinions, like two friends who are open to each other,
enquiring, demanding, questioning each other. And in questioning
there must be agreat deal of scepticism and doubt. But all
scepticism must always be held on aleash, like adog that is held
on aleash, if you keep it all the time on aleash you will destroy the
very nature of the dog. But you must occasionally let it go and run,
on a beach, in the meadows, along the river. So likewise, we must
have this scepticism on aleash, and also know when to let it go.
That isan art.

And in our enquiry, in our questioning, in our wandering along
the path, not some mysterious path, to glory, to nirvana, but a path
of enquiry, the first thing to enquire, if you will allow, isthe nature
of time. Because time plays agreat part in our life, not only the
chronological time but the psychological time; the inward sense of
movement from here to there not only psychically but
psychologically. It takes time for you to come from where you
were to come here. That took time, and psychologically, inwardly
time is the remembrance of the past, modified by the present and

continued. Y ou are following all this? Just listen. If you don't



understand, it doesn't matter. Because you know atalk likethisis
not only at the conscious level, at the verbal level, but also if you
listen, the unconscious, the deeper layers of the mind absorbs what
isbeing said. It islike sowing seeds. It will take, if the earthis
good, well watered, manured and so on, so likewise, if you will,
listen not only to understand the words, but also grasp if one can,
the deeper meaning of the word. So one has to listen not only with
the hearing of the ear, but also listen at a different level, with a
deeper demand, with a deeper sense of giving oneself over to find
out. So we are talking about time.

And time has played an immense part in our life, our whole
brain structure and the cells are the result of millions of years and
more, so-called evolution which is the movement from the very
beginning to the very end. And the brain is accustomed to time.
That is, | will be, | am not, but | will be. That means you are
allowing time from "what is' to "what should be'. Y ou are following
al this? Sir, follow, not mere words but see the fact of it. So the
brain, the mind is accustomed to this movement of time. And man
has always sought whether there is a possibility of going beyond
time - not the science fiction time, but time as we know it: time as
remembrance, time as the past, present and the future, this constant
movement in which we are caught. And time is also postponement.
Timeis also action depending on the past - knowledge, experience,
memory, action modifying that memory and the future. Right?
Right sir? So there is this quality of time in which we function not
only physically, but also psychologically, inwardly, inside the skin
asitwere. Andisit possible - just listento it - isit possible not to

allow timein action? Do you follow it? Perhaps this is something



new that you have not heard before and so you might get puzzled,
or reject or resist. But one must ask this question: that is, time
which is aninterval between now and then, between "what is and
"what should be'. Timeiswhat has been, what will be and what is
now. So all that istime. And when you alow time to change "what
IS to "what should be, that is, in that interval between "what is and
“what should be', which is time to reach that, in that interval there
are other factors entering into that. Naturally. Y ou follow all this?
Right?

We are walking together? Or are you lagging behind. | will
wait. The speaker will wait till you come back. We can walk
together. Whichiis, it is very important to understand. Please give a
little attention to it.

Y ou understand? Violence and freedom from violence. Right?
That is, human beings are violent, they allow time to become free
of violence. Right. In that interval what is happening is, you are
expressing, acting violently. So thereis never an ending to
violence. Do you get this? Human beings are violent. Y ou are
violent. And you have an idea, a concept, an ideal, of not being
violent. In that interval between now and then you are being
violent. And so there is never an ending to violence, because you
allow time to come into the factor of ending violence. Y ou get it?
So can time be abolished? Y ou understand my question? So that
there is no "between now and then’, which means acting
immediately. Y ou have understood this? Sir, just capture the
meaning of this. Don't be too analytical. The speaker is pretty good
at analysis. But don't be too analytical, for the time being, we'll go

together. Aswe pointed out, when there is violence act instantly,



not become violent, act to the ending of violence immediately.
Which means not allowing the idea of non-violence to come into
being at al. Got it? | don't think you seeit.

Please, once you capture this, not intellectually, but actually, it
transforms your whole way of living, your whole way of acting.
That is, violence or any other human factor, like greed, envy,
anger, grief and so on, never to allow time to create the opposite.
You have got it? It istime that creates the opposite, time being
thought. Am | complicating it? Say, you are hurt, wounded
psychologically; you know the cause of that wound, because you
have an image about yourself and somebody treads on that image,
puts a pin in that image and you get hurt. And that hurt, the
consequences of that hurt are great in life, because you build awall
around yourself not to get hurt any more. Which is allowing time.
S0 to see the fact that you are hurt because of the image and finish
with that image immediately. Right? Are we doing it? If you don't
doit, it'sno fun. It just becomes alot of words with no meaning.
But if you see that time is a dangerous factor in human life, and
that time distorts action, and so we are going into something, if you
understand the nature of time fully because all our thinking is
based on time. Time is movement. Right? From here to there, or
psychologically from being "what is to theideal or “what should
be'. All that involves time, movement. So thought is movement.
Right? When you think about your business, about anything, itisa
movement from the past to meet the present and carry on to the
future. Right? So time is thought. And time is the distorting factor
in life, which is, if you can act immediately thereis no time. Y ou
understand?



S0 bearing that in mind we are going to enter into the field
where time has played an immense part in our life, which is, the
factor which man has lived with from the beginning of time, fear.
Heisnot only afraid of physical security, but also heis afraid
inwardly, psychologically of what is going to happen. He is afraid
of the past, heis afraid of the future, heis actually afraid of the
present. Right? Don't look so bewildered please. And we have
borne this cloud of fear which darkens our life and accepted it. We
never said to ourselves, isit possible ever to be completely free of
fear. Fear: physical fear can be dealt with fairly easily. The
physical pain can be modified, be put up with or atered. But the
psychological fear isvery, very complex. It has many, many
branches, and its fruits are many. One may be afraid of the dark,
afraid of one's husband, wife, or girl, afraid of losing ajob, afraid
of not achieving nirvana or heaven or illumination thislife, afraid
of the bosses, the gurus, the authorities, and so on. This tree of fear
has many, many branches and its fruits are multiple. So we are
asking, isit possible to end fear completely - not | am free of fear
one day and back again. So we are asking, isthere an end to fear at
al. Do you follow sirs? Have you ever asked that question? Or you
put up with it, saying, it isour lot, our karma. Y ou have some kind
of verbal structure which will cover up the fear.

If you have asked, isthere a possibility of ending psychological
fear so completely it never comes back. The speaker is asking the
guestion for you, though you have not asked it, the speaker is
asking that question for each one of us. What isfear? Think with
me, think about it together. What isfear? Y ou have fears. Y ou

don't haveto tell me what your fears are. Thisis not a confession.



Y ou know what your fears are very well. If you are a Brahmin, you
are afraid to be a Brahmin in an economic world where Brahmins
are looked down upon. So you hide your Brahminism, cut out the
name lyer, because you adjust yourself. Basically you are afraid.
Y ou conform to the pattern which exists round you. And if you
say, | am not a Hindu, that creates a problem around you, so you
keep on repeating that you are a Hindu, or aMuslim or a Christian.
So there is this constant, hidden, secret pressure of which we will
be conscious or not aware, it isthere. And how can love exist when
thereisfear? Thisis not arhetorical question. | am asking as a
human being, how can love, compassion, great sense of affection
and care exist with fear? It cannot. Obviously. So isfear which
man has carried for millions of years, can that burden be put aside
completely. The speaker will point out the nature, the movement,
of how it can end. Not by a system, not a method, not a practice,
not a suppression of fear, nothing of that kind. Y ou are following
all this? Because if you suppressfear it is aways there. Even if you
analyse, and | believe Indians are quite good at analysis, but they
never end it. They are very clever spinning it out and finding the
cause and there it ends. So we are not saying suppression, escape
from it, transcending it, conquer it, nothing of that kind. We are
asking, are you ever aware at the moment of fear? Listen to it
carefully. At the moment, at the second when fear arises. You are
not. You are aware of it asecond afterwards. Right? Are we
meeting each other?

Please, sir, communication, not only verbally, but actually in
your heart, feeling, then we are really in communion with each
other. Fear istime. Right? Fear of the past, of the things that one



has done, not done, commissions and omissions, regrets and all
that. The remembrance of all that and be afraid of something that
you have done, which is time and the future, of what might happen,
which is also time. So fear is the essence of time. You get it? Oh
come on sir! That's why you have to understand time and abolish
time. Which is, when the moment fear arises, be completely
watchful of it. Don't run away, don't escape, don't find causes, be
completely attentive to that fear. Where there is attention there is
no time. Y ou understand?

So there is instant action: immediate response of that fear and
ending that fear which means you are not only aware of all the
branches of fear but you are going to the very root of fear. Which
IS, thought has movement which is time and to act instantly
immediately so that timeis not afactor in fear. You have got it?
Do please give your mind, your heart to find this out. Because life
without love is meaningless. you may be rich people, you may be
comparatively happy, having pleasure untold, unlimited, but
without love, which means the ending of fear, life has no meaning
whatsoever. Loveis not pleasure. Loveis not desire. So please
follow this carefully. Pleasure is the movement of the
remembrance of things past and the picture created by thought and
the pursuit of that picture imageis pleasure. Right? Which istime.
Y ou have got it sir? Y ou have understood it?

And again pleasure plays an important part, perhaps the greatest
part in our life: sexual pleasure, pleasure of achieving, pleasure of
controlling yourself, pleasure of possession, pleasure of
attachment, pleasure in being free if you have money, if you have

position, if you are a politician - and pleasure is not at the actual



moment but the remembrance of things past entering into the
present and continuing as pleasure. Have you got it? Now if you
can totally be completely aware of the moment it is taking place,
then there is complete action. | will show it to you now.

Desireis the movement of pleasure. Right? And desire, aswe
explained the other day, is seeing, seeing with your visual, optical
eyes, contact, touching, smelling, and sensation. Right? Seeing,
touching, contact, then the sensory responses, which is sensation,
then thought makes an image of that object which you have seen
and desire then begins. Right? Y ou see - | don't know what you see
- yOu See awoman or a man, nice looking, clean, healthy,
beautiful. Y ou look at the mountain, the hills, the water, the glory
of the earth and heavens, you look and you touch, you have a
sensation. Then thought comes and says, how lovely that shirt is or
that dressis, and imagines, creates the image of being dressed in
that shirt or robe, at that moment is the beginning of desire. Right?
Y ou have understood this. Don't hear my words, know it in your
blood.

So desire, that is, desire to achieve, desire to have, desire to
possess, desire to dominate, desire to do so many things, isthe
movement, not only in time, but the movement that creates duality.
Come on! Which is, one desire opposed to another desire. Right?
So thereis conflict. This conflict can never be ended. What we end
IS the comprehension, the deep profound truth that desire comes
the moment thought creates the image. To be aware of thistotal
movement is immediate action.

Are your brains working? Or are you merely hearing words,

because our brainis full of words, and the word has tremendous



importance in our life: the wife, the husband, the nation, India,
communist, socialist, Catholic, you know all the rest of it. Words
have an immense significant for us. And if you only listen to
words, then you will not grasp the beauty of alife in which thereis
no fear and the understanding of pleasure. And where thereis
pleasure there must also be fear. Don't you know that? And where
there is fear there can be no love. So desire, fear, pleasure, berefts
life of love. And loveis not to be cultivated. Y ou cannot say, | will
practise love. No sir, that's what you are all doing: practise
kindliness, tenderness, this sense of oneness.

So we are asking, amind that has lived amillion years carrying
all these burdens, can that mind ever be free of all its content. Y ou
understand my question sir now? Its content. The content makes up
our consciousness. Our consciousness is made up of our beliefs,
conclusions, your fears, your pleasures, your dogmas, opinions,
your superstitions, your gods, your nationality, the whole
consciousness of the human mind isits content. Right? And as long
asyou are living within the field of consciousness thereisno
freedom. So we are saying, this content is the immense memory of
man, including woman, of course. This tremendous burden of the
past which is guiding, distorting, creating a thousand problemsin
our life. We are asking whether the mind with that complicated,
subtle, extraordinary beautiful brain, can that brain, mind, which
are one, can that put aside all its burdens? that is, the burden exists
aslong asthereistime. Right sir? Say for example, you have
problems: sexual problems, career problems, problems of
loneliness, despair and so on, have you ever asked, can the mind

ever be free of every problem?



So what is a problem? Something that you have not resolved,
something that you have not finished. A problem exists only when
you carry it over to the next day. Y ou are following all this? Right
sir? Somebody agree with me. Y ou have many, many problems.
And amind that is burdened with problems, can never be free. So
isit possibleto live alife, here on earth, without a single problem.
Y ou understand the implications of that question? And do you
understand the beauty of that question, the depth, the vitality of
that question? Aswe said, the problem exists only if you allow it to
have duration. Right, right? Why do you allow problems to endure
even for two days or three days, why? Come on sirs, why? Isit that
you are used to this method, used to carrying problemstill you die?
|sit that we are habituated to it, we have accepted it, we say, yes,
that is the normal fate of man, to have problems and so struggle,
struggle. They have never said or asked, not verbally, with passion,
with care, with attention to find out if you can end problems. | will
show you. The speaker will point out. No authority. Just pointing
out. If you are serious, if you want to live alife without asingle
problem, you don't know the beauty of that: the quality of a mind
that has no problems and therefore no experience.

Y our minds are full of experiences, the present and the future
experiences and the past. The word “experience’ means to go
through and finish, not carry the memory of it. Y ou understand?
Finish the physical pain that you have today and end it, not carry it
to the next day. How will you approach a problem? | am not
talking of physical, or technological, or electronic computer
problems. There are experts for that. Our friends say many things
about that. | am not talking about that. | have afriend who talks a



great deal about it, we are not talking of those problems. But we
are talking of human problems: the loneliness, the sense of
isolation, the sense of deep abiding despair. How do you approach
a problem, an intimate, perhaps even secret problem that you have,
how do you approach it? Please find out. Find out now asyou are
sitting there. Find out how you approach a problem. |s your
approach to finish with the problem, to go beyond the problem, to
resolve, finish, anxiously end it. How do you approach it? Do you
approach it with a motive, with a conclusion that you have already
come to, how that problem should be resolved? Y ou are following
all this? So the approach to a problem is more important than the
problem itself. Y ou understand this? Are you al asdleep? Sir, the
speaker is saying something which he actually lives; thisis not to
encourage you, not to stimulate you, but one can live alife which
has no problems whatsoever. It is not for you to believe, or
disbelieve, | don't care. But it isimportant to find out for yourself
because a mind that is full of problems, a crippled mind, whether it
has religious problems, sexual problems, problems of attachment.
Now take that. Y ou know you are attached to your beliefs, to
your wife, to your gods, to your puja, to your rituals, to your gurus,
whatever it is. You are attached. Why? Because in attachment you
feel secure. Right? Right? Y ou feel secure, you feel comfortable,
you feel protected, safe. | am attached to you, to the audience - if |
am attached to you then | depend on you for my stimulation, for
my elation, for my endeavour. But | am not attached to you. | am
not your guru, you are not my followers. So take that one thing:
you are attached, not to a baby, not to a person, but to an idea, to a

conclusion, to a hope, to something that you cling to, craving, and



therefore holding. Now if you know how you approach that
attachment, but you don't want even to enquire how you approach
because if you are detached you will feel tremendously lonely.
Right? No? So the more you are attached, the deeper the loneliness
is. And so you say, don't talk to me about attachment, | like what |
have, for god's sake, status quo, don't talk about it. So you go back
home and being attached you become jealous, angry, quarrels and
al the things attachment brings, shedding tears, laughter and the
ache of losing.

So if you can approach that question of attachment freely, that
IS, not have amotive, not “what might happen if | gave up'. But if
you could see the full meaning and the consequences of attachment
at one glance, not keep on at it, at one glance see immediately the
implications and the consequences of attachment and act
immediately - not allowing time to come into being. Then you are
free from that attachment to face the fact that you are alonely,
desperate human being. Face that fact, look at it, not run away
fromit. It islike a surgeon who discovers the patient has cancer
and the patient gets so frightened by the very word and he
postpones it, and says, wait doctor, allow me to enjoy my smoking,
or whatever you are doing, 1'd better come back next week. This
thing will grow much deeper, destructive, it may become terminal.
So when we alow time - you understand what | am saying? - in
any form, then you are perpetuating the agony of man, because
your mind is the mind of humanity. It is not your mind, both
genetically, this remembrance of millions of yearsis the common
mind of humanity. Y ou are humanity, you are the whole essence of

human endeavour. Y ou may be a different colour, shorter, darker,



but your mind your brain isthe world. And if that mind has never
known freedom, then you live always in despair, anxiety, pain; and
that freedom is an ending of time, which means acting
immediately. Which doesn't mean irrationally, unintelligently, on
the contrary, it is the act of supreme intelligence and therefore that

action is of excellence. Right sirs.
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Thiswill be the last talk. | wonder why you are al sitting here.
What is behind your mind? What are your desires, your aspirations,
your depressions, your sorrows, the innumerable travail of life? We
expect, don't we, unfortunately, that someone will solve our
problems - some enlightened human being, some philosopher,
some erudite scholar or a guru, or someone upon whom we invest
our devotion, our courage, our hope and we have lived that way for
amillion years, looking for someone elseto do all the work and we
just follow. Someone to lay down a pattern and we merely copy;
someone to lead us to heaven, or to other places and we have lived
that way. Priest after priest, religions after religions, leaders,
political, social, economical, the marxist, the maoists, all these
people have offered their wares, logical, illogical, historical and
non-historical, illusory, without much meaning, and we have
meekly, humbly without much thinking followed them. This has
been the lot of all human beings. And one wonders why we have
become like this, why we have become secondhand human beings
without any depth to our life, without solving all our problems by
ourselves, but always looking for someone else.

And asthisisthelast talk, | would like to point out to you, if |
may, that we are not selling any goods, we are not doing any
idealistic propaganda, we are not offering any scheme, any method,
but pointing out, if you are serious and if you are willing, that there
isadifferent kind of life to be lived daily, without conflict, without

this confusion and misery which man has accepted as away of life.



Lifeisavast complex field, area. It istremendously complex in
the sense that verbally the words have made it complex, because
we live by words, our brains are crowded with words, and words
have become extraordinarily important in our life and so we live a
very superficia life, wanting, hoping to live a deeper, more serene,
alifein which thereis not this ugly content, but words must be
used but they are only the means of communication between two
people, and words if they are not properly understood, must
inevitably lead to misunderstanding. So | think thisisimportant
that we learn the art of listening; not to what the speaker is saying
only, but also to nature, to everything about us, to listen so that our
hearing, not merely by the ear, but hearing deeply to our own
complex misery, strife, and struggle, to listen to it, not to rgject it,
not try to overcome it, not run away from it, but to listen to it so
completely, so deeply so that the very thing that it istelling you
becomes reasonabl e, rational truth.

And asthisisthelast talk, we have covered a great deal of our
lifein all the four talks. | think we ought to talk over together this
evening the nature of love. What love means and if thereis an end
to sorrow, not only the sorrow which each one of us goes through,
but the sorrow of mankind the sorrow which wars have brought
about, the tears of all the people, not who have killed but have
others who have been killed, the poverty, the degradation of
penury. And we also should talk over together the nature of death
and meditation. So we are going to cover alarge field this evening
and | hope you will not mind if we do not rush through but go
carefully, step by step, hesitantly with care, with attention, then

perhaps some of us will capture the meaning and live by it.



Because what we are concerned with isto bring about a different
society, adifferent culture, a different way of living, and that can
only be brought about by each one of us together, not by one single
human being, or some divine law but by each one of us, the way
we live everyday. And if there is atransformation of one or two of
us, and that transformation does bring about a new culture. Culture
can only be anew one, can only come out of religion, not out of
superstition, not out of ideas, however good or bad. Religion, not
these things we call religion, the puja, the rituals, the fancy robes
and so on and so on. That isnot religion. Religion isthe
assembling of all our energy to live alife that is harmonious,
actual, and in which there is great affection, great love, a sense of
compassion for all things, that isreligion, not all the things you are
playing with.

So we will begin by talking over together, I mean together, not
the speaker thinks it out for you and you agree or disagree, but you
and the speaker are walking together happily, easily without too
much tension, without too much occupation, a sense of amicable,
friendly, happy relationship. If we could establish that, at least an
hour, this evening, we could go agreat distance together. Y ou
know man has aways lived in sorrow, we all go through this great
thing called sorrow. We may be conscious of it, or unconscious of
it, we become conscious of it when you have pain, when somebody
dies, when somebody runs away from you, leaves, when you are
left utterly lonely, at that moment or previously you have felt this
agonizing sense of isolation. And this loneliness, this sense of
complete state of mind when you have lost all sense of relationship

with anything. | am sure most of you must have felt this on rare



occasions, or perhaps know of it when you meet agreat many
people, in an office, in afactory, or when you are talking to
somebody, you have this deep abiding sense of isolation. And that
is one of the causes of this suffering, and apparently we never seem
to dispel that depressing, wasting energy of loneliness. And, aswe
said, that is one of the causes of this suffering.

Now when oneis aware of this, we generaly get frightened, we
generaly run away from it, or seek some escape, whichis
satisfactory, pleasant and gratifying. But that loneliness remains
like some disease from which you are trying to escape. Y ou may
escape, but the disease is there. And so can this loneliness which
has a great many consequences-you may become a social worker, a
politician fighting for a place of power, or apriest or a
businessman, or whatever it is, thereis this sense of loneliness,
isolation. And the consequences are, any form of escape, religious,
any form of entertainment, but it is always there. So can wein
talking over together, and | mean together, can we look at it?
Because without the ending of sorrow, thereis no love. Please
realize this. Thisis not arhetorical statement, but truth, that where
there is sorrow, where thereis fear, love cannot be. And life bereft
of love has no meaning. And without the ending of sorrow, that
flower cannot blossom. So it isimportant to find out for ourselves,
without being guided to it, without being persuaded, to see for
ourselves the nature of this loneliness.

Please don't go to deep. It istoo early. You may betired after a
days work, and sitting comfortably, listening to somebody might
put you to sleep. Or go off into some kind of fanciful meditation,

closing your eyes and having lovely dreams. If you want that kind



of thing, go to bed, or go to a cinema but here we are a group of
serious people, | hope who are wanting to find out for themselves
how to live alife which istotally different, alife that will create a
new society.

This loneliness comes about through our daily action. | don't
know if you have noticed how self-centred we are, how
extraordinarily selfish we are. Sir, please don't nod your head. It
has no meaning. Just listen to it. Nodding the head in agreement,
has no meaning. What has meaning is to observe your own
selfishness, your own self-centred activity, your constant endless
occupation with yourself, either as a meditator, or a businessman,
as aman or awoman you are occupied daily with yourself. And
where there is self-centred activity, it must inevitably lead to
isolation. Y ou may talk of co-operation, working together, being
together, but as long as this self-centred movement is going on in
the form of nationalities, groups, sex and all the rest of it, that self
activity must inevitably lead to loneliness. Y ou understand this
obviously.

So one asks, can there be an activity which is not centred round
oneself, because as long as man islonely through his daily activity,
sorrow must inevitably continue. Sorrow, the etymological
meaning of that word is passion. Sorrow and passion go together
verbally. And as we are not passionate people - we may be lustful
people, we may be struggling to express our own little self and
fight for a place, but we have no passion. We are al nicely tamed
people. Passion means to have total energy in which thereisno
motive, no desire, but the sense of complete, total comprehension

which is the essence of intelligence. And that passion can only



come about with the ending of sorrow; and it is only passion that
creates a new society, not ideas, not systems, not a new
bureaucracy, or anew tyranny. Please understand all this. Not
verbally, but from your heart, one must have a sense of passion and
that passion cannot come if that passion is embedded in a belief, in
adogma, in aperson or devotion. All that is sentiment, passion has
nothing whatever to do with sentiment, romanticism. That passion
can only come about with the ending of sorrow. That is what we
are concerned to discover if at all possible for a human being who
has lived for amillion years carrying this heavy burden of sorrow,
to end it. Because we said without it you can never have loved.
And apparently in this country, and perhaps elsewhere, we don't
know what that word even means. It implies great sensitivity, care
for another, generosity, a sense of total unity with al mankind, and
without love life has no meaning whatsoever, you may be rich, you
may have power, position and all the rest of it, but without that
flame, which can never be extinguished, one hasto live with
SOrrow.

So our concern thisevening isto find out for ourselvesif itis
possible to live alife without sorrow. And sorrow will exist aslong
asthereis self-centred occupation. Right? Y ou understand? Please.
If you listen to it, not "how am | to get at it', "how am | to stop
being self-centred' - that is a wrong question. Because then when
you say "how am | not to be self-centred’, you want a pattern, you
want a system, you want to be told what to do, then you are back
again in another pattern which is also self-centred. Right? So if you
would kindly listen, just listen. Either you listen consciously or
unconsciously, deeply. Consciously has very little effect, but if you



listen from the depth of your own being, from the depth of
yourself, which probably you never have even felt, ever known. So
if you could listen with such grace, with such ease, the very
listening isamiracle of action. Y ou understand what | am saying?
Y ou understand? Some of you say, yes. Let us move together. Y ou
seeif you try to do something about not being self-centred you are
being self-centred. Y ou understand? If you say, | must not be
selfish, the very statement of that contains selfishness. Because you
want to be different from being selfish, and that very "want' creates
another form of selfishness. Y ou have understood?

So to merely observe the fact that one is selfish and not make a
single movement not to be selfish, because any movement of the
mind which has been living with deep unexamined self-
centredness, any act of the mind with regard to selfishness will not
only strengthen selfishness, but will change the pattern of
selfishness and you will think that pattern is unselfishness. Y ou are
following al this? So to observe without any movement of thought
or action, that is, to observe your self-centred occupation in the
name of god, in the name of all therest of it, to observe it without
the past interfering, just to see your face, asit were, in the mirror,
you can't change your face, probably you wish you could but there
itis. Itiswhat it is, and to observe it purely without any distortion,
without any pressure, just to observe, that very observation exposes
the whole consequence of selfishness and that observation cleanses
the mind of selfishness. Don't accept it. Do it. So if we could listen
so entirely to the fact that all self-centred activity in any form must
inevitably lead to isolation and therefore division and therefore
strife. Listen to it. Don't agree or disagree. It isafact. Itislike



gravity isafact. You can't do anything about it. But if you observe
it very closely, minutely, precisely, without any distortion, then
that very perception isimmediate action. Are you doing it aswe
are talking?

So where thereisisolation in our relationship, and we are
isolated in our relationship, you may be married, you may sleep
with another, you may hold his hand, say, my wife, my husband,
my girl friend, we are isolated in our relationships, because each
one has an image of the other put together by thought, through
days and years and time. Those two images have relationship,
images put there by memory, by association, by remembrance, and
that is not relationship. That's why if you observe it, the image that
you have about another, to see it actually what is happening, that
your relationship is based on memory, aremembrance of another,
which has built an image in yourself of the other and the other has
also an image about yourself, these two images are the factor of
division. Please understand this. It isyour life. And aslong as there
isthat division there will be isolation, loneliness, pain, jealousy,
anxiety, anger, hate, strife. | wonder if you are listening. And
loneliness is the consequence of our self-centred occupation. If you
hear that and see the truth of it, instantly, immediately, then you
will find that self-centred activity comesto an end. It islike ending
something which you have been carrying for a thousand years.

So thereis an ending to sorrow. And there is the sorrow of
mankind, man has borne, has made, has brought about sorrow.
Killing each other, dividing into castes, nations, groups, sects,
ashramas and so on. Dividing, dividing, dividing, fragmenting and

aslong as thereis division between nations there must be war, as



between people. We know all this, perhapslogically, intellectually,
verbally, but we never apply, we never say, test it out. And so
Sorrow never ends.

We will have to go into this question of what is death. You
know, it is one of the most extraordinary thingsin life that we
haven't solved this question. We have never enquired, not verbally,
but deeply, why this enormous fear of something unknown exists
in each one. Why we have never enquired if the mind can ever be
free from the known. Y ou understand? So do we realize factually
that we are aways moving in the field of the known? Y our gods
are known, because they have been created by man through
thought and fear, that is the known. You live in the past, past
experiences, past memories, past associations, past hurts, past
nostalgia, past values, that is the known, and your daily activities
are dsoin thefield of the known, the accumulated knowledge that
you have, it is still known. So we live awaysin the field of the
known and we may expand that field, we may endlessly enquire
and accumulate but that which is accumul ated becomes instantly
the known. So we have never asked, and it isimportant to ask,
whether there is any freedom from the known - the known hurt, the
known memory, the known longing, the known future, the idedl,
can the mind which is the instrument of the known, which isthe
accumulated knowledge of experience, all that is the known, can
the mind, the brain ever be free from the known? Otherwise the
known becomes aroutine, you can expand it but the future also
becomes the known. Do you follow all this?

That is, sir, the exploiter becomes the exploited. Right? And the

exploited becomes the exploiter. This has been the cycle of man,



historically, politically, economically, the exploiter exploits and the
one who is exploited becomes the exploiter. And thisis called
evolution, thisis called the movement of perpetua revolution, if
you have followed all this, if you have listened to some
communists and so on, this constant revolution, from the known to
the known and the known modified and further known. So we are
asking, can the mind which isthe result of millions of years with
al its knowledge, with all its experience always within that field,
ever be free to discover, to come upon something unknown? Y ou
understand my question? And why man, you, are frightened to
death? Whether you are young, or old, whether you are going to be
operated on for some serious illness, why man has put between the
living and death, along period of time. Y ou understand? It may be
avery short time, or avery long period of fifty years or eighty
years. And he has always pushed it as far away as possible, and we
have never asked why, why each one of usis so scared to die. Are
you asking that question now? And if you did ask that question
why are you frightened of it? Isit that you are afraid to leave, let
go the known, the family, the known, the family, the friends, your
accumulated money, black market and all the rest of it. That isthe
known and you are frightened to let that go. (Madam, don't take
notes, please, | said listen. Y ou make me want to cry, you have so
little feeling.)

And when one begins to enquire, not into what is death, that is
inevitable, you may liveif you are sixteen now you may live to be
a hundred and twenty, because you have got all the medical care
and all that. And if you begin to enquire into death, not the actual
fact of dying, when the body through disease, old age, accident,



dies, that isinevitable, but what is dying? Y ou understand my
guestion. What does it mean to die? Please ask yourself this
guestion. If you ask this serioudly, it means ending. Right? Ending.
Now will you end that which you hold most dear, end it? Y ou
understand my question? The ending of attachment with al its
conseguences, pain, jealousy, anxiety, fear, hatred, to be attached
to something, to a belief, to a person, to an idea and when you
actually die, physically, you end all that. Now can you - listen now
- end your attachment immediately? That is death. Right? | wonder
if you are following all this. It's up to you. That is death.

And death also means separating from that which you are living
daily, your business, your money, your wife, your children. All
that. So to find out what death is clearly, not just verbally and all
the comfort of reincarnation, karma and all that kind of stuff, but to
find out what it meansin our daily life, you have to go into the
guestion of what isyour life, what isyour daily life. If you believe
in reincarnation, that your soul or whatever you call it is born next
life, that is, if you are good thislife, you will have a palace next
life, if you are noble this life you will have wings next life. But
your belief isonly a nonsense because if you actually believe that
you will be born next life, according to what you are doing now
then you will change your life now. But you won't. So our daily
lifeisaterrible, complex, miserable existence, going to the office
day after day, ten years or fifty years. Faceit. But you won't
change because you hope somebody will create a new society in
which you haven't to work from morning until night. So please just
listen to it. Y ou may not do anything about it, but just listen to it.

To live with death every day, which meansto live without time



because death istime, which means every form of attachment,
every form of fear, possession, domination all the rest of it, when
death comes all that ends. And can we live with death, that is,
ending every day everything that you have accumulated,
psychologically, inwardly, end everything that you have
psychologically gathered, your hurts, your ambitions, all the rest of
that business, end it. And with the ending there is a new beginning.
There are much more complex problems involved in death, but we
haven't time.

And also we must go into the question of what is meditation.
Are you meditating now? May | ask? Y ou are sitting there, very
quietly, listening, | hope. Are you in a state of attention - not
tension, attention. Again thisis avery complex problem which
must be approached very simply. All premeditated meditation is no
meditation. The word, the meaning of the word etymologically, the
meaning of the word is to ponder over, to think over, to enquire, to
delveinto, to delve very deeply, profoundly - that isthe meaning in
agood dictionary. Now start from there, that is, to think over, to
ponder over, to delve very, very deeply into one's consciousness
and to pay complete attention to what you are enquiring into, with
diligence in which there is no deviation and no negligence. All that
isimplied in the word "meditation’. Our meditations now are of
different kinds. There is Zen Japan, the Tibetan meditation, the
Buddhist meditation and the various gurus with their meditations
and so on and so on. Which iswhat? They are al premeditated
meditations. Y ou have understood? Y ou have got it? That is, some
person or people, have experienced something or other. For amind

that demands experience and seeks experienceis still living within



the known. A mind that is free of experience, actually free of
experience, can only know what is truth - truth is not in experience,
That's asideissue.

So meditation has been the acceptance of a system, method,
practice laid down carefully by other people who say, they know,
and when they say, they know, they don't know, follow it sir, don't
laugh, don't laugh, you areinit, for god's sake realize it. So they
say if you do this, this, this, you will reach god, or enlightenment,
nirvana, moksha or anything you liketo call it. And we poor
gullible people come along and say, yes, marvellous idea, they
have such a great reputation and we must also do this, and you
practise day after day, day after day, sitting quietly, breathing
rightly, and all that stuff, and repeating some kind of mantra, which
IS as good as saying alot of words, and you hope thereby to
achieve some extraordinary state. Right? Agree? Y ou know one of
the factorsis, rather an most amusing factor, in this country
anybody who is dlightly unbalanced becomes a saint, a guru,
whereas in Europe or Americathey would go to a mental hospital.
Right?

So that iswhat is called meditation. The Tibetan, the Zen,
which isto pay agreat dea of attention and so on, | won't go into
al the details. In all that there isthisidea of controlling your
thought so that your thought is silent, your thought doesn't wander
about. Right? But the controller is also thought. Right? | wonder if
you are listening to all this. The controller controls the thing which
he has called thought, but the controller himself is thought. So
thereisaduality. The controller saying all the time, | must control
my thoughts, | must control my body, | must control my breathing,



| must practise, | must do this, | must do that, | must exercise, |
must sacrifice, you know, will - the controller is the very essence
of desire, of thought, of the past. So there is always in these
meditations this fact. In these meditations, they never realize the
controller isthe controlled. If you see that fact for once in your life,
completely, that the controller, the observer is the observed, if you
see that, all conflict to achieve something comes to an end.

And then we come to a certain point which is, when there is no
concentration, which is brought about by thought, directed towards
a particular subject, towards a particular idea, concentration which
is resistance of other thoughts coming in, but only one thought
directed in one direction, that is what we call concentration. Right?
In that isinvolved constant struggle to keep other thoughts from
coming in. Right? Have you ever done all this? The speaker did it
one morning and dropped it from that day. He saw the futility of
that kind of game and saw the uselessness of it, and he dropped it.
When you drop something like that, then what takes place? That is,
please see this, you have realized, the mind has realized that
something is not true, false, and seeing the truth in the false frees
you from the false. Have you understood this? Right, sir? If you
see something false and drop it, the very dropping is the action of
the intelligence which has discovered that it isfalse. If you drop
your illusions about your innumerable gods, and see gods are the
factor brought about by thought and fear and all therest of it, if
you see theillusion, the very perception of that illusion is the truth.
Y ou understand? Will you do it? Y ou won't. That is up to you.

So where there is attention, that is, to see something as an
illusion, created by thought, like your gods, your rituals, and all



that stuff, see the falseness of it, the very seeing of the falsenessis
intelligence. That intelligence is necessary completely to perceive
the action that is born out of that intelligence. Think about it - no,
don't think about it, listen to it. So when you see the false, that is,
in that perception there is complete attention, there is no
concentration, there isjust attention. Attention implies thereis no
centre from which you are attending. There is a centre which
demands concentration, but in attention, there is no centre. Right?
Doiit.

Now | will show you. Would you please kindly, the speaker is
asking most respectfully, pay attention completely now to what he
Is saying, completely, and when you so pay attention thereis no
centre from which you are attending. Y ou understand? Thereis
only the state of attention, not that "| am attending'. Right? Thisis
something new to you all. Y ou haven't thought about it. Now when
there is attention, the implications of that attention are care. Care
can only exist where there islove, care for your wife, for your
husband, for your children. Where there is attention, if you watch
very carefully, there is absolute silence. Right? If you are listening
to what is being said with complete attention, in that attention,
though you are listening to the words, there is silence, and that
silence is necessary to enquire - that silence is necessary, in that
movement silence is not static, it isaliving thing - in that silence,
that movement moves towards the source of all energy. And this
origin, the beginning of all energy - don't trandlate it as god and all
therest of it - the origin, the beginning of things, if you cometo
that, if the mind ever comes to that extraordinary state then from

there action takes place. For that one must have amind that is free



from all problems, all problems so that it istotally, completely free
from the known. Thisis meditation. Right sir.
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May | point out, if | may, that we are not doing any kind of
propaganda, nor advocating any belief or ideals, nor are we asking
any of you to join something, which is non sectarian, non
reforming, not institutional, nor something that we can look to to
help us. But we are rather serious about al this. And | would like
also to point out, if | may, that we are thinking over together the
whole problem, the problem of existencein our daily life, together.
We are not merely listening to the speaker but sharing not only the
words, the meaning of the words, the significance of the content
but the pursuit of enquiry. So it isyour responsibility, aswell as
the speaker's, to think together. And it becomes rather difficult to
think together if you are committed to some kind of institution, to
some kind of belief, if you are afollower of somebody, if you are
attached to a particular belief or experience; and from that point of
view to think together isimpossible. So | hope you will not mind
that during this morning and the subsequent gathering here that we
are free, mature people who are willing to go and discover for
themselves how to come out of thisterrible chaos that one livesin.
The world is so fragmented, more and more every year,
breaking up not only religiously but also politically, economically,
ideologically and so on. Everyone throughout the world is
concerned about their own little selves, their own little problems -
not that they are not important, they are, but we must consider the
whole of humanity, not just our little shrine or our little guru, or

our little belief or our particular idiosyncrasy and particular



activity. Because we are concerned, aren't we, if one may point out,
that all humanity, whether they livein India, or in Europeor in
America, Russia, China, all humanity goes through this terrible
struggle of existence, not only physically, outwardly but also
inwardly, psychologically. Thisisthe common factor of all human
beings throughout the world. | do not know if we realize this
sufficiently to have aglobal point of view that is whole, not
fragmented. And as human beings living in this particular country,
or in another, we are like the rest of mankind. We suffer, we have
problems, we have untold misery, confusion, sorrow, the fear, the
attachments, the dogmatic beliefs and ideals and so on. Thisis
common to all human beings throughout the world.

So psychologically we are the world. And the world is us, each
oneof us. Thisisafact. Asatoothacheisafact thisisafact, itis
not an ideg, it is not a concept, it is not something one strives after,
an ideal, but an actual daily factual happening in all our lives.
Either you can make thisinto an ideal or an idea and then try to
conform or adjust yourselves to that idea, or treat it as an actual
fact that we are basically, the core of our being, like the rest of
humanity. Y ou may be tall, you may be short, you may be brown,
white, pink, black and purple outwardly, you may have techniques
that are different from another, a different kind of education,
different jobs and so on, but inwardly, deep down in all of usthere
IS this tremendous sense of uncertainty, insecurity, sorrow and the
unimaginable pain and grief, loneliness. Thisis the common
ground on which all human beings stand. That is, we as human
beings are the rest of the world and the world is us. And so our

responsibility is something global, not just for my family, for one's



children, those are important, but we are responsible for the whole
of mankind because we are mankind. But our beliefs, our ideals,
our cultures, experience divide each one of us - Catholic,
Protestant, Buddhists, Hindus, Muslims or following the latest
guru. Thisiswhat is breaking us up - our nationalities, our insular
particular attitudes. And this attitude brings about fragmentation in
our lives. And where there is fragmentation there must be conflict
between various fragments of which you are made up.

Please, if | may point out again, we are thinking together, you
are not merely listening to the speaker or trying to find out what he
wants to say. We are together examining the whole issue of our
life. It isour life, your life, not somebody else's life. And that life,
which is so fragmented by our education, by our nationalism, by
our religious concepts, ideals, dogmas, images. These are the
factors that bring about fragmentation in our life. And we listen to
al this, perhaps casually or seriously, with passing interest or if
you are serious not merely intellectual, emotional or romantic but
profoundly serious then the question arises. what is our
relationship, what is our responsibility to the whole, not only to the
particular, to the whole of mankind? The responsibility that as a
human being who is essentially, basically the rest of mankind - you
may not like to believe that, you may not like to feel that you are
merely an individual and what has one to do with the rest of
mankind, which really is quite absurd if you really go into it. We
are the mankind. And so when we realize that, not intellectually,
not verbally but deeply, profoundly as something terribly real, not
as something romantic, emotional but something that is actual in

our daily life, then what is our responsibility to the wholeness of



mankind? Please if | may ask, put yourself this question.

One feels responsible for one's children, wife, husband, girl, boy
or whatever it is because you are intimately connected with them.

Y ou have to bring them up, educate them and so on, earn a
livelihood, feel a certain amount security, so gradually restrict the
wholeness of life into asmall narrow little groove. And having
such mentality oneisdisinclined or is repulsed, puts aside the
responsibility to the whole of mankind, not only mankind but to the
earth on which we all live. We are responsible for all that,
ecologically, economically, spiritually. But if we cling to our little
images, however reassuring, comforting, satisfying, then we bring
about a great fragmentation in our life and that prevents all of us
from seeing the totality of mankind.

Please, do pay attention to what | am saying. | am not - the
speaker is not trying to convince you of anything, nor trying to
persuade you, influence you, or direct you. | am not your guru,
thank god! Gurus are absurd anyhow.

So realizing that, that we are together investigating this
problem, and when the speaker says together, he meansit. Because
the speaker can talk to himself in his room but since we have all
gathered here together under difficult circumstances, with rather
foul weather, it behoves us to apply our minds and our hearts to
find out away of living that is whole, complete, not fragmented,
because the world is becoming more and more distorted,
destructive, disintegrated and degenerated, morally, ethically,
spiritually. I can use that word 'spiritually'. And we are part of that
world, we are part of that society in which we live. We have
created that society, whether the Christian society, or the



Communist society or the Hindu, Muslim and all therest of it. We
have created it, our fathers, our grandfathers, the past generations
upon generations and we, who have followed them, we have made
the society what it is - corrupt, there isinjustice, war, man against
man, infinite violence. And when one is confronted with all this,
not as a picture, not as a descriptive analysisin a newspaper but
when one is actually faced with it, which we are facing it now, in
our daily life, what is our responsibility? What shall we do?

Y ou see our minds, our brains are so conditioned, that we can't
find an answer for this. We look to somebody, trot off to Indiato
some guru and find out if he has a system, a method to solve this
problem. They haven't got it. They have got their own systems,
their own absurdities, their own megalomaniac ideals and so on,
but when you are confronted with this as each one of usis, whether
we are young or old what is our reaction, what shall we do?

To find out what isright action in all this, not right according to
somebody or some value, or according to one's experience, or
according to some ideological concept, such concepts, conclusions,
do not bring about right action. When we use the word 'right' we
mean that it is precise, accurate, irrespective of circumstances,
what istheright action in al this, in this mad, rather insane world
in which we live? To find out what is right action, not right
according to the speaker, or to some philosopher, or psychologist,
but to find out for ourselves an irrevocable, right action which
would be right under all circumstances. First to discover that for
ourselves one must be totally free from all attachment, for
attachment breeds corruption. If oneis attached to a person, you

can see the consequences of that attachment, jeal ousy, antagonism,



fear, the loss, the loneliness. So where there is this particular form
of attachment to a person, corruption isinevitable. But to cultivate
detachment is another form of corruption - right? | wonder if we
understand all this? If oneis attached to an ideal, you can see very
well the consequences of that ideal, one becomes violent and is
aways trying to conform to a pattern that thought has established,
and are never facing the fact of what is actually going on but rather
comparing what is going on with ‘what should be'. It is another
form of corruption. If you are attached to an image, and that is one
of the most difficult things because each one of us has some kind
of image about ourselves or an image created by thought in a
church, in atemple, in amosgue and so on and so on. Those
images are very comforting, reassuring, giving us atremendous
sense of security, which is no security at all.

And again to be attached to an experience, to hold on to an
experience, some experience that you have had, talking or walking
by yourself in awood, you suddenly come or feel this oneness with
nature, that there is no division between you and the world about
you, this sense of wholeness, which happens and that is an
experience which isregistered in the mind, in the brain, and then
one clingsto that. And oneisthen lost in past memory, something
that is dead and gone, and when a mind clings to something that is
finished, withered away, corruption begins.

If the speaker may point out, he hopes you are not merely
listening to the words of the speaker but you are investigating into
yourself, seeing actually what is going on within yourself. The
speaker merely acts as amirror and the mirror has no value, you

can break it, and one must break the mirror. That mirror is merely



to see oneself actually what is going on inside, how we are
attached to all these forms of persons, ideals, concepts,
conclusions, prejudices, experience, which is the beginning of
corruption and fragmentation. If you have one image and | have
another, being born in India or you born in Americaor in Russia,
or here, we have created that image in ourselves and that image
separates us, and so destroys this feeling of wholeness, this sense
of global reality of our life.

So can one actually be free of al attachment? Not just keep one
or two secretly to oneself but be totally completely free of all that.
If one cannot then you are maintaining fragmentation and therefore
conflict, division, struggle, wars and all the ensuing miseries. And
it isone'sresponsibility. Thisisreal responsibility for each of us,
not to have asingle image. And therefore when there is no image
thereisatotaly different kind of relationship which comesinto
being, not only with the person with whom you are intimate but
also with the rest of mankind. Then your mind and your brainis
free. Itisonly in that total sense of freedom thereislove, not in
ideals, not in dogmas, in churches, in the things that thought has
created and put them in the churches and temples and so on.

So one asks how serious oneis. Isit al, one'swholelife, an
illusion, constant battle, struggle and unending misery, confusion
and sorrow? Or can one live differently? |s our brain capable of
totally changing its whole structure, its nature? The brain has - if |
may go into it and if you are willing to listen, and if you don't listen
it doesn't matter either, but if you care to listen and since you have
taken the trouble to come here, uncomfortable and all the rest of it,

It seems necessary, adequate and right that one should listen to



something that is actually true - our brains have been conditioned
along a certain pattern. Y ou can observe it for yourself, the speaker
is not a brain specialist, though he has talked to many of them
about the brain, but one can observe oneself the activity of the
brain. It is conditioned to follow a certain pattern. That brain has
evolved through time, through millenia and therefore that brainis
not my brain or your brain, it isthe brain of mankind. And that
brain has followed a certain way, a certain route, a certain pattern,
and that pattern has brought about this division between man and
man - which is obvious when you look at it, when you go into it.
That brain, which has evolved through time, which is the result of
millenia, is constantly seeking security in images, in persons, in
conclusions, in someideals, that is the pattern human beings have
followed. Please look at it yourselves, you will see the truth of it.
And it becomes extraordinarily difficult to break that pattern, even
an ordinary physical habit like smoking, drinking and all the rest of
it. When it becomes deep rooted habit, it is extraordinarily difficult
to break it. And the brain has followed this particular path, this
particular way of living, being concerned with itself, with itsown
egotistic activities, its own sorrow, its own particular anxiety, its
own pleasures, its own demands - that has been the pattern of this
brain for generation after generation.

And we are asking: can that pattern be broken? Not by will, not
by some kind of pressure, idealistic carrot, but seeing the actual
pattern of our life and seeing the cruelty of it, the inanity of it, the
stupidity of it, that to live in imagesis the very essence of a
destructive way of life. When one sees the truth of it you have
already broken away from it. So one asks. does one actually see the



pattern, the norm, the continuity of this movement from generation
to generation? And this movement isin the brain, in our brain, in
our hearts, in our minds. So can one be free of al that? Otherwise
we pursue the way of our daily life which is corrupt, fragmentary,
destructive, violent.

So what will make a human being put away all these things?
Religions have threatened saying. "If you don't do this you will go
to hell." - especially in the Christian world. If you don't follow a
certain religious image you are - you know, all the rest of it. So
what will make a human being, like us, see the redlity of it and
break, go through with it, finish with it? Y ou understand my
guestion? We have tried every kind of persuasion, propaganda, we
have followed so many ideals, gurus, concepts, we have exercised
every kind of will, rewards and punishments. But apparently
human beings don't change, change radically, they change alittle
bit here and there, depending on circumstances, convenience,
satisfaction. So what will make us change? What will make us, for
example, avery simple fact that we have multiple images not only
about ourselves, about our country, about our neighbour, about our
politicians, our religion, god, and all the rest of it - images created
by thought. What will make us drop one of them so completely that
you never go back to that? Please thisis a serious question we are
asking, not just a casual question on amorning that we are
gathered together. It is avery serious question. What will persuade
you, what will make you, what will drive you, what will influence
you to change? We have tried al those, every form of persuasion,
every form of reward and punishment, but apparently after

thousands and thousands of years we are still more or less the same



- self-centred, lonely, being attached to some ideal, following some
pattern political or religious or other. All that indicates the
fragmentary state of our brain and mind.

Since you are good enough to listen to al this, what will make
you change? What will make you naturally, easily, without effort,
without any anxiety, or thinking about the future, just give up, let
the images that one has fall away? If one seeslogically,
reasonably, the fact that images of various kinds do separate man
from man, that images between people prevent relationship and
that relationship assumes aresponsibility which is not
responsibility at all but aform of particular individual pleasure, all
that. Now what will make my mind deeply reject all that? Isit the
fault of our education? Always geared to passing examinations,
jobs, careers, money, power, position, isthat one of the magjor
factors of thisfragmentation? Isit the political system, whether
left, right, extreme left, extreme right and so on? Or isit also the
fault of our religions, organized religions with their dogmas, rituals
which have no meaning whatsoever, it isall so stupid, childish.
And we go on with them, and are always frightened about the
future, this sense of deep inward insecurity. So seeing all that, what
IS our answer to it?

Either you reject al that, or oppose it by clever arguments, the
impracticality of alife without ideals, without images, that is what
you think, you think that is the most practical way of living. It is
not. On the contrary, you can see what is happening in the world,
the Communists, the Socialists, the Catholics and so on and so on,
with their images, with their ideals, with their concepts, dividing,
dividing, dividing. And if they do not divide they try to convert



you to their way, through pressure, through torture, through various
forms of excommunication and so on.

| think it is rather important to find out for oneself whether this
fragmentation brought about, as we explained, through attachment,
through various forms of ideas and images, can these be totally set
aside so that one has quite a different way of living, a different way
of thinking, looking, feeling, with love and a great sense of
compassion?

Why do you listen to me, to the speaker? You are all very silent.
|s the speaker trying to stimulate you or influence you, or persuade
you to think in thisway or that way? Heis not. All that he is saying
islook, observe, for god's sake look at things as they are, see what
is actually going on within your skin, within your mind, within
your heart, not try to trandate it, distort it, but actually observe
what is.

So one of the problemsis, perhaps that is the major problem,
that our thought has created this society, our thoughts have brought
about this religious structure without any meaning, our thoughts
have built this world about us, apart from nature, apart from the
animals, apart from the earth, otherwise thought has built all this -
our churches, our gods, our religions, our political system, right,
left, centre, extreme this or that, it is thought. And thought must be
aways limited because thought is the outcome of knowledge. And
knowledge can never be complete about anything. Knowledgeis
the process of time, the accumulation of experience, not only
yours, but all the past generations and generations, it is knowledge
that we have stored in the brain, and that knowledge is always

incomplete, it always goes with ignorance. Ignorance and



knowledge go together. And out of that knowledge, memory,
thought. And so thought under all circumstancesis limited, narrow,
must be fragmentary. It may create the most beautiful bridges,
these marvellous cameras, the battleships, the submarines, the
latest guns and so on. And also thought has created all the things of
thisworld like beautiful architecture, but not the streams, the
rivers, the birds, the wonderful earth on which welive. And
thought has created the images which we have put in the churches
and the temples and so on. So thought by itsvery natureis
fragmentary, and we, the whole of our being, our struggle, isthe
movement of thought.

Please, are you getting tired? You can be, | don't care. Itisa
very serious thing we are talking about. And we rely on thought to
ater the course of our life. And when thought alters the way of our
life, that way of life will be fragmentary, it will not be whole,
complete.

One comes to the point, one realizes dl this, if one has gone
into it a all, and one comes to a certain wall against which you
can't go further because we are still operating with the only
instrument we think we have: that instrument is thought. Thought,
desire and pleasure and fear, which is all the movement of thought.
We will go into that alittle later. So through thought we think we
can break through this pattern of the brain which has been evolved
through millenia. | wonder if we see that. Thought cannot possibly
break through. It can only create further fragments because in its
very nature it islimited - right? Can we move from there?

Knowledge is necessary. Technological, surgical, engineering,

scientific knowledge and so on is necessary. But the knowledge



that one has psychologically accumulated through millenia as
human beings, is that necessary at all? Y ou understand my
guestion? | must have knowledge to go to the room in which |
happen to live. | must have knowledge how to drive a car, how to
write in English, or in French, or in Spanish or Sanskrit and so on.
| must have knowledge to earn alivelihood, skilfully or otherwise.
That is absolutely necessary. But why should | have this
accumulation of psychological knowledge? Y ou understand my
guestion? Which is the centre of me - right? My egotistic pursuits,
my egotistic demands, activities, the whole of that, is based on
knowledge. That knowledge may be transmitted into the future,
modified by the present, but it is still knowledge. And
psychologically why should | have any knowledge at all?
Knowledge being when one has arelationship with another,
intimate or otherwise, one creates through time, through various
forms of conflict, pleasure and so on and so on, the image that one
has about you and she has about you. That image is our knowledge
- | don't know if you are following al this. Right? May we
proceed?

That knowledge is fragmented, obvioudly. | can't know all about
you. | may know all about you at atotally different level - we are
not talking of that. We are talking of physical daily existencein
which there is so much conflict between two human beings. And
that conflict comes about through this constant building of images
between you and the other. No? And can that image-making come
to an end in our relationship with each other, asaman and a
woman, or mother and child and so on and so on, can that image

making come to an end? | say it ispossible, it can be done. We



have potential to create the image, we have also the potentiality to
break down that image. That is, why does the mind, thought, and
also the brain, create the image? Please thisis very important to
understand because the wholeness of life, if one comes to that, that
sense of total integrated whole, then all conflict ends. And aslong
as there is this movement of thought creating images between
oneself and another, that sense of destructive individual
narrowness will also destroy the wholeness. Y ou understand what |
am saying?

Why are you all so silent? | hope you are thinking together and
that iswhy you are silent.

So after pointing out al this, what isoneto do? Isit ever
possible to end this movement of not only creating images about
the whole as well as the particular, can this movement of thought
end? Y ou know meditation is essentially the ending of thought.
Not the meditation that people practise twenty minutes every day,
or twenty minutes in the morning and the evening, or meditation
according to a system and so on, that is not meditation at all.
Meditation is the ending of image-making by thought and the
ending of psychological knowledge totally so that the mind is free
from the past. That is real meditation.

We have talked for an hour and what good has it done? Not that
one is seeking aresult - the speaker isnot. | don't careif you do, or
don't. It is up to you. So after listening for an hour perhaps to this
harangue, or to this sermon - you know that story of a preacher
talking to his disciples every morning, that was his habit. He would
get up on the rostrum, talk to his disciples for about ten minutes, or

guarter of an hour or an hour, and begin the day that way. So one



morning he was preaching, talking about the goodness of life, how
to behave. A bird comes and sits on the window sill and the
preacher stops talking. And they all listen to that bird. And the bird
flies away and the preacher says. "The sermon is over for this
morning." Right? Got it?

May | get up now? We will continue tomorrow morning.
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May we go over alittle bit what we said yesterday and we will
continue from then on?

To put it briefly what we were saying yesterday morning was
that the world isin such a chaotic condition, fragmented, violence,
every kind of degradation going on. And it is one of the basic
irrefutable facts that all human psychology, al human states
throughout the world, whatever country one may livein, that all
human beings suffer, that all human beings go through various
forms of despair, depression, anxiety and innumerable ways of fear
and the everlasting pursuit of pleasure. Thisisacommon ground
upon which all human beings stand. This one must see very
clearly, that there is no actual division psychologically, inwardly,
inside the skin as it were, that we human beings are extraordinarily
similar. Although we may physically have different shapes and
colour and stature but intrinsically we are mankind. Y ou are the
world and the world is you. And there is no such thing asreally the
individual. | know perhaps you will not like this. Because we are
all conditioned, educated to think we are separate individual minds,
souls, entities, but it is not afact. We are the result of centuries of
conditioning to thisidea and the actual fact isthat we are like the
rest of mankind. Our brains though conditioned to a particular
activity of aso-called individual, but actually we are not, we are
the whole of mankind. And we said yesterday when we actually
realize this fact, which isirrefutable, you may logically tear it to

pieces, but it is so, and then one asks: what is our responsibility? -



not only to our own particular family, friends and so on, but to the
whole world, to the whole humanity of which we are. What is our
responsibility? Do we act as awhole human being? Or as a
fragment of that totality, afragment that is dividing itself al the
time, into nationalities, cultures, religions, various sects and gurus
and all that business.

And our brains, our mind, our heart are actually the expression
of the world in which we live, the society which we have created,
with our violence, greed, anxiety, uncertainty, confusion, longing
for some security both physically and psychologically, and we
have created such a society which is obviously corrupt. And this
corruption, as we said yesterday, comes into being when there is
attachment to any particular country, idea, belief, dogma and so on.
Where there is attachment there must be corruption. | think this
also isan obvious fact. If you are attached to a particular symbol, a
particular image, that must inevitably bring about division and
therefore conflict and corruption, which is seen al over the world.
And so that iswhat we said yesterday, more or |less.

And also we said, realizing al this, which most of usdo if you
are at all watching, observing what is going on in the world and
also within ourselves, what shall we do? We observe this, we see
it, we know it, we fedl it, and yet we seem to be incapable of
breaking through this, breaking through this heavy curtain of
tradition, of our conditioning of the brain following a certain
pattern, pattern of fear, pleasure, anxiety, nervous responses, hate,
jealousy, the old pattern of thousands and thousands of years. And
perhaps we are aware of this, and yet we seem to be incapable to

finish with it, because we are the result of many, many thousands



of generations who have lived in the same way aswe are living
now, perhaps alittle modified, alittle more comfortable, alittle
more sanity, alittle more comfort and so on, but inwardly we are
amost like the thousand past generations.

So the question arises from that: why isit that we don't change?
Change, not only superficially, but deeply, profoundly, so our way
of looking at the world, looking at ourselvesis entirely different, a
way of living which is not a series of continuous conflict, misery,
struggle. Why isit we human beings who have cultivated such an
extraordinary technologica world, with all its destructive and
perhaps some of it is sanity, why isit that as human beings who are
supposed to be somewhat intelligent, educated, sophisticated, why
isit that we do not radically bring about psychological revolution?
If one asks that question, if you have ever asked it of yourself, and
find that you are caught in your own experiences, and the images
that one has created, not only of the world but of the so-called
religious mind, which is essentially based on images and symbols
and superstitions and hopelessillusions. And yet we go on, day
after day continuing with our fears, with our anxieties,
uncertainties, confusions, sorrow and so on.

Aswe aso said yesterday, we are thinking together. We are
investigating together. It is not that the speaker is laying down any
principles, any ideas, any conclusions or doing any propaganda of
any kind. Unfortunately we have been accustomed, or trained, or
accepted, that we cannot solve these problems ourselves, we must
go to somebody, either the priest or the psychologist or the latest
guru, with all their fanciful dress and absurdities and we are so

trained and conditioned that we cannot dissolve our own inward



struggles, problems and anxieties. That iswhy you are al sitting
here probably, hoping that | will help to solve your problems,
hoping that you will have a new kind of enlightenment. Y ou know
that is one of the strange things, enlightenment cannot be given by
another. It is not amatter of time. It is not a matter of evolution, of
gradual growth, moving from one step to another step, higher and
higher and higher, until ultimately you come to something called
enlightenment. That is agood old tradition, atrap for the human
mind. That which is eternal, which is namelessis beyond time and
you cannot approach it through time, through graduations, gradual
process.

So we must ask: why isit that our minds and our hearts and our
own brain which is the brain of humanity, because your brain is not
your brain, it isthe brain that has evolved through millenia, and
that brain has followed a certain path, a certain route, a certain
attitude and so on. And as the brain is the most important factor in
our life, can that brain change itself completely? That is a central
guestion. Y ou understand? We are thinking together, you are not
listening to me. We are like two friends talking together. Thereis
nobody else but two friends and | hope we are like that in this
gathering. You and | are sitting quietly in a comfortable chair, or
uncomfortable, or walking along in the wood and talking over this
serioudly. That is, can the brain, which is evolved through time, has
set a pattern for itself, a movement in which it has grown gradually
from the most primitive, most backward, to an extraordinary brain
that we have now. And that brain has lived aways in this pattern.

Y ou understand my question? Of fear, greed, violence, brutality,

never being satisfied, pursuit of sex, pleasure, you know al the rest



of it. That isour brain. Can that brain transform itself? Y ou
understand my question? Because the brain is the most important
thing in our life. The brain, then the heart, physical heart and al the
nervous responses which the brain controls, holds and so on. Can
that thing transform itself? That is what we are going to enquire
together during all these four talks, if you have the energy and the
patience and the desire to discover for yourself.

One of the factors of this brain and mind isthat it is controlled
by desire - right? Desire with itswill, will is the essence of desire.
And we are always trying to become something; like the clerk
trying to become the manager, the bishop becoming archbishop
and the cardinal and ultimately the pope and the disciple trying to
become like the master. So this constant movement to become
something. And if we don't become something then we vegetate.
So that is one of the factors that we have to go into: whether there
isany becoming at al. And this becoming is the urge of desire, the
battle of discontent. It is good to be discontented with everything
around one, including with the speaker: to doubt. And in the
Christian world doubt is an anathema, you are tortured for it, if you
doubt. But in the Eastern world, like in Buddhism, doubt is one of
the mgjor factors of life. Y ou must doubt because doubt purges the
mind. Doubt your own experiences, your own gurus, your own
activities, why you put on these strange clothes. So doubt not only
experience, doubt the nature of desire, why oneis caught in this.
Because we are trying to find out whether it is possible to
transform the mind, not through more knowledge, not through
more experience. Knowledge is always incomplete, and

experiences are aways incompl ete naturally.



So we are trying to find out, investigate together - | am not
investigating and you just merely listening. It is our responsibility
together to go into this as deeply as possible. And when you leave
the tent this morning, if you are at all serious, to discover for
oneself that it is not only possible, it actually can take place. Thisis
not a hope, an idea, a concept, anillusion, anillusion that is
satisfying, but to discover for oneself without any persuasion,
without any reward, without punishment, without any direction,
which means without any motive - you are following al this? -
without any motive, to discover whether it is possible to totally
transform the brain and its activities. Its activity is the movement
of thought, and its physical neurological responses and sensations
and so on.

When this question is understood, that we are together
investigating, and one of the factors of thisinvestigation isthat the
movement of desire is constantly not only changing but trying to
move, trying to become something more and more and more and
more - right? It is not what | am saying. It isso. If you gointo it
you will seeit for yourself. So one hasto ask why and what isthe
nature of desire. Why man always from the very beginning of time
is caught in this thing? And so the pattern has been set to become
something, which we are adl trying to do all thetime. "l am not so
good as | was but | will be." Or "l will get over my anger" -
jealousy, or envy, or whatever it is. which is the constant
movement in time to be something - right? We are together in this,
up to now?

And it has been one of the factorsin life that those so-called

religious people, the saints who are peculiar people anyhow, the so-



called monks, and the real sannyasisin India, not the phoney ones
who walk around in strange clothes, the real ones, have always said
desire is one of the most destructive factorsin life, therefore
suppressit, avoid it, go beyond it. And therefore to go beyond it
exercise will, control, suppression, but the thing is boiling inside.
Y ou may sit quietly in amonastery, or on ahill, or in awood, or on
abench in this garden, and the thing is burning. So one hasto
understand its nature, not pervert it, not suppress it, not destroy it,
but understand it. One can understand it either verbally, or actually.
Verbal understanding has very little meaning. We can go into it
step by step, analyseit, look at it, without analysing, just look at it
asit moves. Then one beginsto have an insight into the whole
problem of desire. | am going to go into the question of insight
presently. Because as desire is such aviolent process - controlled,
shaped, but tremendous vitality it has. And is one of the driving
factorsin our life, and merely to suppress it becomes too childish.
So one has to patiently go into it, observeit, and see where
discipline comes into this. Y ou understand? Y ou are following
this? We will go into it. Desire has significance and vitality only
when thought creates the image - right? The seeing of the blue
shirt, or the blue dress in the window, and creating the image of
onesdlf in that shirt or in that dress, that is the beginning of desire.
Y ou understand what | am saying? Right? Do we meet each other?
That is, seeing, contact, sensation, if it stopped there, it is natural,
otherwise if oneisnot sensitive you can't perceive the thing
clearly, if your touch is not sensitive, then seeing, contact,
sensation. Then begins thought creating the image of you in that
shirt, or in that dress, or in that hat, or in that car. Then desire



arises. So the image created by thought is the movement of desire,
not seeing, contact, sensation, that's natural, healthy. Y ou are
following all this?

So discipline as we generally practise is control, accepting the
authority of a pattern, obedience, and so on - conformity
essentially. Whereas discipline has atotally different meaning,
which isto learn. It comes - naturally we all know English - it
comes from the word disciple, to learn. Discipleisonewho is
learning, not from a master, from a superstitious guru, but to learn
means to observe - to observe the movement of seeing, contact,
sensation, then thought creating the image and the flowering of
desire. To see how desire arises requires very close observation -
right? That observation hasits own discipline. The observation is
the learning. | wonder if you catch what | am saying? Right? Can
we go on?

Thank god! Somebody says yes.

So as we said, discipline meansto learn, not to conform, not to
imitate. And one can learn through observation in which thereisno
compulsion, no comparison, because learning is taking place al the
timeasit ismoving. Therefore thereis no sense of "l am learning
more". | wonder if you see that? So we can see now learning isthe
movement of desire and from that you see that the moment thought
arises with itsimage desire flowers. And to give an interval, along
interval between seeing, contact, sensation and thought bringing
with itsimage, to postpone the image. Y ou understand? To
postpone the image is the learning. Right? Good!

And will is part of that desire. So desire is the movement of
time - right? Not the physical time but the time that "I will have



that shirt". Right? So in enquiring into desire one beginsto
understand the movement of becoming - right? That is, is there
duality at all? Y ou understand my question? Please it is related to
what we are talking about, it is not something irrelevant, itis
related directly to desire. That is, we live in opposites. | am angry.
| should not be angry. Thefact is| am angry - right? The non-fact
Is"| should be". And thisis part of our becoming. | wonder if you
follow all this? You are following? It is rather fun if you can go
into this, not as an intellectual game but it isahuman game, it is
much more serious than an intellectual game. We are dealing with
humanity, with ourselves, who are humanity. And we are asking
whether this mind, this brain can totally transform itself so that it is
something entirely different. We say it can be done, it is possible.
And we are doing it now if you observe it slowly. Carefully. We
have followed the pattern of desire and the conflict between the
opposites- "I am", "l should be". The fact is only what | am, not
what | should be. What | should be is the invention of thought in
order to avoid 'what is. | wonder if you follow all this? And the
understanding of ‘what is' isthe learning of it, not how to transform
it - you are getting all this? Not to transform it, but to learn about
it. In the very learning about it is the dissolution of it, isits radical
change - right?

So we say it ispossible and if one has thisinsight into the whole
nature of desire, insight, then that very insight - | have discussed
this with certain scientists, they agree to this, so you may perhaps
agree also to it, but don't agree because scientists agree, but see for
oneself the fact. That is, when one has an insight into this

movement of desire and becoming, and the conflict of the



opposites, which is part of desire, when one has this insight the
very brain cells themselves are changed. Don't accept this because
the speaker is saying it but you can see it for yourself. So we have
to enquire into what isinsight. Shall we go on?

Y ou see we are always functioning with knowledge - right?
Knowledge that one has accumulated through education,
mathematics, geography, history, that knowledge in order to
survivein thisworld, to get ajob and so on, but also we are
functioning with our psychological knowledge, the accumulation
that one has gathered through thirty years, forty years, or past
generations, inherited genetically. So thereit is. We are always
functioning with knowledge, skilfully or not skillfully - right? And
knowledge, as we said yesterday, is aways limited, is always
within the shadow of ignorance. There can never be complete
knowledge but there can be an ending to knowledge. | wonder if
you see the difference? | am going to show it presently.

So knowledge is the movement of time, of experience and that
movement is thought. So that is the instrument with which we act.
That is the instrument with which we analyse and cometo a
conclusion and then say that conclusion is right because we have
logically explained it, which has been proved and so on, it is
acceptable, reasonable, sane, based on thought, which is aways
limited naturally. Y ou follow this? Please follow this alittle bit
with attention if you don't mind. That isthe field in which we
operate all the time, waking and sleeping. And with that knowledge
we try to resolve the psychological problems, like desire, for
example. And when you examineit, analyse it, which isthe

movement of thought, that analysis can never dissolve that desire.



It can modify it, it can be controlled, it can be given a different
direction instead of clothes and carsit can go towards god. But it is
the same movement - god, you know god!

So we are asking: what isinsight then? We are saying insight
can only take place when knowledge has come to an end and there
IS pure observation, without any direction - you understand? Then
you comprehend the whole movement of desire. When you say, "I
have an insight into the technological problem" - an engineer, or an
electrician, or acomputer expert, he has sudden insight. That
insight is not the result of constant examination, constant analysis,
investigating day after day, it is sudden cessation of all knowledge
and seeing something directly. | wonder if you follow this? | hope
you are doing this as we are talking together. That insight brings
about a fundamental change in the very brain cells themselves
which carry memory - right? | won't ask you if thisisright because
itis. If yougointoit and do it for yourself you will find out. Aswe
said, doubt, not accept. Doubt what we are saying but if you keep
on doubting, doubting, doubting, it leads nowhere. But you must
doubt and yet at moments that must be let go, like a dog on a leash.

S0 in the same manner, one of our factorsin lifeis relationship.
Lifeisrelationship, whether one livesin a monastery or an
ordinary life, lifeisamovement in relationship. In that relationship
there is constant struggle - man, woman, you know the whole
business. And apparently we have never been able to solveit,
which is again afactor - right? So many thousands of divorces,
moving from one man to another man, another woman - you
follow? Trying to find some kind of satisfaction, fulfilment, all that
business. And that is what we call relationship. And the older we



grow the more dependent are we on relationship. And in that
relationship there is always you and me - the two separate entities
trying to be related. Y ou understand the absurdity of this? Which
means why isthere this division? Are we following each other? |
am sure thiswill interest you! The other you think is all nonsense,
or too idealistic and illusory but this | hope will interest you. A
strange world isn't it? (Laughter) We are only interested in
something that is very near to us, something that is biting us. But
we are not interested in the global thing, in the whole human
existence, so we reduce all this enormous life, with al its
complexitiesinto alittle thing - me and my struggle, me and my
fulfilment, me and my becoming something. Thisiswhat we are
concerned about. And the tragedy is you never solve this unless
you have understood the wholeness of life and the great beauty, the
greatness, the sublimity of the wholeness, which isthat you are the
entire humanity. Y ou understand? Y ou will leave the tent and go
back to your little backyard. Fortunately at Brockwood the
backyard isvery largel

Aswe said one of the factorsis relationship. We are always
trying to find away to be related to somebody so completely, in
which thereis no division, you and me. We try to find it through
sex - right? And unfortunately one of the philosophiesin Indiais
that through sex you can find that ultimate whatever itis. Itis
another of those nonsenses. It isvery popular in Indial (Laughter)
And that iswhy all these followers go off to their gurusin India
(Laughter)

So we are trying to find out whether it is possible to live in this

world, actually in thisworld, of relationship of man, woman,



between each other without any division - you understand? | s that
possible? When all our education, all our culture, al our religions,
everything isto divide, to divide, divide. Now together we are
going to investigate this. And in thisinvestigation you are taking
part. You are sharing in this. It is not that the speaker is
investigating and you kind of agree or disagree and then go off, but
together investigate it. What makes this division? - apart from the
superficial physical division, we are talking about psychological
division, the inward sense of me and you, we and they. Why does
thisdivision exist? Isit actual? Is it something that we have been
conditioned to, like the Arab and the Jew, and the Muslim and the
Hindu, this division which has been created through culture and
religion, which obvioudly is the result of thought and propaganda
and all that business, actually thereisno division. If | livein Indial
am not an Indian or aMuslim, thereis no division. Does the
division exist because of the word? Follow it carefully please. | am
going slowly into this. Of the word - Englishman, Frenchman. Or
isit the cultural division? Different, much more intellectual in
France, the sense of highly cultivated mind, and here thereisa
different culture, more buying and selling, which is part of
America? Or isit that each one has his own particular image of
himself and the image about the other? Right? Y ou are following
al this? Right? That is, two people living together intimately, are
bound to create these images - right? | live with you and |
inevitably, day after day, the monotony of it, the familiarity, the
remembrances, the hurts, the flatteries, the encouragements - you
know, all that is going on, that inevitably must create the image

about me. So | create an image about you and you create an image



about me. So this relationship is between the two images. Sorry to
be so... And thisiswhat we call relationship. Actual relationship
doesn't exist. | wonder if you are following all this.

Soisit possibleto live together without a single image? Y ou
understand my question? We say it is, or course it is. Otherwise
thereis no love, thereis no - you follow? Then there is conflict.
Division invariably brings conflict - British and French, and
German, you follow? So can this image-making machinery stop?
We are investigating together.

Now, why does the mind, thought, create the image? Y ou
understand? Y ou have an image about your husband, or your wife,
girl friend or whatever it is, why do you create an image? Is it
because in the image there is security? Not in the person - right? |
wonder if you see this? | am not being cynical, | am just pointing
to facts. How stupid all thisis, isn't it?

Now can that image-making stop? Then there can be love. Two
images having relationship and calling that love, you can see what
itis- jealousy, anxiety, quarrels, irritations, bullying each other,
possessing each other, dominating and so on and so on and so on,
and that is called love. And we are asking: isit possible to end the
building of these images? That is, why does the brain register? Y ou
understand? When it is not possible to register there is no image-
making. Y ou follow this? Isit becoming too intellectual? No, no.
The speaker doesn't like to play around with the intellect alone, it is
stupid.

So why does the brain register any irritation? Y ou understand?
Any sense of anxiety within this relationship, jealousy and so on?

Isit possible for the brain not to register? Y ou have understood the



guestion? How are you going to find out? Y ou flatter me, or insult
me, which has happened, both. And why should the brain register
theinsult, or the flattery? | mean if oneis called an idiot
immediately it isregistered. The registration takes place only when
you have an image about yourself. | wonder if you capture all this?
Thisisinsight, you understand? So that insight into the whole
guestion of relationship, which is based on images, those images
are dissolved. Insight dissolves them, not argument, analysis and
emotional reactions.

Now have you in talking over together, going into this, have
you dissolved it? Otherwise there is no point in attending these
talks. Thisisvery serious. And aswe said thisis one of our factors
in life, relationship, which is based on fear, you know, all the rest
of it, jealousy. Now when one sees the whole of that and the
insight that transforms the whole movement of all that, the energy
of al that, then there is a possibility of having an actual
relationship with another. There is no you going off to your office,
working yourself step by step in ambition and coming home and
being docile and loving and all that business, which has no
meaning. Y ou understand all this?

We have spoken for an hour, shall we go on?

The meaning of all these gatherings - and we have had it for
sixty years, | have had it - either we play with all this and come
back next year and say, "Let's play the same game again”. Or
talking over together seriously as we are doing now, you see for
yourself the depth of your own perception, into yourself, unaided
by another. You seeit in yourself, the whole movement of desire
and relationship. And when you have an insight into that your life



istransformed vastly. But that requires attention - not in this tent
when you are listening to the speaker. Attention, not concentration
but attention in your life, when you are sitting in front of your
husband at the breakfast table, he with a newspaper and you
cooking the egg, or whatever you are doing, watch it. (Laughter)
Y ou understand? Actually the terrible reality of no relationship,
except sex and all that. Actually there is none so by your own
action you are living a solitary, an isolated life. Do you understand
what | am saying? How can an isolated entity love? And loveis
relationship, not the thing that we call love now, which is atorture.
But that sense of having no division, which means you with your
ambitions, with your greeds, with your envies, with your anxieties,
and he with his, how can these two ambitions meet? They can
never. SO when you see the whole pattern of this, and the seeing is
the discipline - you understand? Pure learning. And when once that
learning has taken place, which isinsight, the thing, the image-
making machinery comes totally to an end. Totally. So that lifeis
then something entirely different.

| don't know if we have time to go further into this question of
becoming. Y ou understand? Thisisit: desire, relationship. In both
isto become. That iswhat our whole way of lifeis, to become
something. Y ou have heard relationship, and the division exists as
long as there is that image. Now the natural response would be, :
How am | to get rid of the image? - which is to become something
else. Y ou understand? Not the understanding of the nature of
images, who builds it; learn about it.

And the other factor in our lifeis pleasure. Pleasure is the most

isolating factor - sorry. | don't know if you want to go into it? Have



we time for that? Y ou see our lifeis a constant movement in
isolation. That is afact. Each one of usis so occupied with himself,
with his ambitions, with hislack of fulfilment, with his progress -
you know? The self-centred activity isisolating. Building awall
around yourself and then stretching your hand over the wall to
another. Andisit possible to live in thisworld without this
movement? Please thisis a very serious question. We are always
seeking fulfilment, or being, wanting, dissatisfied. Y ou know
discontent is good. We are too satisfied with most things, aswe
are. We accept our politicians, our preachers, our authorities - and |
hope you haven't got any gurus, if you have you accept them and
their foolishness and so on and so on. Y ou are so easily satisfied
and smother this flame of discontent. Right? Discontent is a factor.
The more it burns the clearer the mind becomes. But we are so
eas|y satisfied, gratified. Then one asks. can there be an end to all
discontent? Part of this discontent isfear. And why is one
discontented? This longing for something which we haven't got -
right? Longing for some happy relationship where you can have
some peace of mind. That is, where there is discontent thereis
aways the search for content. Y ou understand all this? Move,
please let's move together.

Can there be discontent by itself? Or is it always associated with
something? | am dissatisfied with my house, with my wife, with
my job, with my looks, with my hair, with all kinds of things. Is
discontent born out of comparison? Y ou are following? Why do we
compare? It is said that through comparison there is progress and
al therest of it. But the idea of comparison. We only compare with

something that you haven't got - right? | wonder if you follow. And



this comparison is always a battle, a struggle and part of this
discontent is comparison. When there is no comparison whatsoever
psychologically, or even physicaly, is there discontent? What is
discontent in itself, per se? Is there such athing as being discontent
in itself? Or always with regard to something? Y ou are following
my question? Unless we understand this we will only discover the
nature of fear and the ending of fear, but we have to understand
thistoo. All this commercialism is comparison, more, more, more,
more, which is different from need - we won't go into all that.

So can the mind be free of all comparison, not only physically,
how you look compared to another, you know all that business, itis
really commercialism; also to end comparison with the image you
have built so that you are comparing yourself with the image that
you had. Can you end all that so that there is never a sense of
discontent? Which doesn't mean you are satisfied, which isthe
opposite. But the understanding, the learning about discontent. It is
aflame, it is something that you must have but if it is not
understood it destroys everything. And in that also thereisthe
guestion of fear.

Now it isaquarter to one, we had better stop today. We will
deal with it next Saturday and Sunday.



BROCKWOOD PARK 1ST QUESTION &
ANSWER MEETING 2ND SEPTEMBER 1980

We have been looking over all the questions that have been handed
in. There are perhaps a hundred or more, or less, and | am afraid
we cannot answer all those questions. We could if we all stayed
here for a couple of months but | don't think what would be
possible.

When one asks a question, in that isimplied that someoneis
going to answer the question. The meaning of that word 'question’
means to seek. So together we are going to seek the answer; not
that the speaker is going to answer the question but together we are
going to seek, find, discover the right answer. So please thisis not
a Delphic Oracle. Together we are going to find out the meaning
and the significance, not only of the question but also together seek
the answer.

A lot of questions have been asked which could be answered if
one thought it over carefully for oneself, and other questions with
regard to yoga - should one do it, should one not do it, why are you
vegetarian, why don't you grow your hair longer, and all that kind
of thing! So out of all those questions that have been handed in, the
speaker has carefully chosen what seems to be representative of all
the questions. So | hope you will not mind if your particular
guestion is not answered. Perhaps it will be answered when we go
through all the questions that we have typed out. Isthat all right?

1st QUESTION: Y ou have spoken so much against
organizations, so why do you have schools and Foundations? And

why do you speak?



Need | answer this question? Y es? | think agroup of us saw the
necessity of having a school. The meaning of that word 'school’
means leisure, leisure in which to learn; and a place where students
and the teachers can flower, and a place where a future generation
can be prepared, because schools are meant for that, not just
merely to turn out human beings as mechanical, technological
Instruments, merely jobs and careers and so on - which is necessary
- but also flower as human beings, without fear, without confusion,
with great integrity. And to bring about such a good human being -
| am using the word good in its proper sense, not in the respectable
sense, good in the sense of a whole human being, not fragmented,
not broken up, not confused. And it is very difficult to find teachers
who are also inclined that way. And as one is aware the teachers
are the lowest paid, without the least respect from society and so
on. So we are trying both in Indiawhere there are nearly six
schoals, in Californiaand in Canada and one here, to see that they
are really centres of understanding, of comprehension of life, not
books only, and we thought such a place is necessary and that is
why we have these schools. They may not always succeed but
perhaps one or two, after ten years, might come out of it as total
human beings.

And the Foundationsin America, in India, here and other
places, Canada, exist not as centres of enlightenment and all that
business, but merely to publish books, to organize these
Gatherings, to help the schools and so on. And nobody is making a
profit out of it - right?

And why do | speak? This has been often asked. "Why do you

waste your energy after sixty years and nobody seemsto change.



Why do you bother about it?" Isit aform of self-fulfilment? Y ou
understand my question? Isit aform of whether you get energy
talking about things, so you depend on the audience? We have
been through all that several times.

First of all | don't depend on you as a group who come to listen
to the speaker. | have been silent, so you can rest assured the
gpeaker is not exploiting you, he is not attached to a particular
group or isit necessary for him to have a Gathering. But then why
do you speak, what is your motive? Right? There is no motive. |
think when one sees something beautiful, true one wantsto tell
people about it, out of affection, out of compassion, out of love.
And if those who are not interested in it, that is all right, those who
are interested perhaps can gather together. And also can you ask
the flower why it grows? Why it has perfume? And it isfor the
same reason the speaker talks.

2nd QUESTION: Isit always wrong or misguided to work with
an enlightened man and be a sannyasi?

Sannyasi isa Sanskrit word. It isavery old tradition in India
where the monks who take this vow, they really renounce the
world outwardly. They only stay one night in each place, they beg,
they are celibate, they have nothing except they have one or two
cloths - you understand? The modern sannyasi is none of those -
you understand what | am saying? He has been called a sannyasi
by somebody in India and they think it is marvellous. Put on a
robe, yellow robe or pink robe or whatever the robe you put on and
beads and they think they are sannyasis. They arenot. Itis
misguided, and not ethical to call them sannyasis.

Isit always wrong and misguided to work with an enlightened



man? How do you know he is enlightened? How do you know?
Would you kindly answer. How do you know? By his |ooks?
Because people call him enlightened? Or he himself calls himself
that he is enlightened? If he calls himself enlightened then you may
be assured that he is not enlightened! There are a great many gurus
who are doing this, playing this game, calling themselveslords,
giving themselvestitles, anew lot of mischief. And before you find
out who is enlightened why don't you find out what is
enlightenment? Y ou understand my question?

| may consider you as enlightened. What is my criterion which
makes me judge that you are enlightened? Is it because of some
tricks, a great many people come round me, put garlands round
me? Or enlightenment is something that cannot possibly be talked
about? The man who says, "l know", does not know - right? Please
be serious about this because lots of people are doing thisin India,
mostly Americans and Europeans, who gather there and - you
know - do all the circus. So shouldn't we doubt, question these
people? And if you question them will they answer you? Or they
have put themselves up on a platform, you know, on alevel, which
forbids you to question them.

So to work with an enlightened human being is totally
unimportant. What is important is to work upon oneself, not with
somebody - right? We are seeking this together. Please, | am not
advising, counselling, etc. etc., but together to find out what isthe
truth about all these matters. Because truth is something that has no
path - right? There is no way to it, nobody can point it out to you, it
is not something fixed and you can go towards it by a system, by a
meditation, by amethod and so on. A living thing has no path to it,



and if oneis serioudly inclined to find out what is truth one has to
lay the foundation first, to have a great sensitivity, to be without
fear completely, to have great integrity.

And to be free from all knowledge, psychological knowledge,
and therefore the ending of suffering. From that arises love and
compassion. If that is not there as the well laid deep foundation,
oneis merely caught inillusions - illusions that man has fabricated,
thought has invented, visions that are the projection of one's own
conditioning. So all that has to be put aside to find that whichis
beyond time.

3rd QUESTION: Y ou say that fundamentally my mind worksin
exactly the same way as everyone else. Why does this make me
responsible for the whole world?

| am afraid | did not say that. | said, the speaker said, that
wherever you go throughout the world human beings suffer, they
are in conflict, they are in anxiety, uncertainty. Both
psychologically and physically there is very little security. Thereis
fear, thereisloneliness, despair, depression. Thisisthe common
lot of al human beings whether they live in China, or Japan, India
or here, in America or Russia, everybody goes through this. It is
their life. And as a human being you are the whole world
psychologically. You are not separate from the man who is
suffering, anxious, lonely in India, or in America. So you are the
world, and the world isyou. Thisis afact which very few people
realize, not an intellectual fact, a philosophical concept, an idedl,
something to be longed for, but it isafact as you have a headache.
And when one realizes that profoundly, inside not intellectually,
verbally, or ideologically, then the question arises: what is my



responsibility? We are asking each other this question, please.
When you realize that, not verbally but in your blood, that you are
no longer an individual, which is a great shock for most people,
they don't accept that. We think our minds, our problems, our
anxieties are ours, mine, not yours.

And if one seesthe truth of this matter, then what is our
responsibility? Not only one has afamily, wife and children, one
has to be responsible for them naturally, but what is your
responsibility globally? Y ou understand my question? For the
whole of mankind, because you are the mankind, you have your
illusions, your images of god, your images of heaven and so on and
so on. You have your rituals, you know, the whole business,
exactly like the rest of the world, only in different names, they
don't call themselves Christians they call themselves Muslims, or
Hindus, or Buddhists, but the pattern is the same. Right?

So when you realize that, what is our responsibility? That is,
how do you respond to the challenge? Y ou understand my
guestion? How do you answer? What is your reaction when you
feel that you are humanity? Thisis a challenge - you understand?
How do you meet a challenge? If you meet it from your old
individual conditioning, your response will naturally be totally
inadequate - right? It will be fragmentary, it will be rather shoddy.
So one has to find out what is our response to this great challenge?
Does your mind meet it greatly, or with your fears, with your
anxieties? You follow? The little concern about yourself?

So the responsibility depends, if | may point out, upon the
response to the challenge. If one saysthisisyour responsibility,

join - not the League of Nations but some other nations, form a



group, do this and do that, that is not an adequate challenge. How
do you respond to this challenge psychologically? Inwardly? Is it
just aflutter, aromantic appeal? Or something profound that will
transform your whole way of looking at life? Then you are no
longer British, American, French - you follow? Will you give up
al that? Or merely play with the ideathat it is a marvellous
Utopian concept? Right?

So the responsibility to this challenge depends on you, whether
your mind is capable of meeting this enormous human wholeness,
this human current.

4th QUESTION: When | listen to you there is an urgency to
change. When | return home it fades. What am | to do?

What are we to do? |'s the urgency to change influenced or
pointed out by the speaker and therefore while you are here you are
driven into a corner, and when you leave naturally you are no
longer in the corner. That means you are being influenced,
challenged, driven, persuaded, and when all that is gone you are
where you were. Right?

Now, what is one to do? Please let's think it out, the right
answer to this. What isone to do? | come to this Gathering from a
distant place. It isalovely day. | put up atent, | am realy
interested. | have read not only what the speaker has said and
written, but | have read a great deal. | have followed the Christian
concepts, the Buddhist investigation, the Hindu mythology, | have
also done different forms of meditation, the TM, the Tibetan, the
Hindu, the Buddhist, the Zen. And | am dissatisfied with all those.
And | come hereand | listen. And am | prepared to listen
completely? | cannot listen completely if | bring al my knowledge



here. | cannot listen or learn, or comprehend completely if | belong
to some sect, if | am attached to one particular concept and | want
to add what has been said here to that also - right? | must come, if |
am serious, with afree mind, with amind that says let's find out for
god's sake. Not | want to add what you are saying to what | already
know. You are following al this?

So what is one's attitude about all this? The speaker has been
saying constantly: freedom is absolutely necessary. Psychological
freedom first, not physical freedom - that you have in these
countries except in the totalitarian countries. So without inward
freedom, which can only come about when one understands one's
conditioning, the conditioning which is both cultural, religious,
economic, social, physical, and can one be free of that? Free
primarily of the psychological conditioning? One fact whichis:
that you are no longer an individual. The very word 'individual'
means undivided, not broken up, and we are. We are not
individuals. So will you move away from that conditioning? Me
first everybody else second!

So what is difficult in al thisisthat we cling to something so
deeply that we are unwilling to let go. Perhaps one has studied
various things and one is attracted to a particular thing - a
particular psychological, you know, something or other. And one
goesinto it, studiesit and finds out that by jove thereisagreat ded
init and sticksto it. And then comes here and listens and adds
what he has heard to that. Then he becomes a melange, a mixture
of everything - right? Aren't we doing that? So our minds become
very confused. And for the time being when you are in the tent that

confusion is somewhat pushed away or less, and when you leave it



is back there again.

So can one be aware of this confusion, not only while you are
here but when you are at home, which is much more important
than being clear here. Nobody caresif you are or you are not. But
when you go back home to face al that business, going to the
office every day for the rest of your life - you understand what it all
means? Day after day, day after day, coming home, children, the
worry - al that goes on.

So what does it all indicate? We have the intelligence to solve
technological problems. The problem-solving mind. We al haveit.
And that is not intelligence. The capacity to think clearly,
objectively, and know the limitation of thinking. To know, to be
aware of the limitation of thinking is the beginning of intelligence.
| wonder if you follow all this. We worship thinking, the more
cleverly we can think, the greater we seem to be. All the
philosophers who spin alot of theories. But whereas if we could
observe our own confusion, our own individual narrow way of
looking at life, a home, not here, to be aware of al that, and to see
how thought is perpetually creating problems. Thought creates the
image and that image divides. To seethat isintelligence. To see
danger isintelligence. To see psychological dangersisintelligence.
But apparently we don't see those things. That means somebody
has to goad you all the time, persuade you, push you, drive you,
ask you, beg you, do something or other all the time to make one
aware of oneself. And move from there, not just stay there. And |
am afraid nobody is going to do that, even the most enlightened
human being. Then you become his slave - you understand?

So if one has the vitdlity, physical vitality, the psychological



energy which is now being dissipated in conflict, in worrying, in
chattering, in endless gossip - you know, not only with others but
with oneself. This endless chattering. All that dissipates energy, the
psychological energy. And that energy is needed to observe. To
observe ourselves in the mirror of relationship, and we are all
related to somebody or other, and to observe there and to discover
the illusions, the images, the absurdities, the idiocies, then out of
that freedom comes intelligence which will show the way of our
life. Right? Are we moving together?

5th QUESTION: Is suffering necessary to make us face the
necessity to change?

Thisisone of our traditions that says you must suffer in order to
be good. In the Christian world, and in the Hindu world, they try to
put different words for it, karma and so on and so on, and
everywhere they say you must go through suffering, which is not
only physical suffering but also psychologically. That is, you must
strive, you must make an effort, you must sacrifice, you must give
up, you must abandon, you must suppress, you know. That is our
tradition, both in the East and in the West. And suffering, being
common to all mankind, one says you must go through that
particular door. Someone comes aong, like the speaker, and says,
suffering must end, not go through it, it must end. Y ou understand
what | am saying? Suffering is not necessary. It is the most
destructive element in life. Like pleasure suffering is made
personal, secretive, mine, not yours. Thereis not only global
suffering, mankind has been through enormous sorrows, wars,
starvations, violence - you follow? He has faced suffering in

different forms and so he accepts it asinevitable and uses that as a



means to become noble, or change himself.

We are saying on the contrary, you may reject it, question it,
doubt it, but let'sfind out. That, islet us seek the right answer to
this, together, not because the speaker says so. Can sorrow end?
Sorrow being our grief, so many ways we suffer, an insult, alook,
a gesture, awound that we have received from childhood, a wound
that is very deep of which we may be conscious, or unconscious,
the suffering of another, the loss of another. And if you examine it
closely, taking one fact, which is, that we are wounded from
childhood, by the parents, by the teachers, by other boys, girls, itis
happening all the time. And this wound is deep, covered up, and
one builds awall round oneself not to be hurt, and so that very wall
creates fear. | don't know if you are following all this? And one
asks: can this hurt, can it be wiped away completely so that it
leaves no scar? Please we are going over this together - you
understand? | am sure you have been hurt, haven't you, all of you,
in some way or another. It isthere. And we carry it throughout our
life. The consequences of that are that we become more and more
isolated, more and more apprehensive. We don't want to be hurt
anymore so we build awall round ourselves and gradually
withdraw. |solation takes place. Y ou know all this. So one asks: is
it possible not to be hurt? Not only not to be hurt in the future,
today, but also to wipe out the hurt that one has had from
childhood. Y ou understand? We are thinking this together, please.
Isit possible to wipe away the wound, the hurt that one carries
about all the time?

If one is serious one should discover for oneself the cause of the

hurt and what is hurt, and who is hurt - you are following all this?



Please. Which means: isit possible not to register the insult, the
flattery, the gesture that cuts you down, the look of annoyance,
anger, the impatience? Not to register any of that. Do you want to
go into it deeply? Shall we go into it deeply?

The brain is the instrument of registration - right? Like a
computer it registers. It registers because in that registration it finds
security, safety, it isaform of protecting itself - right? You are
following this? Right sirs? And when oneis called an idiot, or
some other insult takes place, the immediate reaction is to register
it, verbally, the word has its significance, wanting to hurt and it is
registered. Like flattery is also registered. Right? Now can this
registering process come to an end? Bearing in mind that the mind,
the brain must register, otherwise you wouldn't know where your
house is, you wouldn't be able to drive your car, or use any
language. But not to register any psychological reactions. Y ou
understand? Y ou are following al this?

Then one will ask: how? How will | prevent registration of an
insult, or aflattery? Flattery is more pleasant and therefore | liketo
register, but the insult or the hurt | want to get rid of. But both
factors, insult, flattery, are registered. Now isit possible not to
register psychologically? Right? Can we go on with this?

What isit that gets hurt? You say, "I am hurt", what is that
entity that gets hurt? Isit an actuality? Y ou understand what |
mean? Something concrete, something tactile, something that you
can talk aboutyou know? Or is it something that you have created
for yourself about yourself? Are you following all this?

All right. | have an image about myself, most of us have. That

image has been created from childhood - you must be like your



brother who is so clever, you must be better, you must be good -
you follow? Thisimage is gradually being built, through education,
through relationships and so on and so on. That imageisme. |
wonder if you accept that? That image which is me gets hurt.
Right? Areyou following? So aslong as | have animageitis
going to be trodden on by everybody, not only by the top
intellectuals but by anybody. So isit possible to prevent the
formation of images? Go into it sir. Come with me, will you? Y ou
understand, the image-making machinery. What is this machinery
that makes the images? Y ou understand? The images about my
country, about the politicians, about the priests, about god - you
follow? - the whole fabrication of images. Who makes these
images? And why are images made? Y ou understand? Who makes
them and why are they made? We can see very easily why they are
made - for security, for reasons of self protection, becauseif | call
myself a Communist in anon Communist world | have arather
difficult time. Or in a Communist world, if | am not a Communist,
terrible things might happen. So identifying myself with an image
gives one agreat security. That is the cause, that is the reason, why
al of us, in some form or another, have images. And who creates
this image? What is the machinery? Y ou understand? What is the
process of it? Please think it out with me, don't wait for me to tell
youl.

Will there be - please listen to it - will the machinery cometo an
end when there is complete attention? Or, the machinery is set
going when there is no attention? Do you follow the question? Do
you follow this sir? Where am | to look? When there is complete

attention when you call me an idiot - you understand - you call me



an idiot and the verbal stone has an impact and the responseis
"You are aso"! Now can | receive that word, the meaning of that
word, the insult that you want me to feel by using that word, can |
be attentive of all that instantly? Y ou understand what | am saying?
Are we following each other? Can | be aware or attentive
completely when you use that word? And you are using that word
to hurt me. And to be completely attentive at that moment. It is not
ashield. It is not something that you put up in order to avoid. In
that attention there is no reception. | wonder if you seeit. Whereas
when you call me anidiot and | am inattentive, not paying
attention, then registration takes place. Y ou can experiment with
this, do it now for god's sake.

So that not only the past wounds, past hurts, but also your mind
then is so sengitive, vulnerable, it is so moving, living, acting, it
has no moment of static moment where you can hurt. | wonder if
you follow all this? No. All right?

6th QUESTION: My problem is| have aten foot wall around
me. It isno use trying to overcomeit, so | ignoreit. It is still there.
What do | do?

What's the height of the wall you have around you? Is it
possible to be vulnerable, to be so sensitive, to be alivein fact that
you need never build awall? There are walls round a property -
listen carefully. There are walls round a property, and you treat
yourself as a property and so build awall round yourselves. Y ou
understand what | am saying? Again sirs, why do we do all these
kind of things? Why do we build awall and then try to tear it
down, and not being able to break it down we avoid it, we run
away from it, we hide behind it. Why do we do all these things?



Why do we create problems for ourselves? Why can't we be so
sane, normal, healthy - not normal, sorry!

Thisis aproblem to the questioner. What is a problem? Y ou
have a problem, right, haven't you? No? Oh my god! What isthe
problem? Something that you have not been able to resolve - right?
Y ou have analysed it, you have been to a psychiatrist, you have
been to a confession, or you have analysed yourself and the
problem remains, the cause remains. And you have examined the
effects, analysed the effects - right? And the peculiarity of a cause
IS the cause becomes the effect - you follow what | am saying?
And the effect becomes the cause. | wonder if you understand all
this? Isthistoo intellectual? All right.

So what isaproblem for al of us? What is our problem? And
why do we have problems? L et's take a common problem: does
god exist? | am taking that as a silly example. Because we say, "If
god exists how can he create this monstrous world?' Right? So it
becomes more and more and more of a problem. First of all |
assume god has created it, thisworld, and then | get involved init.
Or | have acertainideal, | want to live up to that ideal, that
becomes a problem. | don't see why | should haveideals at all.
First | create anidedl, then | try to live up to it, then all the problem
arises. | am not good, | must be good, tell me what to do to achieve
and so on and so on. Y ou follow how we create a problem, create
something illusory first, like non-violenceisillusory. Thefact is
violence; and then my problem arises: how am | to be non-violent?
Y ou follow? Whereas | am violent, let me deal with that, not with
non-violence. | wonder if you get this?

So isthis what we are doing, a one level? Or | cannot get on



with my wife. | am rather nervous about this! | cannot get on with
somebody or other. Y ou follow what | am trying to say? We make
problems out of everything. The question is, much more important
than the resolution of the problem is not to have problems at all so
that your mind is free from this everlasting struggle to resolve
something or other. What is the core of al problems? Not
technological problems, not mathematical problems, but the
human, deep, inward psychological problems - what is the root of
it? Come on Sirs. Isthere aroot that can be pulled out, or withered
away so that the mind has no problems whatsoever? Go on sirs.

What is a problem? Something to be dissolved in the present, or
in the future - right? A problem only existsin time. Y ou
understand what | am saying? Someone please tell me. Y ou
understand this, my question? A problem exists as long aswe are
thinking in terms of time, not only chronological time but inward
psychological time. Aslong as | have not understood the nature of
psychological time | must have problems. Y ou understand? Are
you meeting me? We are moving together. That is, | want to be
successful in the worldly sense, and also | want to be spiritually
successful - they are both the same. Now wanting to be successful
Isamovement in time - right, you are following this? And that
creates the problem. That is, wanting to be something istime and
that wanting to be is the problem. Do you understand or not?
Right? So | am saying, what is the root of this that creates
problems, problems, problems. Not only time, but go on sirs
investigate with me.

Isit thought? Or is there the centre which is always moving

within its own radius - do you understand what | am saying? Won't



problems exist aslong as | am concerned about myself? Aslong as
| am wanting to be good, wanting to be this, wanting to be that and
so and so on, | must create problems. Which meanscan | live
without a single image about myself? Y ou understand? Aslong as

| have an image to be successful, | must achieve enlightenment, |
must reach god, | must be good, | must be more loving, | mustn't
be greedy, | mustn't hurt, I must live peacefully, | must have a quiet
mind, | must know what meditation is - you follow? Isit possible
to live so freely and so on. You follow? That is, aslong asthereis
a centre there must be problems. Now that centre is the essence of
inattention. Are you getting it? Oh come on with me. When thereis
attention thereis no centre. | wonder if you meet this - right?

Now look: when you listen, if you are listening, when you listen
to what is being said and attending, not trying to understand what
he says, attending, in that attention there is no you. The moment
there is no attention the 'you' creeps up. And that centre creates the
problems. Got it? No, sir, thisisvery, very seriousif you go into it:
to have a mind that has no problems, and therefore no experience.
The moment you have an experience and you hold on to it, then it
becomes memory and you want more of it. So amind that has no
problem has no experience. Oh, you don't see the beauty of it.

7th QUESTION: | derive strength from concentrating on a
symbol. | belong to a group that encourages this. Isthisanillusion?

May | respectfully point out: don't belong to anything - right?
But you can't help it, you do.

Sir, see the reason of this: we cannot stand alone, we want
support, we want the strength of others, we want to be identified

with a group, with an organization. The Foundation is not such an



organization, it merely exists to publish books and so on, you can't
belong to it because you can't publish books, you can't run schools.
But the idea that we must be part of something or other - right?
And belonging to something gives one strength - right? | am an
Englishman - thereis aflare up - or a Frenchman. Once | was
talking in Indiaand | said, "I am not a Hindu", and a man came up
to me afterwards and said, "'Y ou mean you are not a Hindu? Y ou
must feel terribly lonely” (Laughter).

Now the questioner asks. he derives strength from concentrating
on asymbol. We have all had symbols. The Christian world is
filled with symbols - right? The whole Christian world of religious
movement is symbols, symbols, images, concepts, beliefs, ideals,
dogmas, rituals - the samein India, only they don't call themselves
Christians but it is exactly the same thing, or in the Far East, and so
on. Now when one belongs to alarge group which adores the same
symbol, you derive enormous strength out of it, it is natural - or
rather unnatural. It keeps you excited, it creates afeeling that at last
you are understanding something beyond the symbol and so on.

First, you invent the symbol - see how our mind works - first we
invent the symbol, the image in the church or in the temple, or the
|etters in the mosgue - they are beautiful lettersif you have beenin
amosgue - and we create those and after creating those we worship
those, and in worshipping that which we have created out of our
thought, we derive strength. See what is happening - you follow?
Now the symbol is not the actual - right? The actual may never
exist, but the symbol satisfies and the symbol gives us vitality,
energy, by looking, thinking, observing, being with it. Surely that
which has been created by thought, psychologically, must be



illusion - no? Y ou create me, | hope you won't, you create me into
your guru. | refuse to be aguru, it istoo absurd because | see how
the followers destroy the guru and the guru destroys the followers.
Y ou understand this? | see that. To me the whole thing is an
abomination - | am sorry to use strong language. But you create an
image about me, about the speaker, and the whole business begins.

So first, if | may point out, thought is the mischief maker in this.
All the things in the churches, in the temples, in the mosques, are
not truth, are not actual. They have been invented by the priests, by
thought, by us out of our fear, out of our anxiety, uncertainty of the
future - you follow - all that. We have created a symbol and we are
caught in that. So first to realize that thought will always create the
things which give it satisfaction, psychologically. Pleasure - you
follow? - givesit comfort, therefore the reassuring image is a great
comfort. It may be atotal illusion - and it is- but it gives me
comfort therefore | will never look beyond the illusion. Right?

| have talked an hour and twenty five minutes. We will continue
with the rest of the questions on Thursday. Isthat all right?



BROCKWOOD PARK 2ND QUESTION &
ANSWER MEETING 4TH SEPTEMBER 1980

Thisisthe last day of questions and answers. On Saturday and
Sunday there will be atalk.

Aswe said the other day, the question implies that we are
seeking an answer. The answer isin the question, not away from
the question. And in asking these questions and finding their
answer we are together investigating the question. It is not that the
speaker talks or answers but together we are trying to find the right
answer. It is not the answer according to me or according to you,
but what is the right, true answer to these questions.

| have been handed over nearly one hundred and fifty questions
probably and we cannot possibly answer al those and | hope you
won't mind if some of them are not answered. It isn't that we have
chosen something that suits us, that can be answered by us, but
rather we have tried to find out what are the most significant and
worthwhile questions to be answered.

1st QUESTION: What is the relationship between thought and
consciousness? Why do we seem unable to go beyond thought?

Do we want to be serious about al this? All right, let's be
Serious.

First of all what isthinking, what is thought? And what is
consciousness? Are the two different? When you say, what isthe
relationship between thought and consciousness, it implies, does it
not, that there are two different entities, or two different
movements. We are trying to find out, the questioner istrying to
find out: what is the relationship between thought and



consciousness. So first of al we have to consider together what is
thought, what is this whole question of thinking upon which all our
conduct, our activities, political, religious, economic, socia and all
other factors of life, are based on thought. Thought is part of
emotions, sentiment, reactions, the recognition of those reactions
and so on. And what is consciousness? When you use the word
‘conscious, to be conscious of something, to be aware of, to be able
to recognize, to understand, to have a whole field in which the
mind is operating. That is more or less what we mean by
consciousness. And the questioner says. what is the relationship
between the two?

So first we have to find out what is thought upon which al our
activities are based, with all itsimages, all the past remembrance
and future projections, this enormous activity. Technologically,
psychologically, physically, amost in every direction, thought is
operating. And our relationship with each other is based on
thought, the thought which has created the image about you and the
other, and the other about you. Now what is that thought? That
thought surely is, isit not, based on knowledge: experience,
knowledge, memory. And the reaction of that memory is thinking.
So it is experience, knowledge, memory and the movement of
thought, which isamaterial process. So thought is always limited
because knowledge is always limited. There is no complete
knowledge about anything except the ending of knowledge, that is
quite a different matter. So where there is the operation of
knowledge and the movement of memory, thought is limited,
finite, definite.

And what part does thought play in consciousness? | hope we



are together in this, thinking together. What is consciousness? Our
consciousness - al the knowledge which we have accumulated, all
the experiences, not only personal but collective, memories,
genetic responses, the accumulated experience of generations after
generations, al the travail, the trouble, the anxiety, the fears, the
pleasures, the dogmas, the beliefs, the attachments, the pain of
sorrow and all that is our consciousness. | think thereisno
guestion about that, no one would doubt that or argue about it. You
can add or take away from it but it is still the movement of thought
as consciousness. One can say that there is super consciousness but
it would still be part of thought. This consciousnessisin constant
movement and breaking up the you and the me, my nationality
with al its technological development which is becoming a
tremendous danger in the world, nationalism, plus technology. My
religious beliefs, my dogmas, my rituals, my wounds, my beliefs,
my ideals, my constant struggle to become something, all that is
part of our consciousness, not only the consciousness of a
particular person but it is the consciousness of mankind, because
mankind wherever he lives, goes through sorrow, agony, doubt,
despair, depression, great uncertainty, insecurity and so clinging to
some image, belief, all that is part of our being, our consciousness.
S0 our consciousnessisits content. | hope we are meeting each
other. Our consciousness is made up of its content. Without the
content what is our consciousness? Y ou understand my question?

| s there a consciousness totally different from that which is made
up of the various activities of thought which we call

CONSCi OUSNEess?

To come to that point one hasto find out if thought can end, not



temporarily, not between two thoughts, where thereisagap and a
period of silence or unconscious movement. Can thought ever end?
This has been the problem of most serious people who have gone
into this very deeply through meditation to end thought. | hope we
are following each other in all thisand | am not talking to myself.

Can thought, which is so enormously powerful, which has got
such avolume of energy behind it, that energy created through
millenia, both in the scientific field, economic, religious, social,
personal, all that activity can that come to an end? Which means
can those things that thought has built into our consciousness, of
which we are, can that consciousness with its content end? Why do
we want to end it? What is the motive behind this desire to end
thought? Is it that we have discovered for ourselves how thought
creates enormous trouble, a great deal of travail, great anxiety of
the future, of the past, of the present, the thought that brings about
asense of utter isolation and loneliness. Can all that come to an
end?

When one asks that question: can it come to an end? - are we
seeking a method to end it? A system of meditation? A system of
which you practise day after day so as end thought? If you practise
day after day to end thought, that very practice intensifies thought,
naturally. So what is one to do? | hope we are meeting each other.
One realizes the nature of thought, its superficiality, its intellectual
game. One knows all this, how thought divides, dividesinto
nationalities, into religious beliefs and so and so on. And conflict,
that is all we know, perpetual conflict from the moment we are
born until we die. Is that the reason why you want to end thought?

So one has to be very clear, if one may point out, of the motive.



One must be very clear why one wants to end thought, if that is
possible. Because the motive will dictate, will direct. One can live
in the illusion that thought has come to an end. Many people do but
that illusion is merely another projection of thought which desires
to end itself.

o realizing the whole complex problem of this, thought and the
things that thought has built as consciousness with its content, can
al that come to an end? If the speaker saysit can, what value has
it? None whatever. But if one realizes the nature of our
consciousness and the movement of thought as a material process
and to observeit, can you do this? To observe the movement of
thought, not as an observer different from thought - are you
following, can we go alittle bit into this? Can one observe the
movement of thought, not as an observer looking at thought, but
thought itself becoming aware of its own movement - do you
follow what | am saying? The awakening of thought and thought
itself observing its movement. Can you do this?

Take avery ssimple example, either greed or nationalism, which
are both the same: to observeit asit arisesin one and then to
discover for onesdlf, is the observer, is the thinker different from
thought? | hope you are following all this. Am | making myself
somewhat clear? | observe thinking, that isfairly easy. | separate
myself as an observer and watch my thinking, which most of us do.
But thisdivisionisillusory, isfallacious, because the thinker is
thought - right? So can the observer be absent in his observation?
Am | meeting you? The observer, the thinker is the past, the
remembrance, the images, the knowledge, the experiences, all the
things that he has accumulated during that time, the past, isthe



observer. The observer names areaction as greed and when he
namesit heisaready caught in the past. | don't know if you are
following all this? Whereas to observe this reaction without
naming it. This reaction which we call greed, by the very naming
of it you have established it in the past. It becomes the past.
Whereas if there is no naming but pure observation in which there
isno division as the observer and the observed, the thinker and the
thought, the experiencer and the experience, then what takes place?
Y ou are following all this? Are we coming along together
somewhat?

Y ou see our conditioning is this division between the observer
and the observed. That is why we make such enormous trouble to
control the thing that is observed - right? | am greedy, that is the
reaction. | am different from greed and therefore | can contral it, |
can operate on it, | can suppressit, | can enjoy it, | can do
something about it. But the fact is the thinker is the thought. There
is no thinker without thought.

S0 to observe without the past memories, reactions, all that
projecting itself immediately in observation - right? So to observe
purely without any direction, without any motive, then one will
find if one has goneinto it pretty deeply, that thought does come to
an end, thought being time - right? Thought is a movement and so
time is a movement, so timeisthought - right sirs? Thisisreal
meditation, not all this stuff that goes on in the name of meditation,
thisisreal meditation, which is: to see the movement of thought,
for thought to see its own movement, how it arises, the creating of
the image and the pursuit of that image, and to observe it so that

there is no recognition of what is being observed. Y ou understand



what | am saying? That is, to make it very ssimple: to observe atree
without naming it, without wondering what use it can be put to,
just to observeit. Then the division between the tree and you
comes to an end, but you don't become the tree - | hope not! Y ou
understand? The division which the word creates, the division, the
physical, nervous, neurological responses to that tree creates the
division. That is, can | observe my wife, if | have one, or my girl if
| have one, or another, without the word and so without the image,
without all the remembrances in that relationship, which isto
observe purely? Then in that observation, which is complete
attention, has not thought come to an end? This requires a great
dedl of attention, step by step watching, like a good scientist who
watches very, very carefully. When one does that thought does
come to an end, therefore time has a stop - right? Has this question
been sufficiently answered?

2nd QUESTION: Does compassion spring from observation, or
thought? Is not compassion an emotional feeling?

| don't know how to answer this. What is compassion? Isit an
emotion? Is it something romantic? Does it expend itself in some
kind of social work? So one hasto go into this. To find out what is
compassion, one hasto enquire what islove? Then that meansis
love desire? Is love pleasure? Please Sirs, question yourselves. And
can there be love where there is ambition? Can there be love when
oneistrying to become something, not only the outward world but
also psychologically, this constant struggle to be or to become
something? Can there be love? Can there be love when thereis
jealousy, violence, when there is division between you and me?

And can there be love when you are nationalistic? Please sirs, think



about it. You hear on the television every evening, British, British,
British. The same thing in Italy, the same thing in France, in
Russia, in India, we and they. When there is such nationalistic,
religious, division of beliefs, images, can there be love? Go on sirs.
Of course there can be no love when there is such division. But all
of us are so heavily conditioned. And we accept that condition as
normal.

A friend the other day said, "l read about what you are talking
about, conditioning. Wouldn't it be very dangerous if |
unconditioned myself and drove on the right side in England?' So
don't uncondition ourselves too much!

And what relationship islove to sorrow? | have lost my son and
| suffer enormously because | loved him. Can suffering and love go
together? Please sirs, ask these questions. Not only personal
suffering but the enormous suffering of mankind, the suffering that
wars have brought about and are still bringing about, the suffering
of peopleliving in totalitarian states. So can there be love when
there is suffering? Or only with the ending of suffering thereisthis
passi onate compassion.

After stating all this, where are we? Islove just an ideal ?
Something which we don't know and therefore we want to have
that thing, we want to have that extraordinary sense of great
compassion? But we won't pay the price for it. We would like to
have the marvellous jewel but we are unwilling to either make a
gesture, or do something that will bring it about. If you want peace
you must live peacefully, not divided into nations and wars and all
the hideousness that is going on. So what price do we pay for this?

Not coins, not with coins and paper but inwardly how deeply isthis



reality to come? How deeply, profoundly do we see nationalism,
that all division must end in myself as a human being? Because we
human beings, you and |, are like the rest of the world,
psychologically. You may have adifferent colour, short, tall,
darker, black, white and so on, but inwardly psychologically we
are like the rest of mankind. We all suffer, we all go through
agonies, we all go through great fears, uncertainties, confusion, we
all are caught in this absurd religious nonsense. We are that. And
can we see the totality of this, not as an idea, not as something
longed for, but as afact, as a burning, actual, daily fact? Then out
of that perception the responsibility of compassion comes.
Compassion goes with great intelligence. That intelligence is not
the operation of knowledge. Knowledge can solve many problems,
intellectual, technical and so on, but intelligence is something
entirely different. Please don't accept what | am saying, just look at
it. You may have read a great deal and be capable of great
arguments, the mind can solve problems. The problem-solving
mind is not an intelligent mind. Intelligence comes with
compassion, with love. And when that intelligence is an action of
compassion it is global not a particular action. | hope we can go on
to the next question.

3rd QUESTION: Why isit that in the balance of nature thereis
aways death and suffering?

Why isit man has killed fifty million whales? Do you
understand what | am saying? Fifty million - you understand? And
still Russia and Japan are killing whales. We are killing every kind
of species, man. The tigers are coming to an end, the cheetahs, the
leopards and elephants, for their tusks, for their flesh - you know



al that. Is not man a much more dangerous animal than the rest of
the animals? And you want to know why in nature there is death
and suffering. Y ou see atiger killing acow, or adeer. That istheir
natural way of life but the moment we interfere with it it becomes
real cruelty. Y ou have seen, | am quite sure, baby seals being
knocked on the head, and when there is a great protest against it,
the Unions say that we have to live that way. Y ou know all this.

So where shall we start to understand the world about us and the
world within us? The world within us is so enormously complex
but we want to understand the world of nature first. All that
becomes our mania. Perhaps if we could start with ourselves, not to
hurt, not to be violent, not to be nationalistic, but to feel for the
whole of mankind, then perhaps we shall have a proper
relationship between ourselves and nature. Now we are destroying
the earth, the air, the sea, the things of the sea because we are the
greatest danger to the world, with our atomic bombs - you know all
that kind of thing.

4th QUESTION: Why do you say attachment is corruption? Are
we not attached to those we love?

Does this need explanation? When you are attached to an idea,
to a concept, to an ideal asthe Communists are, or the Catholics, or
the Protestants or the Nationalists, isn't there the beginning of
corruption? Corruption being to corrupt, to break up, the meaning
of that word isto break up. When | am a devout Marxist and to me
that is the only solution to all our problems and then I am unwilling
to examine any other questions, any other avenues, | am
committed, | am tied. When | am tied to abelief, to agod, to an

image, to a person, is there not the beginning of corruption? Please



Sirs, it isnot what | am saying, just look at it for yourselves. Is
attachment love? When | am attached to you as an audience - god
forbid! - when | am attached to you as an audience | am exploiting
you, | am deriving great comfort, | am fulfilling myself. Is that not
corruption? When | am attached to my wife, or to my friend, or
whatever it is, to a piece of furniture, especially antique furniture -
somebody has put an antique furniture in the room | happen to livel!
When | am attached to that piece of furniture | become that
furniture - right? And then corruption begins, | have to guard it, |
have to protect it - you follow? - fear. Fear begins with attachment.
| may derive pleasure in that attachment, comfort, encouragement
but in that there is always the shadow of fear in it, anxiety,
jealousy, possessiveness, and people like to be possessed and to
POSseSs, is that not corruption because in that there is an enormous
sense of fear, anxiety that | might loseit?

So can one live in this world without a single sense of
attachment to anything? - to your beliefs, dogmas, to god, to
various symbols, ideologies and images, wife, furniture, house,
experience - al that, which doesn't mean that one becomes
detached. When there is an attempt to be detached then detachment
Is part of attachment - right? Because the opposite hasitsroots in
its own opposite. Is that clear? So to understand the nature of
attachment, the consequences of it, to see the whole movement of
attachment, not just one particular attachment to a person, to an
idea, to apiece of furniture, but to have the comprehension, the
insight into this whole movement of attachment, when you have an
insight into it, which | have gone into, we explained it the other

day, then attachment drops away immediately without any conflict.



Then perhaps one has love because love and fear and jealousy
cannot go together.

5th QUESTION: Y ou say we are the world but the mgjority of
the world seem to be heading for mass destruction. Can a minority
of integrated people outweigh the majority?

Are you the minority? (Laughter) No, | am not joking. It isnot a
callous question. Are we the minority? Or is there one amongst us
who istotally free of al this? Or partially we are contributing to
the hatred of each other? Psychologically. Y ou may not be able to
stop Russia attacking Afghanistan or some other country - or
America, or England, or Japan, or whatever country it is, but
psychologically are we free of our common inheritance, which is
our tribal glorified nationalism? Are we free from violence?
Violence exists where thereis awall around ourselves. Please
understand all this. And we have built ourselves walls, ten feet
high or fifteen feet thick. All of us have walls around us. And from
that arises violence, this sense of immense loneliness. So the
minority and the majority isyou. If agroup of usfundamentally
have psychologically transformed ourselves you will never ask this
guestion, because we are then something entirely different.

6th QUESTION: Christian mystics describe certain forms of
mental prayer in which they speak to god, or what they call god.
They say that in such prayer something tremendous happens which
they call union with god. They are convinced thisis not anillusion.
Arethey deceiving themselves? And what is faith? It appearsto
give people the power to do extraordinary things.

When you are tremendously national it gives you extraordinary
power to kill others - right? Look what they are doing! So can an



illusion really give you enormous vitality, enormous strength to do
extraordinary things? Apparently it does. The Christian
missionaries, what they have done in the world because they
believe in something. That belief may be totally unreal, the image
that the mind has created, they believe in that and they are attached
to that, and they want to convert all the others of the world to that.
And they put up with extraordinary discomforts, with diseases, and
every kind of trouble. And those mystics who talk to god through
prayer - | don't know what god is, nobody knows but to have an
image that there is a supreme entity and through prayer, through
faith, through dedication, through devotion, you can achieve
mountains. Because sirs, if you look, what America and Russia and
England and France are doing. They have tremendous faith in their
country, in their nationalism, and they are building an enormous
technological world to destroy the others who are also doing
exactly the same thing. To go to the moon, what enormous energy
it needed, what technological capacity, faith, the American first on
the moon with their flag. Or the British with their flag - equally the
same.

And in the Christian world they place faith first and not doubt.
Faith has taken the place of doubt. Doubt is very cleansing, it
purifies the mind. If you doubt your experiences, your opinions, al
therest of it, doubt it - you are free, you can observe clearly then.
If you doubt your gods, your saviours, everything that comes
aong. In the Eastern world, like Buddhism and Hinduism, doubt is
one of the mgjor factors, it is demanded that you must doubt, you
must question, you must not accept - be alight to yourself and that

light cannot be given to you by anyone. Of course now in India and



Asiait hasal goneto pieces, they arejust like anybody else, they
are becoming merchants. But to have great strength, it doesn't
come through prayer, it doesn't come through illusions, or faith, it
comes through clarity, when the mind can see clearly, and that
clarity doesn't come and go. When you see something clearly like
nationalism is the most destructive thing in the world, then you are
finished with it. And the ending of that burden gives you vitality,
energy, strength.

Similarly if oneistotaly free of al attachmentsit gives you the
strength of love, and that can do much more than all the other
experiences and prayers. But you seeit is an easy way to escape
through an illusion, through a symbol, through anidea. It is much
more arduous, it demands a great deal of energy, perception, and
action to see exactly what we are and go beyond it. That means we
have to become astonishingly aware of all our activities and
feelings and all that. But we are unwilling to do all that. We think
that through some easy prayer you can talk to god. God is, after all,
put together by thought - the Christian god, the Hindu gods, the
Buddhists have no gods but they have their own images.

7th QUESTION: If thereis a supreme truth and order why does
it allow mankind to behave on earth in such a shocking way?

If there is such a supreme entity they must be a very odd person
because if he created us then we are part of him - right? And if he
is order, sane, rational, compassionate, we wouldn't be like this.
Either you accept the evolutionary process of man, or that man has
suddenly come into being created by god. And god, that supreme
entity, is order, goodness, compassion and all the rest of it, all the

attributes that we giveto it. So you have these two choices, that



there is a supreme entity and made man according to hisimage, or
there is the evolutionary process of man, which life has brought
about from the beginning of small molecules and so on, right up to
now.

If you accept the idea of god, the supreme person in whom total
order exists and you are part of that entity, then that person must be
extraordinarily cruel - right? Extraordinarily intolerant to make us
behave as we are doing, destroying each other.

Or, there is the other, which is man has made the world asit is,
the human beings have made this world, the social world, the
world of relationship, the technological world, the world of society,
our relationship with each other, we have made it, not god or some
supreme entity. We are responsible for this horror that we have
perpetuated. And to rely on a certain external agency to transform
al this - this game has been played for millenia and you are still
the same. | don't know if you know all this. Perhaps a little
changed, alittle more kind, alittle more tolerant - toleranceis
something ugly.

So to have order in ourselves, then you are supreme gods
because the universe is order - right? Sun sets, the sun rises, the
stars, the heavens the nature, this whole universe is order - not
according to us, it is order, explosion, destruction, whatever is
going on out there but it is order. With us thereis no order. Welive
in confusion, we live in conflict, we live in every kind of disorder.
Can there be in us total complete order? That order is not created
by thought, that order has no relationship whatsoever to any
system, method, which are all put together by thought. Order

comes only when there is the complete ending of thought, because



then thought has no place as a divisive movement - right?

8th QUESTION: | have been a member of a Gurdjeiff group
(from order to disorder!) | find it has given me a background to
better understanding to what you are saying. Should | continue
with such a group to possibly help others, as | was helped? Or does
agroup make for fragmentation?

It isan extraordinary idea of helping others, as though you have
got extraordinary comprehension, beauty, love and truth and the
whole world of order, and that great immense sense of wholeness.
If you have that you don't talk about helping others - right?

First of all why do we want to belong to something? Belong to
some Sect, some group, some religious body - why? s it because it
gives us strength? It gives one great strength if you are British
living in this country, to feel that you arein Britain - or in Russia,
in Chinaor in India. Isit that we cannot stand alone? The word
‘alone’ means all one. Isit that we need encouragement, we need
somebody to tell thisisthe right way? And the questioner asks: as |
belong to certain groups, they have helped me to understand you -
understand what? Me? Do please look at it. Understood what we
are talking about? Do we need interpreters to understand what we
are talking about? To be kind, to love, to have no sense of
nationality. Does it need anybody to tell you?

Why do we depend on others, whether the others be an image in
achurch, or in atemple or a mosque or the preacher, or the
psychologist, or anybody - why do we depend on others? If we do
depend on others psychologically we become second hand people,
which we are. The whole history of mankind, isin us, the whole

story of mankind is not in books - there isin outward things but the



whole history is here. And we don't know how to read that; if we
could read it, and to read it you are not the reader. Y ou understand
what | am saying? Y ou are the book. But when you read the book
as areader it has no meaning. But if you are the book and the book
is showing you, telling you the story, and you are not telling the
story but the book is telling, then you will not depend on asingle
person, you will be alight to oneself. But we are all waiting for the
match of another, the fire of another. And perhaps that is why you
are al here. And that is where the tragedy lies because we cannot
see clearly for ourselves. And before we help others we have to see
clearly, for god's sake. It islike the blind leading the blind.

Questioner: Excuse me but | wanted to say you flower and we
see the flower and you also help year after year those who come
again and again.

K: Sir, | am glad you come here year after year. | would too.
Like going to see the mountain day after day. There is great beauty
in the mountain. | am not saying | am the mountain. Thereis great
beauty in the mountain - the skyline, the snow, the valleys, the
absolute quietness, and the river flowing, rippling along,
chattering. Thereis great beauty in that and the lake that is so till.
| would go and see it everyday. The more | seeit the more beauty
thereisin it. Not one casual look of aweekend but the constant
looking, asking, observing the truth and the beauty of it. Naturally
one must go, move.

9th QUESTION: What is freedom? (Thisis the last question,
thank god!)

Y ou know many philosophers have written, talked, about
freedom. We talk about freedom - freedom to do what we like.



Freedom to have any job we like, freedom to choose awoman or a
man, freedom to read any literature, or freedom not to read at all.
We are free and so what do we do with that freedom? We use that
freedom to express ourselves, to do what we like - right? Whatever
we like. More and more it is becoming permissive - you can have
sex in the open garden - right?

Y ou have every kind of freedom and what have we done with
that freedom? We think where there is choice we have freedom. |
can go to Italy, to France, a choice - one has to have a passport and
avisa. And does choice give freedom? Please follow me. Why do
we have to choose? If you are very clear, clear, purely perceive,
clear, there is no choice. Out of that comes right action. It isonly
when there is doubt, uncertainty that we begin to choose. So
choice, if you will forgive my saying so, choice prevents freedom.

And the totalitarian states have no freedom at all. Because they
have the idea that freedom brings about the degeneration of man,
therefore control, suppress - you are following what is happening
and all therest of it.

So what isfreedom? Isit based on choice? Isit to do exactly
what we like? Some of the psychologists are saying, that if you feel
something do it immediately, don't suppressit, don't restrain it,
don't control it - express. And we are doing that very well, too well.
And it is called also freedom. Throwing bombsis also freedom -
right? Just look what we have reduced our freedom to.

So what is freedom? Does freedom lie out there, or here? | am
just asking, | am not saying. Where do you begin to search for
freedom? In the outward world, which is to express and do, act
whatever you like, so-called individual freedom. Or does freedom



begin inwardly, which then expressesitself intelligently
outwardly? Y ou understand my question? That is, freedom exists
only when there is no confusion - right? Confusion inside me,
when | am seeking perhaps psychologically and religiously, not to
be caught in any trap - you understand? There are innumerable
traps - gurus, saviours, preachers, the excellent books,
psychologists, and psychiatrists, they are all there. And if | am
confused and there is disorder, mustn't | first be free of that
disorder before | talk of freedom? If | have no relationship with my
wife, or with my husband, with another person, because we haven't
got relationship with another; our relationship is based on images.
Y ou have an image about me and | have an image about you. And
so the conflict which isinevitable where thereisadivision - right
sirs? So shouldn't | begin here, inside me, in my skin, in my mind,
in my heart to be totally free of all the fears and anxieties, despairs,
hurts and wounds that one has received through some psychic
disorder - you follow? All that, to watch it for oneself and be free
of it.

But apparently we haven't got the energy. We go to another to
give us energy. The psychiatrists, by talking to him you feel much
more relieved, confession and all the rest of it. Always depending
on somebody else. And so that dependence inevitably brings great
conflict, disorder. So one has to begin to understand the depth and
the greatness of freedom, we must begin quite near. And the
nearest isyou. Aslong as there is you and me there is no freedom.
Aslong as you have your prgjudices, and | have my prejudice, your
experience, my experience, etc. etc. and so on, there is no freedom.

We can express, we can criticize each other, we can do all that, that



is called freedom. The right to think what you like. But freedom,
the greatness of freedom, and the enormity, the dignity, the beauty
of it isin oneself when there is completely order. And that order
comes only when we are alight to ourselves. Finished. May | go

please?



BROCKWOOD PARK 3RD PUBLIC TALK 6TH
SEPTEMBER 1980

There are alot of people aren't there? | wonder why you all come?
The last two talks that we have had here we talked a great deal
about relationship. We talked about taking life as awhole, so we
are going to start with that this morning.

One wonders why, observing what is going on in the world,
why there is so much disorder, why man is destroying man. Why
are they building up such enormous expenditure on armaments?
Why have people divided themselves into tribal romantic
nationalism? Why religions throughout the world, the organized
religions, the accepted religions, have also divided themselves - the
Hindus, the Buddhists, the Christians, the Muslims, and all the rest
of it; why isthere such division in the world? And we are inclined
to think that an outside agency has created all this mess: god, or
some other supreme entity, having created man, has let him loose
on the earth. And what man has done is quite incredible and
shocking, not only towards the other man, but also to himself. Why
in the world there are so many neurosis, neurotic people. Why is
there this constant battle between man and woman? Why isthere
thisinward disorder which naturally must expressitself in outward
disorder?

If we could this morning and tomorrow morning, go into this
guestion, not only why we have become like this after millions of
years, dightly modified, slightly more tolerant, less vicious - which
| question - we ought to, together, as we said, go into these

problems. Tomorrow we will talk about what is religion, what



place has, in thereligious life, a career, marriage and all the things
that we go through? But this morning if we could think together.
Aswe said, it isnot atalk by the speaker when you listen to him
disagreeing or agreeing, but rather together examine all this, our
lives. Our lives which have produced the society in which we live.
The society is not created by some extraordinary events but by the
extraordinary lives we lead, not only by us but also by past
generations. If we could go together into it. That is, think it out
together, not only think it out but also go beyond the realm of
thought. Aswe pointed out over and over again, that thought is
born of memory, memory is the result of knowledge and
experience. And thought therefore is always limited, for knowledge
is everlastingly limited because there can be no complete
knowledge about anything. And thought born out of that must also
be very, very limited. And the world in which we live, our daily
life, our careers, our anxieties, fears and sorrows, are the result of
our thinking, are the product of our daily activity.

So if we could together this morning take life as awhole, our
education, our occupations, our hobbies, work, and al the travall
that existsinwardly, the psychological conflicts, the anxieties, the
fears, the pleasures, the sorrows, al that, to take all that as awhole;
and not let thought occupy itself with one particular part, with one
particular pattern, or cling to one particular experience and look at
life from that point of view. Could we this morning together go
into this? Together, not | go into it and you listen, but together
enquire very seriously why we live the way we are living. Why
there is so much disorder in the world, and also this disorder in

ourselves. Isthe world disorder different from our disorder? Please



let's talk together as though we were two people, not this large
audience but two people sitting quietly in aroom, or in agarden or
walking along in awood, amicably, hesitantly enquiring into this.
Why there is disorder outwardly and disorder inwardly. Are they
two separate disorders? Or are they one unitary process? It is not
disorder out there different from the disorder in me. But rather this
disorder is a movement which goes outward and comes inward. It
is like atide going back and forth endlessly. And can we begin to
bring about order in our life? Because without order thereisno
freedom, without complete order, not occasionally or once a week,
but in our daily life to have this complete total order not only
brings freedom but there is then in that order, love. A disordered,
confused, conflicting mind cannot have or be aware of what love
IS.

So should we not go together into this question of what is
order? Can there be absolute order? We are using the word
‘absolute’ in itsright sense - complete, total, not an order that is
intellectually brought about, an order that is based on values, not
order that is the outcome of environmental pressures, or adaption
to a certain norm, certain pattern. But when we are talking about
absolute total order, in that thereis no division as disorder at all.
We are going to enquire into that. | hope we understand this. we
are enquiring whether there is an order in which there can never be
disorder. Not that we have disorder and occasionally have order,
but order, complete, total. So let us together, together go into this
guestion.

Why is the mind, which includes the brain, our emotional

responses, sensory responses and so on, why does the mind, our



mind accept and live in disorder? If you observe your own mind,
that is your own life, which is based on your mind, your thoughts,
your emotions, your experiences, your memories, regrets,
apprehensions, why is that mind, which has al thisinits
consciousness, why does it accept disorder? Which is not only the
neurotic disorder, the acceptance of disorder and living with
disorder, getting used to disorder, why does the mind have this
sense of division, this sense of order, disorder, this constant
adjustment? Y ou understand? | hope we are meeting together - are
we? Isthisinevitable? Is this our natural state? If it isnatural then
one must live with this conflict from the moment you are born until
you die, in thisdisorder. And if it is unnatural, which obvioudly it
IS, what isthe cause of it? What is the basis of it, what is the root of
al this? Does the basis depend on our particular attitudes, on our
particular desire? One wants to find out what is the basis of this
disorder, theroot of it. To find out how do we approach it? Y ou
understand my question? Please, how do we approach this
problem? The problem being, we live in disorder, both outwardly
and inwardly. How do we approach the problem in order to totally
resolve it? What is your approach? Y ou understand my question?
Are you approaching to find order out of disorder, therefore your
approach is already directed? Y ou understand? Because | am in
disorder - suppose | am in disorder - | have the desire to bring
about order, and that very desire dictates what the order must be -
right? Whereas if | approach the problem of disorder as though |
want to find out the root of it, then my direction is not diverted,
wasted in various intellectual, verbal, emotional directions, but my

whole attention is directed to the cause of it. You are following all



this?

So how do you, as ahuman being, living in thisworld, both
outwardly and inwardly in disorder, what is your approach?
Because we must be very clear what our approachis. If itisclear
then let's find out together what isthe root of it. Isit self-
contradiction? Isit desire that has created thisdivision in us
because wherever there is division there must be conflict, and
therefore the conflict means disorder. Right? Conflict is disorder,
whether it is minor, maor or conflict that brings about a great
crisis. Sois our conflict self-contradictory, saying one thing, doing
another, having ideals and always trying to accommodate ourselves
to that ideal and therefore conflict? Isit our desire to become
something? Y ou are following all this? Or this conflict is created
by thought? Because thought in itself, aswe said, is limited and
therefore it breaks up as the outer and the inner, the 'you' and the
'me, thought struggling to become something which it isnot. This
constant division, becoming, contradicting, conforming,
comparing, imitating psychologically, is that the various
expressions of a central cause? Y ou understand? Are we clear so
far?

So what isthe central cause, the root of al this? Please we are
thinking together and therefore you are exercising your mind,
therefore you are aware of how you approach the problem, you are
aware of your own contradictions, your own conflicts, your own
divisions, your own apprehensions. And in that consciousness,
which is made up of divisions, conflicts, beliefs, non beliefs and so
on and so on, is one aware of all that? Or oneisonly aware of a
fragment of it? A fragment being that which demands an



immediate response. If | am concerned about my livelihood | am
not concerned about anything else because that is an immediate
demand. | need money, food, | have children, responsibility,
therefore my approach to this whole problem will be directed by
my desire to have ajob. Or | have been thinking along a certain
pattern, along a certain direction, and | am unaware that | am
caught in that pattern and therefore when | approach this question |
am always approaching it according to the pattern which my mind
has established. Or if | am emotional, romantic, all that business,
then my approach will be sloppy, not precise, not exact.

So one must be very clear for oneself how we approach this
problem, because if we approach it with any pattern at all we shall
not be able to solve this problem. Therefore is our mind free from
patterns? From ideals? From a direction? Y ou understand my
guestion? Please go into it with me, with us, together. Are you
aware first of the confusion of the world which is becoming worse
and worse and worse every day? And the confusion in us which we
have inherited, to which we have added, the society in which we
live which is so utterly confused, there is such immense injustice,
millions starving and the affluent society. Tyranny and democratic
freedom, to vote, to think what you like, to express what you like.

So as we pointed out the other day, we human beings, our
minds and our consciousness, is the consciousness and the mind of
the world. Wherever you go, the most remote part of the world,
there, man is suffering, anxious, uncertain, lonely, desperate in his
loneliness, burdened with sorrow, insecure like the rest of the
world. Psychologically, as we have pointed out over and over

again, you are the humanity, you are not separate from the rest of



mankind. Thisideathat you are an individual with amind specially
yours, which is an absurdity because this brain has evolved through
time, the brain of mankind, and that brain is part of mankind,
genetically and so on and so on. So you are the world and the
world isyou. It is not an idea or a concept, a Utopian nonsensg, it
isafact. And that mind is utterly confused. And we are trying to
discover for ourselvesthe root of it. Right?

What is the cause of this division? Aswe said, wherever thereis
adivision, with man, woman, between nation and nation, with a
group and agroup, thisdivision of belief, ideals, concepts,
historical conclusions, and materialistic attitudes, all these are
divisions. The Arab and the Jew, you know. This division must
inevitably create conflict. That isafact. And we are saying: what is
the cause of thisdivision in us aswell asin the world? Through
division we thought or we imagined that there can be security -
right? Where there is division as the British there is certain
physical security; as the French, the German - you know. Each
group holding together as an idea, as a concept, under aflag, they
think there is security in thisisolation. Right? And thisisolation
must inevitably create division - the Arabs and the Israelis say "I
must be secure” - as agroup, and all the rest of it. So do we
understand, realize, very, very deeply the truth of this: that aslong
asthereisdivision there must be conflict? Because in that division
we think thereis, in thisisolation, this seclusion, we think thereis
security and obviously there is no security. Y ou can build awall
around yourself as a nation but that wall is going to be broken
down.

So what is the cause, the root of this divison? Right? Please.



Which is, each one, each human being in the world thinks, lives
according to the pattern that he is separate from another - right?
His problems, his anxieties, his neurosis, his particular way of
thinking and so on and so on. The centre of thisisthisideathat "l
am separate from you". Right? Could we go aong there?

Now, isthat afact? As afact as the microphone, is that afact
that we are separate individuals, totally different from another?

Y ou may betall, you may be short, black hair, white and all the
rest of it, division, but inwardly are we different? Inwardly we go
through all the - you know. And those who livein the Far East,
they go through exactly the same, or similar, like yourselves. So
there is no division psychologically. And as long as we accept that
ideathat we are separate you must have conflict and therefore
division, and confusion. Right?

Are we thinking together? Are you accepting this as an idea and
then saying to yourself, "L et us examine this idea, whether it istrue
or false" - theidea - you see, you understand what | am saying?

Y ou hear a statement like this, that as long as you think you are
separate from another human being psychologically, there must be
conflict and disorder. That is afact. When you hear that, do you
make an abstraction of it as an idea and then see how that idea can
be carried out? | don't know if you follow this? Or it isafact? If it
Is afact then you can do something about it. But if you are merely
making an abstraction of afact into an ideathen we are getting
lost, because you have your ideaand | have my idea and so on and
so on and so on. But it is acommon fact upon which we stand as
human beings, that as long as there is division inside me and you,

there must be conflict and disorder and confusion. But our minds



are so conditioned, for millenia, thousands of years, we have been
conditioned by what other people have said, that we are separate,
by religions that have said we are separate, that each individual
must save himself - you know the whole pattern repeated over and
over and over again. Being so conditioned it is very difficult to
accept something which perhapsistrue - | am using the word
'perhaps’ because | am not being dogmatic. But it is afact.
(Laughter!) And when the speaker iswilling to go into it
analytically, with argument, intellectually, reason, at the end of it,
if you are willing too, we come to the same fact. Then it won't be
dogmatic! We are not dogmatic about this tent, it is afact.

So are we, if we want to understand the nature of confusion and
the ending of confusion, completely, not relatively, are we aware
of thisfact? If we are aware then the question arises: what shall |
do? Y ou understand? | know | am divided, that we have accepted.
Now how am | to put away this division? Now please follow thisa
little bit, carefully, if you will.

Is the fact of this division different from the observer who is
observing the fact? Y ou understand my question? No? | will
explain alittle. | observe greed. | am greedy. Isthat greed which |
observe different from me, from the observer who says, "I am
greedy"? Y ou understand my question? Or greed is the observer?
Right? So there is no division between the observer who says, "I
am greedy" and acts upon greed - right? Saying, "l must not be
greedy. | must control it. | must suppressit. | must go beyond it" -
or whatever. So thereisadivision, and that division is conflict and
therefore disorder. But the fact is the observer who says™"| am
greedy"”, that observer is greed himself. Right? Have you gone so



far? If you have gone so far, then | am asking: is this confusion,
this division, different from the observer who is me observing it?
Or this confusion, this division, is me? My whole being is that -
right? | wonder if you come to that point, otherwise you can't go
much further. Please come! Thisisreally important if you can
really understand this once and for all, the fact. If you understand
it, it will make life totally different, because in that thereis no
conflict. But | will point it out.

Suppose | am attached to a person. In that attachment and in the
consequences of that attachment are innumerable pains, jealousy,
anxiety, dependency, the whole sequence of attachment. Is that
attachment to the person, which brings about adivision - | am
attached to you - right? - as an audience. Thank god | am not! But |
am attached to you. Please do pay attention to this. | am attached to
you. In that attachment there is division immediately - right? Now
IS that attachment, the feeling of dependence, clinging, holding on
to somebody, different from me? Or | am that? Y ou understand? |
am attachment. So if one realizes that conflict ends - you
understand? It is so. Not that | must get rid of it, not that | must be
independent, detached. Detachment is attachment. Do you
understand? If | try to become detached | am attached to that
detachment. Right? | wonder if you follow all this?

So am | very clear that thereisno division when | say "I am
attached" - | am attachment, | am the state of attachment - right?
Therefore you have removed completely all conflict, haven't you?
Do you redlize that? | am that. | wonder if you understand this?
Right? May | go on from there?

So I, me, is confusion, not that | realize | am confusion, or that |



have been told that | am confusion, but thefact is: |, asahuman
being, am in a state of confusion. Right? Any action | do will bring
more confusion - right? Y ou understand? So | am in a state of total
confusion. And all the struggle to overcome it, suppressiit, to be
detached, all that is gone - right? | wonder if it has! Y ou see how
difficult it isfor our minds to be precise in this, to learn about it, to
be free to have the leisure to learn.

Then what takes place? | am confusion; not | realize | am
confusion. Y ou see the difference? | am that. Therefore what has
happened? All movement of escapes, suppression, have completely
cometo an end - right? If it has not, don't move from there. Be free
first of all escapes, of all verbal, symbolic escapes but remain
totally with the fact that you are, as a human being, in a state of
confusion - right? Then what has taken place? We are two friends
talking this over, thisis not a group therapy, or any of that
nonsense, or psychological analysis. It is not that. Two people
talking over together, saying now we have come to that point,
logically, rationally, unemotionally, therefore sanely. Because to
be sane is the most difficult thing. So we have come to that point:
that is| am that. What has taken place in the mind? Right, can we
go on from there?

Before | wasted energy in suppressing it, trying to find how not
to be confused, going to some guru, somebody, you follow, all that
| have done which is a wastage of energy. Now when there is the
realization that | am confused, what has happened? Go on Sirs,
come with me. My mind therefore is completely attentive to
confusion - right? My mind isin a state of complete attention with

regard to confusion. Right? Y ou are following this? Are you?



Therefore what takes place? It is when there is compl ete attention
thereis no confusion - right? It is only when there is no attention
then confusion arises. Confusion arises when thereisdivision,
which isinattention. | wonder if you get this? Right?

So where there istotal attention without any dissipation of
energy, saying, "How am | to get thistotal attention?' - that isa
wastage of energy - right? But you see that where thereis
confusion and that is brought about by inattention, then that very
inattention is attention. Y ou get it? Come on sirs. Y ou have got
something, right? Now with that attention, we are going to follow,
we are going to examine not only fear, pleasure, suffering - right?

Because it isimportant to be free of fear. The mind has never
been free of fear. Y ou may cover it, you may suppressit, you may
be unaware of it, you may be so enchanted by the world outside
that you are never aware of your own deep rooted fears - right?
And where thereis fear there is no freedom, thereis no love, there
is discontent. You are following all this? Please sirs, don't let's
waste time on all this. So you must have the capacity to run, not
physically but inwardly run, jump, not go step by step like a snail.

One seeswhat fear doesin our life. If | am afraid of you
because you bully me, because you oppress me, because you
dictate what | should do, you have told me as the priest that | must
do this - you know, al therest of it, and | am not doing it. | am not
doing it because | am discontent with something else and therefore
fear. Y ou understand? So discontentment also has fear within it -
right? And fear brings darkness to the mind - right? We are not
talking of a particular neurotic fear, but we are talking about fear
itself, not about something - right? When we understand the root of



fear, fear about something disappears. Y ou understand what | am
saying? If | am afraid of the dark, that is my particular fear and |
want that particular fear to be resolved. | am not concerned with
the whole field of fear. But if | understand the whole field of fear
the other thing doesn't exist. | wonder if you see that?

So we are now concerned not with a particular form of fear, a
man who is afraid to face the public, aman who is afraid, or a
woman who is afraid of something or other, but we are concerned
with the whole field of fear. Can that fear be dissolved completely,
so that the physical fear - you understand? - we will go into this
little by little - the physical fear and the complex fears of the
psyche, the inward fears dissolve? The physical fears one can dedl
with fairly ssmply - right? But if you are attached to physical fears
and are concerned only with resolving the physical fears then you
are attached to that which will then create division and therefore
conflict. You follow all this? So if we understand first, first the
psychological fears then you can deal with the physical fears - not
the other way round - clear? See the reason of it? Becauseif | am
concerned only with my fear, which is: | have got cancer or some
disease, or some incident that has warped my mind, and therefore |
am frightened, and | am only concerned with that and | am asking
first solve that please before you go into the other. Y ou
understand? Whereas we are saying first deal with the wider fear,
the depth and the nature and the darkness of fear, then you will
yourself resolve the particular physical fear - right? Don't start the
other way - the physical first and then the other. That is what we all
want to do. Y ou understand? Give me bread first, we will talk
about the other.



So we are saying psychological fears are far more important,
they make us such ugly human beings. When thereis fear we
become violent, we want to destroy in the name of god, in the
name of religion, in the name of social revolution and so on and so
on. Now can we as human beings who have lived with this fear for
immeasurable time, can we be free of it? Right? We have asked the
guestion. Now how do you approach the problem of fear? Do you
approach it with the desire to resolve it? Y ou understand? If you do
you are again separating yourself from the fact of fear. | wonder if
you get this. Right? Can we go on?

So are you approaching it as an observer who is afraid and want
to resolve it? Or you realize that you are fear? Right sirs? Can we
go on from there? Have you given your total attention to this fact?
That you, as a human being, who is the rest of humanity, and that
human being is frightened, livesin fear, consciously or
unconsciously, superficial, psychological superficial fears, or deep
hidden fears. The hidden fear becomes completely open when you
are attentive. Y ou understand? Are you following? Can we go on?
Don't agree with me, please. Y ou are investigating, you are looking
at yourself, not agreeing with the speaker, the speaker is not
important. And | mean it, heis not important. What is important is
that you walk out of this tent without a single shadow of fear. So
when you become aware of fear, do you escape from it? Do you try
to find an answer for it? Do you try to overcome it? If you do you
are dissipating, therefore you are dividing, and therefore conflict
about fear, how to be free of it. You follow? All that arises. But if
you realize that fear is you, therefore there is no movement to be

made - right? No movement to be made, you are that, and therefore



al your attention is directed, isthat, in that attention fear is held.
Right?

Areyou getting tired? It is up to you. You see aslong as we try
to overcome, the very overcoming has to be overcome. You
understand? But if you say, "Yes, itisafact and | realize | won't
move from that", then the thing dissolves completely, not relative,
not one day and then the next day full of fears. It is gone, when you
have given complete attention to it. Similarly with regard to
pleasure. Be careful now! We have to be very careful here.

| don't know if you have noticed right from the time of man, one
thing that has driven him everlastingly forward is pleasure, the
pursuit of pleasure and the avoidance of sorrow. Y ou understand?
Y ou see the pictures, the paintings, the ancient writing, the
symbols, everything says, "Pursue that, avoid that". Asthought you
can divide life, fear, pleasure, sorrow, job - you understand? They
are all one. Aren't they? But see what we have done. Our mind has
been conditioned, accepting, living in this norm of constant pursuit
of pleasure. God, if you have that image, is the essence of pleasure.
Y ou name it differently but your urge isto attain that ultimate
sublime pleasure so that you will never be disturbed, you will
never be in conflict, and so on and so on and so on. And we must
understand it, not suppressit, not run away from it.

Why has pleasure, like sorrow, like fear, become so all
important in life? Like sorrow - do you understand the word
'sorrow’, the suffering of man, the suffering of centuries, war after
war, destroying human beings, destroying nature, destroying
animals, whales, everything. Man not only suffers but causes

suffering. That is part of us, part of our consciousness. And we try



to avoid that because we haven't solved it but we think the pursuit
of pleasure isthe main thing. We at least can have something
accurate, something real that will go on. Right? So that becomes
dominant and fear, sorrow, anxiety, all that isin the background;
not only sexual pleasure, the remembrance, the pictures and al the
rest of the thing that goes on in the mind, if you watch it, see what
IS happening. Y our own minds become full of that, not the actual
act but the whole build-up, and that building-up is called love. So
pleasure, love, suffering, fear are all entangled, all interrelated.

So the question is: will you take fear, pleasure, sorrow,
separately? Y ou understand? One by one. Or will you have the
capacity to deal with the whole of it? Because our minds are being
broken up, we take one by one, hoping to resolve one by one that
we will come to the end of the breaking up, the fragments. Now
how will you deal with the whole of it? Y ou understand my
guestion? Deal with your disorder, pleasure, fear, sorrow as atotal
movement of life. Y ou understand my question? Please come with
me, not as something separate, but as awhole. Can you do it? That
IS, can you look at yourself asthough it were in amirror,
psychologically, as awhole being? Or you only look at a part. Do
you understand? Go with it sirs. How do you look at yourself?

Y our job isdifferent, your wife and children are different, your
religion is different, your particular way of thinking is different,
opposed to so many other ways, you have your own experiences
which are different from others, your own ideas, you own
intentions, ambitions, all that - you follow? Can you take all that as
one unitary movement? Y ou understand what | am saying? Come

on sirs. That is the only way to solve the whole thing, not through



fragments - right?

Now how will amind that has been broken up for generations
upon generations, how will that mind, the brain, the emotions,
mind, how will that mind approach or realize the totality? Right?
Which is more important? Not more - which is necessary - you
follow what | am saying? Will you approach it fragmentarily, the
whole of life, business first, money first, house first, wife, children,
sex, bit by bit? Or the whole of existence? Can your mind see the
whole of it at all, isit capable? Or are you striving to see the whole
of it? If you are striving to see the whole of it, that is finished, you
will never have it, because then you create adivision, conflict,
confusion. But when you see that life is one movement and to see
that you need really to learn. Y ou understand? Learn, not from me,
learn from yourself by observing. Learn to observe the division and
see the futility of approaching that, the obvious fact, you can't -
through one fragment you can't approach the whole universe. Y ou
must have amind that is capable of receiving the whole universe
and that is possible only when the mind is clear of confusion, fear,
then there is no shadow of division, asthe 'me' and 'you', my
country, your country, my dogma - all that. That means when there
is complete freedom then there is the perception of the whole. And
from that comprehension, from that intelligence, that intelligence
can act in the world, to get ajob, to get no job, to do anything. But
now we approach it as parts and we are creating havoc in the
world. Right?

Finished for this morning. May we go on tomorrow when we

meet again?



BROCKWOOD PARK 4TH PUBLIC TALK 7TH
SEPTEMBER 1980

Thisisthe last talk. We have been talking about so many things,
about the very complexity of life, and whether one can disentangle
all the confusion and have a clear mind, so that our actions are
precise, accurate, without any regrets, without wounding another or
being wounded. We also talked about relationship, that al lifeisa
movement in relationship, and that relationship is destroyed when
we have an image of each other, and that image separates people.
And also we talked about discontent, order. And asthisisthe last
talk, | think we ought to talk over together what is religion, and
what is meditation, and death - sorry to bring such a subject as
death in on alovely morning. We ought to consider together all
these problems: death, what is religion, and what is the meaning of
meditation?

First of al, if we may point out again, thisis not an
entertainment, intellectual or otherwise, romantic, stimulating your
emotions or imaginations, but rather a gathering of serious people
who are concerned with the transformation of themselves and
therefore of society. That is the real meaning of these talks and
gatherings, that as we have created this unfortunate shocking
society, and it iswe who have created it, past generations and we
are adding to that, we have been talking over together whether it is
possible to transform our whole attitudes and values and activities
so that perhaps we can bring about a different society altogether.
We have goneinto all thisvery carefully. And also | think we
ought to go into these other matters, like death, meditation and



what is religion.

| think they are all connected together. And also one would like
to point out that there is no Eastern thinking, or Western thinking.
Thereisonly thinking, not of the East nor of the West. Thinking.
And thinking can take a particular channel, a particular direction,
following some specialist, religious or economic, but it is still
thought, therefore there is no actual division between the East and
the West, nor South and North. Though the North has all the
technological capacity - they should not be divided as East and
West, but only North and South. The more South you go, as at
present, the less technological evolution. But whereas in the North
there is much more. So thereis only thinking. It is not East or
West. | think we ought to be very clear on this matter. The Eastern
world has its own particular philosophy, its own religion, its own
superstitions, idiosyncrasies and rubbish. Asthe West also hasits
own superstitions, idiosyncrasies and alot of rubbish. They are
both the same, East and West, and North and South.

So we are, as we pointed out together, we are thinking over
these problems together. Not only thinking together, but going
beyond that. Because the intellect has a certain value, its capacity
isto discern, evaluate, distinguish, calculate, design, remember.
That isthe intellect. And if the intellect predominates our life then
it brings about imbalance. And if our emotions dominate that also
brings about imbalance. So we must be very clear from the very
beginning of these talks and the ending of these talks that we are
not concerned with a particular sect, religion, aform of mediation
and so on. We are concerned with the investigation of these matters

and together find the truth of these. Truth is not yours or mine. It



has no path to it. When thereisapath to it, it is not truth. So if you
don't mind we are repeating again that we are talking over together
as two friends who are deeply concerned, not only of what is
happening in the world but also what is taking place inwardly. The
outward is the reflection of theinner. There is a constant

interrel ationship between the two. It isreally one movement. And
that movement has brought about such confusion in the world,
such misery, anxiety, uncertainty, total insecurity. And we are now
together, you and I, we will investigate into the nature of what is
religion.

The word 'religion’, the root of it, has not been established. |
think from observing and looking into various dictionaries, it really
means gathering together all energy to find out the truth. | think
that is what it means, after looking at various French, English,
Italian dictionaries. It implies also diligence and negligence. A
mind must be utterly diligent to find out what is truth. And if there
isany kind of negligence it is a distraction and a wastage of
energy. We are not stating this, it isafact. Wherethe mind is
dissipating itself in al the trivialities, in gossip, in getting hurt and
wounding others, violence, caught up in its own self-centred
activity, al that is negligence. Whereas a religious mind demands
diligence to be precise, to be accurate, objectively and inwardly, so
that there is no illusion, no deception, total integrity. That is what
can be called amind that isreligious. But religion asit existsis not
religion at al. All the propaganda, the images in the West, and the
images in the East, you know, the whole rituals, the whole dressing
up and all that business, has nothing whatsoever to do with
religion. Y ou may disagree with this. If you are a devout Christian,



a practising Catholic, probably you will even not listen. And when
the speaker goes to India he tells them the same thing, that their
religion, their superstitions, their images, all the nonsensical
meaningless rituals have nothing to do whatsoever with truth. And
many of them have said, "Y ou should be burnt"! Or sent to a
concentration camp. Probably, if you wereliving in the Middle
Ages you would be: tortured, called a heretic, burnt in the name of
god, peace and all therest of it. In Indiathey are alittle more
absorbing, they see a part of al this, but it is not meant for you, for
us, you go away.

So what we are saying is: amind that is religious does not
belong to any society, any nationality, has no belief, but such a
mind exercises the quality of doubt so that it questions, doesn't
accept, doesn't obey the edicts of any religious organization, sect,
gurus. So the mind is utterly free so that it can observe without the
observer, which we talked about yesterday and in the previous
talks. And our minds have been so conditioned, so captivated,
enslaved by all the priestsin the world, that istheir business. It
began with the Egyptians, four thousand five hundred BC, the
priests were the directors, the people who knew, they were the
interpreters of god and man, they were the middiemen, the retail
experts! And that has been continued until now - in India, Asia, in
the West. And our minds after two thousand years or five thousand
years, have been conditioned to that, that we cannot as human
beings find truth for ourselves, somebody must lead usto it,
somebody must point out the way because our own minds are
incapable of it. That has been the song of three thousand, five

thousands years.



So if one sets aside dl that, that there is no saviour, no guru, no
sect, no group can lead you to it, isit possible to have such a mind?
We are talking over together as one human being to another human
being. Aswe said the other day, and we are repeating it again, if
you don't mind, that we are the rest of mankind, because each one
of us goes through all kinds of anxieties, struggles, sorrows, fears,
insecurity and it is the same with every human being right through
the world. One may live in amore affluent society but inwardly,
psychologically there is the same uncertainty, depression,
disintegration, anxiety asin the West, asin the East. It is exactly
the same, or similar. So we are humanity.

And so when we are talking about religion, we are concerned
with amind that is religious, not a particular religious mind. If itis
aparticular religious mind it is not areligious mind. | hope you are
meeting this. Religion, as we said, implies amind that is free from
negligence, neglecting the whole movement of learning, not
learning from books only but |earning the movement of oneself,
the movement of thought, what it does, its consequences, learning
about attachment, its consequences, learning. Not learning about
something but the quality of a mind that islearning, not merely
accumul ating knowledge but moving without a particular direction,
but the quality of learning. | hope you understand all this. And that
learning brings about its own discipline. Discipline means to learn,
not to follow, not to imitate, not to conform, not to compare, but to
learn about comparison, about imitation, about conformity. Such a
mind isadiligent mind. Learning about the actual so-called
religions of the world. If you understand one religion of which you

are, you understand the whole of the world's religions, you don't



have to read al the books about various religions, or go through
comparative religious studies. If you know how the human mind
works then you have understood the whole religious structure and
their rituals and all the nonsense.

And why has man always talked about religion? From the
ancient Egyptians and before them, religion has played an
extraordinary part in life - why? Is it that we are seeking happiness,
peace, an end which will not be destructive, secure, peaceful, and
demanding that and not finding it in life, not finding all that in our
daily life, we project. Thought projects something that is enduring,
something that is eternal, something that cannot be corrupted,
something beyond all imagination, all thought. One projects that as
opposite of our own condition and then worships that. Thisiswhat
has happened, if you have observed, not only now but throughout
history; man wants to escape from himself because he livesin a
constant bitter anxiety, struggle, pain. And he wantsto find
something beyond all that. So he livesin aworld of make-belief.
Thisisafact, and that is not afact. Can we be free of the non-fact
and live with facts? And transform the facts? Y ou understand what
| am saying? Please let's move together, we have got alot to talk
together this morning.

Which means, amind that has no escape. After al therituals, all
that goes on in the name of religion, has actually nothing
whatsoever to do with our daily life, and therefore it is an escape
from this daily torture. It may not be torture, it may be a conflict, it
may be pain, it may be anxiety. So a mind that escapes from what
actually isgoing onis not areligious mind. That is not a dogmatic

statement. It islogical, sane, rational. And if it isn't actual religion,



believing something, we commit ourselves to some form, or follow
somebody who has clever interpretations and we commit ourselves
to that. So the mind is never free to observeitself. And all such
escapes, all such commitments, is negligence. It is not adogmatic
statement. So don't brush it aside as being dogmatic. We are
investigating the very complex process of living. And if we do not
understand that, if we are not free of our sorrow, of our pain, of our
anxiety, of our depression, of our neurosis, to find what truth is
becomes an illusion, meaningless. What we haveto do firstisto
clear the decks, asit were. Lay the foundation in our life, in our
daily life so that there is not a shadow of conflict, which we talked
about the other day.

So we are saying, together we are investigating, and seeing, can
such amind come about? Not through will, because that is again
meaningless. Not through compulsion, not through reward or
punishment. We havetried all that. And we are still where we are!
So if we are serious, and life demands that we be serious,
circumstances demand that we be serious. The world, whichis
destroying itself through nationalism, division and so on, seeing all
that, merely verbally, discussing arguing has very little value, but if
we are serious to find out whether the human mind, human
condition can be changed, radically, then such amind must
inevitably enquire, not only into various parts of life but the whole
structure of life, the whole pattern of living.

And, as we said, one of the factors of thisis death. We have
banished religion from our life. We have banished death from our
life - right? We have postponed it. Why do we do this? Why do we,

human minds, banish the actual demand for truth? Not livein



illusions, but why have we - religioudly, | am talking about -
banished the demand that we live atremendously diligent life?
Why? Y ou understand my question? Because probably most of us
want an easy way. We are probably very lazy. We never make
supreme demand of ourselves. We are always satisfied with the
little things of life, and not respond to agreat challenge. And also
we have banished death from our life - why? Is not death part of
life? Whether we are young or old, diseased or senile - it is rather
interesting to find out why human beings become senile. | don't
know if you are interested in that? (Laughter) - no, seriously | am
talking. Why human beings become senile. Y ou understand my
guestion? Why? As one grows older senility begins slowly. We
forget, we repeat, we become either rather childish or join one of
the recognised religious organizations - which is also senility.
(Laughter) No, please don't laugh. Thisis not alaughing matter.
Thisiswhat is happening in the world. And the tragedy of it.

So if your mother, if your husband, if your son, if your
daughter, is already beginning to be senile, you wouldn't laugh.
Y ou would cry. And we are asking, as a side issue, why human
beings become senile? Look at it sirs. What is senility? The brain
cellswear themselves out - right? Thisis afact. By constant effort,
constant struggle, this everlasting to become something, the inward
stress, inward strain, which must inevitably affect the brain - right?
Must, logically. And also senility comes inevitably when thereis
such division, agreat gulf between business, family, religion, and
entertainment. Y ou understand? This division, whichis
schizophrenic. | wonder if you realize al this?

So this constant struggle to be, or to become and then not to



become, which is the same thing, to become, must inevitably wear
out the cells of the brain faster than they can renew themselves -
you understand this? And the brain has the capacity to renew itself.
We talked about the other day, having an insight - you remember?
Perhaps some of you were here. That is, sir, to have an insight into
the whole question of religion. What isreligion? Not al the rituals,
and all that circus that goes on, but why human beings have sought
from time beyond measure, why human beings have sought some
kind of otherness, to have an insight into that - not through logic,
not through reason, not through knowledge, not through
accumulation of argument, and opinion opposing another opinion,
but to find the truth of it, which isto have an insight into the whole
demand of man wanting something beyond. Y ou are following all
this? That insight, as we said, brings about a mutation in the brain
cells. | have discussed this with several other scientists, some of
them agree, so perhaps you will too.

So can the mind keep young, never grow senile? You
understand my question? After all innocence means not to hurt and
not to be hurt. The meaning of that word is that: not to hurt and not
to be hurt. Such a mind which has never been hurt - you follow all
this? - such amind can never become senile. Y ou understand? And
that requires a great diligence of learning about itself.

So, as we were saying, to come back from senility: why have
we banished death from our life? Which means: why have we, why
have our minds got caught in time? - you understand? Please thisis
not intellectual fireworks. Thisisenquiring into our complex life.
Timeis by the day, yesterday, today and tomorrow, twenty four
hours. But also there is time which isinward - right? Psychological



time. Right, we are following this? Why - we are asking - why the
human mind is caught in psychological time? Are you following al
this? Please we are talking over together. | am not talking to
myself. We are asking: why has the mind been crippled by
yesterday's memories, regrets, attachments and strangely
attachments are always in the past? - | won't go into it now. By
yesterday, athousand yesterdays, today, modified itself and the
future, which is time movement. This movement istime
psychologically - right? We are asking: why isthe mind caught in
that, which istime? Right? That is, hope - you understand? - hope
plays an important part in our life. "I hope to become" "I hopeto
meet you tomorrow" - psychologically. "l will meet you tomorrow"
- but | have already projected my desire to meet you and create a
hope out of that. Y ou understand all that?

So we are saying: why doesthe mind livein time? It has
evolved in time - right? The present mind that we have has evolved
through millenia, thousands of years. And that is normal, healthy,
obvious. But we are asking: why psychologically, inwardly time
has become so important? Y ou understand my question? Y ou are
asking yourself, please. Is it because we are always avoiding ‘what
IS in order to become something else? Do you understand what |
am saying? Moving from this to that. Psychologically | am this, but
| should not be this but that. Psychologically | am unhappy but |
must be happy - right? The 'must’, or ‘will', or 'shall be' isthe
movement of time. " wonder if you are following? Please it's your
life. So the mind is caught in time because it is always moving
away from this, from 'what is - right? It will changein time - 'l will

be good, give me time', which islike developing a muscle - right?



Y our muscle may not be sufficiently strong but if you keep on
doing something to strengthen it, it will become strong. With the
same mentality we say, "I am this, | will be that, so give me time."
- right? And will 'what is' be changed through time? Y ou
understand my question? | am anxious, | have great anxiety. Can
that anxiety be changed through time? Y ou understand my
guestion? That is, will | become, or be in a state where | have no
anxiety? See what | have done? | have anxiety, | have projected a
state of not being anxious, and to arrive at that state | must have
time. But | never say can this anxiety | have be changed
immediately. Y ou understand my question? And not allow time.
Areyou following this? See what happens. | am anxious. | hope to
be not anxious. Thereisatimeinterval, alag. In that lag of time all
other activities are going on, other pressures, negligence. Y ou
understand? So anxiety is never solved. | don't know if you are
following al this.

| think | will come to a state when | have no anxiety, so | am
struggling, struggling. It islike aman who is violent, he has
invented non-violence, in that time interval heisviolent, so he
never reaches non-violence. | wonder if you understand all this?
Right?

So the question is then: can 'what is' be transformed
immediately? Which means never alowing time to interfere. Are
we coming together? Listen to this, you will find out, it isreally
simple. If we apply our mind we can solve anything, as has been
done, they have been to the moon, built marvellous submarines,
incredible things they have done. Here, psychologically we are so

reluctant, so incapable, or have made ourselvesincapable. So if



you do not allow time, or never think in terms of time, then the fact
isnot - right? | wonder if you see this? Because we allow time the
fact becomes important. If thereisno timeit is resolved. Suppose |
died this second, there is no problem. Y ou understand what | am
saying? When | alow time | am afraid of death. | wonder if you
understand all this? But if | live without time, which isan
extraordinary thing if you go into it, psychologically, never. Time
means accumulation - right? Time means remembrance, time
means accumulating knowledge about oneself, all that involves
time. But when thereisno time at all, psychologically, thereis
nothing - you follow? Y ou are capturing something? Are you
understanding something? Please come on.

So we are saying, rather thinking together, because we have
allowed time as afactor to intervene between living and dying, fear
arises. Right? So unless you understand the nature of living, and
therefore the nature of dying, which can be found in theliving -
you understand? Are you meeting me? No. That issirs: death isthe
ending, isn't it? The ending. The ending of my possessions, my
wife, my children, my house, my bank account, special bank
account (Laughter). The ending of something. In that ending there
isno argument - right? | don't say to death, "Please hold on a
minute" (Laughter). So where there is ending, a beginning. You
follow? | will go into it.

When the speaker ends attachment, completely - you
understand? - not to persons, ideas, the whole process of
attachment, with all the consequences of that, when thereis an
ending to it, thereis atotally different state of mind - right? Isn't

there? | have been attached to my furniture - and that attachment



has been a burden and with the ending of that burden thereis
freedom - right? So ending is more important than beginning -
right? So can | living end? End my anxiety, end my fears - you
follow? End, not the bank account, that is too risky! (Laughter) No,
no, | mean that. We are not going to end the bank account. | am not
talking of that. Ending psychologically. Y ou understand? Ending
my uncertainty. When | am confused, to end it, not say, "I must
find out why | am confused, what is the cause of confusion, and |
must be free from confusion” - al that istime. That is negligence. |
wonder if you follow this? Whereas diligence is to be aware of the
whole movement of time and to end anxiety immediately.
Therefore there is no accumulation psychologically as knowledge -
right?

Now death is ending - right? Ending of everything. | know what
you will say afterwards, "What about reincarnation?' | know all
that. We will cometo it, if we have time. | am not avoiding it. If |
say | don't know, | say | don't know. | don't play hypocrisy with all
this. Death isan ending and | am living - right? We are living,
active, business, al therest of it. Can we psychologically end
everything? Y ou understand what | am saying? Can you end your
attachment instantly, immediately, your anger, your violence, your
greed, your this and that, end while living? Therefore then living is
dying. You understand? Not living and ultimately dying. | wonder
if you follow this. Living means the dying otherwise you are not
alive. And most of us are frightened of dying because we have
never been able to live properly, we have never lived. You
understand? But we have lived in conflict, in struggle, in pain, in
anxiety - you know all therest of it. So we call that living. Living



isnot all that - right? So if all that can be ended then thereisliving.
So you are then living and dying - you follow? They go together,
like a flower with perfume, the perfumeis not away from the
flower, it isthere.

And thisis actual ending of senility, if you go into it very
deeply, so the mind never gets old. A machine with internal
combustion, a machine like acar, is always wearing itself out
because of friction - right? But when there is no friction
whatsoever the mind keeps - you follow? But it is not your mind, it
is the human mind. | wonder if you understand this? Because you,
your mind is the result of amillion years, your mind is the mind of
the Indian, of the Chinese, Russians, the other human beings,
because they go through similar pain, anxiety, sorrow, pleasures,
occasional joys and occasional love. So our brain, our mind isthe
mind of humanity. If you can understand that one real fact then we
will live without any division, which is causing such disaster in the
world.

Now with regard to reincarnation, what isit that reincarnates?

Y ou understand? That is, | am living, | shall die and | hope next
life | will have an opportunity to live in abigger house. (Laughter)
No, no, please. Or a better life, more money, this or that or the
other. Now what isit that continues? Y ou understand my question?
Please, you have to think it out together carefully. | have lived fifty
years, thirty years, a hundred years. | have accumulated a great

deal of information, knowledge, | have struggled, | have tried to be
virtuous, | havetried to be all that. And there is this accumul ated
entity - right? The 'me' that has accumulated, struggled, achieved,

experienced, been through sorrow, depression, poverty, every kind



of penury. And | die. And | say to myself, "Why shouldn't | go on
so that | will improve myself next life?' Y ou understand? By good
deeds, by etc. etc. | will be better. Right? So what is this centre
which has accumulated, remembered, suffered, what is that centre?
Y ou understand? If that centre has a continuity then thereis
reincarnation - right? It will reincarnate next life, the soul for the
Christian, the Hindus have a different word for it and so on. But
the essence of that is the centre - right? Right? Y ou can call it by
whatever name you like but it isthat. Now what is that centre? Isit
permanent? Right? If it is permanent it can go on? Right?
Modifying itself, changing itself, but the core of it will go on. |
wonder if you are following all this? It isfairly smple.

So we have to find out what that centreis. If we say it isthe
centre of god - right? Then that centre which is creating such
mischief - right - god must also be mischievous - right? | wonder if
you get all this? Or that centre is put together by thought. Y ou
understand what | am saying? The name, the form, the family, my
previous families, my father's and mother's and so on, genetically,
heredity, the accumulation of all the pain and sorrow of
generations is that centre - right? Put together by thought. | say |
am aHindu. Y ou say your are a Catholic because you have been
from childhood trained to accept Catholicism. And | was bornin
India, if | am stupid enough, | say, "Yes, | am aHindu". So that
centre is the result of continuous, modifying movement of thought.
Right? | know the people who believe in reincarnation will object
to all this because they like to believe that they have afuture. It
may beillusory, it isnonsensical but it gives them comfort. Right?

And we al want comfort, in one way or the other. So dying means



the ending of that also. And when there is an ending of it, the mind
istotally different. | wonder if you see? It is no longer
accumulating. It is no longer experiencing. It isn't dead, it isn't
static, but so alive there is nothing to collect - you understand?

Then there is the problem now - not a problem - what is
meditation? Please take proper positions! (Laughter). | can seeit
happening! (Laughter) Y ou know man, human beings have always
sought because their minds are everlasting chattering, everlastingly
moving from one thing to another, driven by desire, driven by
reward and avoidance, pain, it is awaystrying to find some kind of
quietness - right? Some kind of peacein which at least for ten
minutes it can be quiet. Right? So man has sought this. Go to the
church, sit there quietly. Go to a marvellous cathedral, when there
ISNo circus going on, and be quiet. And it isastrange fact that in
all these churches there is never amoment of quietness, except
when it is empty. Y ou understand what | am saying? The priest is
doing something, you are doing something, everybody is chanting,
replying, incense, this, that, never, never quiet, except in the
cathedral when it isrealy empty of human beings. The samein the
temples, the same in the mosques. Is it because those peoplein
authority of the church, temple and so on, never want you to be
quiet so that you will begin to question? Y ou understand? Because
If you are quiet you might enquire. If you are quiet you might
begin to doubt. But if you are occupied all the time, you never have
time to look around, to question, to doubt, to ask. That may be one
of the great tricks of the human mind.

So we are asking: what is meditation? And why one should
meditate? |sit natural? Natural - you understand? Like breathing,



like seeing, like hearing. Isit natural? And why have we made it so
unnatural ? Taking postures, following systems - Buddhist
meditation, Tibetan meditation, Christian meditation - you
understand? The Tantra meditations - you don't know them,
perhaps, some of you may know, and the meditations set by your
favourite guru - right? We are asking aren't al those really
abnormal? Right? Are you following? Why should | take a certain
position to meditate? Why should | practise, practise, practise, to
arrive where? Y ou understand my question? To follow a system:
twenty minutes in the morning, twenty minutes in the afternoon,
twenty minutes in the evening, to have a quiet mind? Having
achieved alittle quiet mind | can go off and do other mischief al
day long. These are actual facts| am telling you.

|s there away of meditating which is none of these things? Y ou
understand my question? Up till now we say meditation isto
guieten the mind, first, to have amind that is capable of
observation. To have amind that is completely centred - right?
Completely concentrated - right? So that there is no thought except
one thought. Right? One picture, one image, one centre upon
which you arelooking - right? | don't know if you have gone
through all this? The speaker has played with them. For half an
hour for each of these meditations, ten minutes, five minutes and
they meant nothing.

So you have to go into this question: who is the controller and
the controlled? Y ou understand? Are you getting tired? Our whole
life, if you observeisthis: controlling and not controlling. Right? |
must control my emotions, | must control my thinking. | can only

control my thinking by constant practice. And to practise | must



have a system. The system implies a mechanical process, making
the mind mechanical, more and more and it is already mechanical
now but we want to make it much more so that it gradually
becomes more and more dull. We go through all this - right? Why?
If you are meditating according to TM - right - or according to
somebody else, why? Because you want to have an experience
either through drugs, and you know drugs do you harm, therefore
you put that aside, but by practising something you will experience
something else - right?

| do not know if you have all gone into the question of
experience; why human beings are demanding experience. Either
the mind is asleep, therefore experience means a challenge - right?
Or the mind is awake and therefore doesn't need an experience. |
don't know if you are following this? So you have to find out if
your mind is asleep, or bored with the experience that you have,
sex, drugs, and all the rest of the experiences, you want something
far beyond all that. Because you are always craving for experience,
more delightful, more extravagant, the more communicable and all
the rest of it. Why does the mind demand experience? Ask yourself
please. Thereisonly onething: amind that isvery clear isfree
from all entanglements of attachments and so on, suchamindisa
light to itself - right? Therefore it doesn't want an experience, there
IS nothing to experience. Y ou cannot experience enlightenment.
The very idea of experience, it is such a stupid thing to say, "I have
achieved enlightenment” - it isreally dishonest. Y ou cannot
experience truth because there must be an experiencer to
experience - right? If there is no experiencer there is no experience

at al. | wonder if you see that? But we are attached to our



experiencer and therefore we are always asking more and more and
more.

So meditation generally asis accepted now, isthe practice of a
system, breathing properly, sitting in the right position, the lotus
position or whatever position you take, wanting or craving for
greater experience, or the ultimate experience - right? Thisis what
we are doing. And therefore all that is a constant struggle - right? A
never ending struggle. This never ending struggle which is hoping
to end all struggles. Y ou understand? Look what we have done. |
am struggling, struggling, struggling to end struggling, whichis
sometime in the future. Right? See what tricks | have played on
myself. | am caught in time - right? | don't say, "Why should |
struggle at all?' If | can end this struggle that is enlightenment.

Y ou understand? To have no shadow of conflict. But we do not
want to make all those efforts. We are caught in time - right? And
to be free of time is to be free to have pure observation, and then
the mind becomes extraordinarily quiet. Y ou don't have to make
the mind quiet - you understand? If you end all conflict the mind
naturally becomes quiet. And when the mind is absolutely silent,
without any movement of thought, then perhaps you will see
something, perhaps there is something sacred beyond all words.
And this man has sought everlastingly, something that is beyond
measure, beyond thought, which isincorruptible, unnameable,
eternal That can only take place when the mind is absolutely free
and completely silent.

So one must begin very near - you understand? Very near. And
when you begin very near there is no far - you understand? When

you begin near there is no distance and therefore there is no time.



And it is only then that which is most holy can be. Right sirs.
| hope you will al have a pleasant day.



BROCKWOOD PARK 11TH CONVERSATION
WITH DAVID BOHM 14TH SEPTEMBER 1980

Krishnamurti: Dr. Bohm and | started these dialogues between
himself and myself at Ojai in California at the beginning of this
year. And we had eight dialogues there and two here, if | remember
rightly, so we have had altogether ten dialogues this year, with Dr.
Bohm and I. And so we are continuing that dialogue.

We talked about - it's rather difficult to remember. I've no
memory of it. | think we asked, if | remember rightly, what is the
origin of al this, of all human movement. Is there an original
source, aground? Isthat right, sir? A ground from which all this
gprang, nature, man, the whole universe. Was it bound by time?
Wasit in itself complete order, and beyond which there is nothing
more?

And, Dr Bohm reminded me yesterday, we talked about order,
whether the universe is based on time at al. | don't know if you are
interested in all this. And whether man can ever comprehend and
live in that supreme order. That'sright, sir? | think that's rather
vaguely where we stopped. | don't know if you are interested in all
this. But Dr Bohm and | wanted to investigate, not merely
intellectually but aso profoundly, how to comprehend or live from
that ground, move from that ground, the ground that is timeless,
there is nothing beyond it. And | think we had better begin from
there.

Dr Bohm: Begin from the ground.

K: Sir, | don't know if you will agree as a scientist of eminence,

whether there is such a ground, whether man can ever comprehend



it, liveinit - livein the sense, not as something, he living in it, but
that living init, that itself living - and whether we can as human
beings come to that. That is more or less, if | remember, what we
talked about.

B: Yes, well, | don't know if science asit is now constituted can
say much about that.

K: Science doesn't talk about it. But you as a scientist, would
you give your mind to the investigation of that?

B: Yes. Well, I think, implicitly science has always been
concerned with trying to come to this ground, but we discussed in
Ojai, studying matter to the greatest possible depth. But of course,
that is not enough.

K: Isthistoo abstract?

B: It's hard to say.

K: Didn't we ask, gir, if | remember rightly - it's so long ago - as
a human being, living in thisworld, which isin such turmoil,
whether there can be that absolute order first, asthe universeisin
absolute order, and comprehend an order which is universal.

B: Yes.

K: I don't know if I am making my question clear. | can have
order in myself, by careful observation, self-study, self-
investigation, and understand the nature of disorder, and the very
understanding, the very insight of it dispels that disorder. And
that's one level of order.

B: Yes, well, that's the level that most of us have been
concerned with till now, you see. We say, we see this disorder
going on in the world, and in ourselves, and we say it is necessary

to be aware, observe al that, to be aware of that and as you say, to



dispel it.

K: Yes, but that's avery small affair.

B: Yes, we discussed that in Ojal but | feel that, you know,
people generally don't feel it asasmall affair. We've discussed it at
great length, but at first people fed that clearing up the disorder in
themselves and the world would be a very big thing. And perhaps
al that's necessary.

K: No, but, | mean, fairly intelligent and knowledgeable and
fairly cultured human beings, cultured in the sense civilized - he
can, with agreat deal of enquiry and investigation, come to the
point when in himself he can bring order.

B: Yes, and then some people would now begin to say if only
we could bring that order into the whole of society.

K: Wdll, we will, if human beings, if al of usin thisroom, if we
are al tremendoudly in that inward sense orderly, we'll perhaps
create a new society. But that againisavery small affair.

B: Yes, | understand that. | feel that, you know, one should go
into it carefully because it is not, you know, people commonly
don't seeit as small, although afew have, you know, seeing that
there's something beyond that.

K: Much more beyond that, that's what | want, | mean, | don't
know if others are following this.

B: Perhaps what might be worth thinking about would be, why
isit that it is not enough to go into this order of man and society.
Y ou see, why just produce orderly living - let's put it that way.

K: Yes, orderly living.

B: In what sense is that not enough? Y ou fedl it's very small
but...



K: I mean, because we live in chaos, to bring order, we think
that's a tremendous affair.

B: Yes, that's agreed, it looks very big. From the present state of
this, it looks very big.

K: Yes, very enormous, but initself it isn't.

B: Yes, could you make it alittle more clear why it isn't.

K: Oh dear.

B: I think it's important now to...

K: All right. Because | can put my room in order, so that it
gives me certain space, certain freedom. And | know where things
are, | can go directly to them. That's a physical thing. Can |, asa
human being, put thingsin myself in order, which is, not to have
conflict, not to have comparison, not to have any sense of me and
you and they, you know, all that, which brings about such division,
and out of that division grows conflict. That's simple.

B: Yes.

K: If I'maHindu and you are aMuslim, and we are eternally at
war with each other.

B: Yes, and in every community people fall apart in the same
way.

K: Yes, the same way, the whole society breaks up that way.

B: Yes.

K: So if one understands that, and profoundly realizesit, that's
finished.

B: Yes. Then suppose we say we have achieved that, then what?

K: That'swhat | want to get at. | don't know if you are
interested in this.

B: Yes, you see, | think some people might say it's so far away



that it doesn't interest us - wait till we achieve it before we worry
about the other.

K: All right - let us- no. You and I, this was a dialogue between
you and me, not with...

B: Yes, but | meant, just for the sake of trying to make sure
everybody here seesit, before we go on to see what the question is.

K: All right, gir, let's start. I'm in disorder, physically,
psychologically and around me the society in which | liveisalso
utterly confused, thereisagreat deal of injustice - amiserable
affair. And | can see that, very simply. | can see my generation,
past generations and generations, have contributed to this. And |
can do something about it. That's simple. | can say, well, I'll put my
house in order - myself is the house, my house must be in order
before | can move further.

B: Well, would you say that this question, suppose somebody
says, my houseisnot in order, so before | worry about that...

K: All right, my houseisin disorder.

B: Yes.

K: Let me put that into order, which isfairly simple. If | apply
my mind and my heart to the resolution of that, of that question, it's
fairly clear. But we don't want to do that.

B: Well, that's another question.

K: Yes, wefind it tremendoudly difficult, we are so bound to
the past or to our habits and to our attitudes, we don't seem to have
the energy, the courage, the vitality, to move out of it.

B: Yes, that's what's doesn't seem to be so simple as what will
produce that energy and courage, you know, what will change all
this.



K: I think what will change all this, aswe discussed at Ojai, is
to have thisinsight into all this.

B: Yes, | think that really is the key point, that without insight,
nothing can change.

K: Nothing can change.

B: So even if wetry to bring order in daily life, without this
much broader insight into the very root of it...

K: That's right.

B:... or into the ground of it.

K: Now, will that insight really alter my whole structure and
nature of my being. That is the question. Isn't it?

B: Yes. Then it seemsto me that, what was implied was that if
we look at arather small question like the order of daily life, it will
not involve your whole being.

K: No, of course not.

B: And therefore the insight will be inadequate.

K: Yes. Sowhat isinsight - we discussed that too, a great deal,
and we talked about it at the gathering here and at Saanen. Do we
go through that?

B: Well, just sum it up, | think, I mean, because | think it would
make it more intelligible.

K: Could we start with being tied to something. Being tied to a
belief, to a person, to an idea, to some habit, some experience,
which inevitably must create disorder. Because being tied implies
dependence, the escape from one's own loneliness, fear, and all
that. Now to have total insight into this attachment, that very
insight clears away all attachment.

B: Yes. | think we were saying that the self is the centre of



darkness, it could be considered like a centre creating darknessin

the mind, or clouds, and the insight penetrates that, it would dispel
the cloud so that there would be clarity and therefore this problem
would vanish.

K: Vanish, that's right.

B: But it would take a very strong, intense insight.

K: Yes, but that needs...

B: A total insight.

K: That's right, but are we willing to go through that? Or my
attachment to, or my tie to, something is so strong, that I'm
unwilling to let go.

B: Yes, but then what?

K: And that is what most people are.

B: Yes.

K: It'sonly, | think, unfortunately, it's only the very few who
want to do this kind of thing.

Now, we are discussing the nature of insight, whether that
insight can wipe away or banish, dissolve this whole movement of
being tied, attached, dependent, lonely, all that, with one blow, asit
were. | think it can. | think it does when thereis profound insight
into thisthing. That insight is not mere memory, the movement of
memory, knowledge, experience, which istotally different from all
that movement.

B: Wéll, it seemsthat it'sinsight into the whole of disorder, into
the source of disorder.

K: Yes.

B: Of all disorder of a psychological nature, not just say,
attachment or greed.



K: Itisal that.

B: Yes, so that with that insight then the mind can clear up and
then it would be possible to approach the cosmic order.

K: That'swhat | want to get at.

B: Yes.

K: That's much more interesting than this, because thisis all
rather immature - sorry, forgive the word - any serious man must
put his house in order. Right? And that must be complete order, not
order in aparticular direction, but order in the wholeness of man. If
that can be done, and if that is necessary, because society asitis
disintegrating and it's destructive and all the rest of it, and it
destroys human beings. It's a machine that is destructive in itself
and if ahuman being is caught in it, it destroys him. Right. And
realizing that, any ordinary human intelligence says, '| must do
something about it', not just sit back and talk about it.

B: Well just to finish things, you see most people might feel
doing something about it consists of solving particular problems
like attachment or removing disagreements between people, or
something.

K: The particular resolution of a particular problem, and its
resolution, is not the resolution of the whole.

B: That's the key point that if you find the source that generates
this, which generates this whole, then getting at this source, at this
root isthe only way.

K: Yes, that's right.

B: Because if wetry to deal with a particular problem, it's still
aways coming from the source.

K: The source isthe 'me’, understood.



B: Yes.

K: The source, apart from the great source, the little source,
little pond, the little stream, must dry up.

B: Yes, the little stream confuses itself with the great one, |
think.

K: Yes, we're not talking about the great stream, the immense
movement of life, we're talking about the little me with the little
movement, little apprehensions and so on that is creating disorder.
And aslong asthereisthat centre which is the very essence of
disorder, unless that is dissolved there is no order.

So at that level it is clear. Can we go on from there?

B: Yes, | think so.

K: Now, I'd like to ask, is there another order totally different
from this? Thisis man-made disorder, and therefore man-made
order. Right?

B: Yes.

K: The chaos and the cosmos is man-made.

B: Not the real cosmos.

K: No, | beg your pardon - cosmosis not. No, the real thing.

B: | mean, the order which we see in this room, the microphone,
see the television is man-made, which is a high degree of order,
and also we see al the fighting going on.

K: It's man-made.

B: Man made the terrible programmes to put on this orderly
television system.

K: Yes. Sorealizing that, seeing disorder which the human
mind can bring about in itself, order, then it begins to ask, isthere

an order which istotally different, of adimension whichis



necessary to find, because thisis so small an affair.

B: Yes.

K: | put my housein order. All right. Then what? And if
perhaps, many of usdo it, we'll have a better society, better etc.,
etc. But yes, that is admitted, that isrelevant, that is necessary, But
that hasits limitation.

B: Yes, eventually people won't be able to be satisfied with that,
so they'll be bored with that.

K: It's not.

B: But as you say, we have to haveiit.

K: Yes. Now how do we find, how does a human being who has
really deeply understood disorder, disorder made by human beings,
and therefore effecting society and all that, he says, 'Is there an
order that's beyond all this?

B: Yes, and how do we get into that question?

K: Yes, how do we? The human mind isn't satisfied by merely
having physical, socia order, it hasits limitations, it hasits
boundaries, and says, 'Y es, I've understood that, let's move.'

B: Yes, or even say in science men are seeking the order of the
whole universe, looking to, what they feel to be the end or the
beginning.

K: Yes.

B: Or to the depth of its structure, not noted to get useful results
but because the question fascinates them.

K: Yes, thisis not afascinating question.

B: No, but I'm saying it does.

K:Yes,

B: It interests them, let's put it that way. And | think that,



perhaps | was thinking that many have been seeking the absolute
and the word 'absolute’ meansto be free of all limitation, of al
dependence, of all imperfection.

K: Yes, of all motives and all the rest of it - absolute.

B: Yes, so the absolute has been the source of tremendous
illusion, of course because the limited self seeksto capture the
absol ute.

K: Of course, | mean, that's impossible.

B: But that's the common...

K: Of course, of course.

B: But supposing we recognize that the absolute is avery
dangerous concept, when the mind triesto grasp it, and yet it seems
to be in some sense what is necessary, you see, that, in the sense of
freedom, freedom could only mean the same as absol ute, you see.

K: Yes.

B: Because anything that is dependent in any way is not free.

K: So how do we approach this, how do we answer this
guestion? As a scientist, would you say there is an order which is
beyond all human order and disorder?

B: Yes, well, | would say it. | don't think that ascientist is
particularly significant in the sense that science is not may be
seeking this sort of thing, but it really has no moreto say onit, itis
not able to say anything on this question because any order
discovered by scienceisrelative.

K: Of course. Because their own egotism...

B: Not only that but also the information we haveis limited.

K: Limited, quite.

B: And we can only say it goes so far.



K: So are we moving to aworld of either illusion, because
demanding it may create it.

B: | feel it does createillusion, that if man demands the absolute
and triesto...

K: Of course, of course.

B.... satisfy it, athough it isillusion.

K: I'm not asking that question, from that point of view.

B: But not knowing what to do, men have felt the need for the
absolute and not knowing how to get it they have created the
illusion of it in religion and in science or in many other ways.

K: So what shall | do? As a human being, a human being who is
the totality of human beings, thereisorder in my life. That order is
naturally brought about through insight and so perhapsit will effect
society. Move from that. The enquiry thenis, isthere an order
which is not man-made. Let's put it that way. | won't even call it
absolute order, or any kind of ...

B: At least it's free of man's construction.

K: Yes,

B: And now we have the order of nature, the cosmos which we
don't really know in its depth but we could consider that to be that
sort of order.

K: | mean, the very word 'cosmos means order.

B: Yes, it'sthe Greek word for order.

K: Yes. Natureis order. Unless man interferes with it, natureis
an order, hasits own order. We won't say that.

B: Yes, it hasits own order and even when we're told this order
in nature is part of the order.

K: Part of the order.



B: It's not really disorder.

K: No, no. We call it disorder but in itself it is not disorder. All
right. Finished with that. Now let's move to something else.

Man has sought a different dimension and perhaps used the
word 'order'. He has sought a different dimension, because he has
understood this dimension. He has lived in it, he has suffered init,
he has gone through all kinds of mess and misery, he says, 'l've
come to the end of all that.' | mean not verbally - actually come to
the end of all that. And you may say there are very few people who
do that, but this question must be pui.

B: Yes, | could ask what is the significance of this question to
say the vast number of people who have not gone through that?

K: | don't quite follow.

B: Well, we're putting this question, you say that the man who
has gone through that may put this question. But then isit of any
interest to one who hasn't gone through it?

K: I think itis.

B: All right, what isit?

K: Because he sees even intellectually, he may see the
limitations of it.

B: Yes, it'simportant for him to see even before he has finished
up withit.

K:Yes.

B: It'simportant to see this point, not to say wait until | clear it
up and then...

K: Of course not - that would be too stupid. So how does the
mind approach this problem? (pause) | think man has struggled to

find thisout, sir. | mean, al religious people, you know, so-called



religious people have attempted to grasp this - the mystics, the
saints, with their illusions, all the rest of it, but they have tried to
understand something which is not all this. Does it come about
through, if I may use the word, meditation as measure.

B: Well, we've discussed that here in Brockwood, that the
original meaning of the word 'meditation’ is to measure, to ponder,
to weigh the value and significance.

K: Weigh means to measure.

B: Yes, but | think meditation would mean to measure in some
deeper sense then just with aruler but...

K: No, no, of course not.

B.... even so, perhaps that may have meant that such a
measurement would only have significance for seeing that thereis
disorder.

K: That's what | would say - measurement can exist only where
there is disorder.

B: Yes, but by looking at the measurement, at the way things
are out of proportion in the mind, you can see there is disorder.

K: Yes.

B: That is not the order, of course.

K: No. So we are using the word meditation not as measure or
even to ponder or think over, but a meditation that is the outcome
of having kept, bringing about order in the house, and moving from
there.

B: Right. So | think people may have used the word meditation
in the distant past to indicate that by looking at measure you can
see disorder as being out of proportion, but they may have meant to

go on from there.



K: Yes, but they don't seem to, somehow.

B: People don't generally do it.

K: Yes, let'stry to doit.

B: Yes.

K: Rather. Perhaps a preposterous statement but let's see.

B: Soif we see things are in disorder in the mind, then what is
meditation.

K: Yes. But first the mind must be free of measurement.

B: Yes.

K: Otherwise it can't enter into the other.

B: Wéll, that's an important point, to say that. Almost the
instinctive reaction of seeing this disorder, this disorder isitself a
disproportionate measurement and therefore the instinctive
tendency isto try to make the measure come right, to correct it.

K: Correct it, quite. But we said...

B: And that might be a fundamental mistake.

K: We said that. | mean all effort to bring order into disorder is
disorder.

B: Yes, and in that way thisis very different from what almost
everybody has been saying.

K: Yes.

B: Over the whole of history.

K: History - | know, | know. We are, perhaps exceptional.

B: There may be afew who implied it. | think it'simplicit in
what you have said but...

K: Yes.

B:... it's never been said explicitly to my knowledge.

K: All right, let's explicitly say it.



B: So we say that it is the attempt to control, as you've said, that
iSwrong, you see that it has no meaning.

K: No meaning, yes.

B: And now we say there's no control, what do we do?

K: No, no, no. If | have an insight into the whole nature of
control...

B: Control is measure.

K:... - of course, control is measure - that liberates the mind
from that burden.

B: Yes. Could you explain the nature of thisinsight, what it
means.

K: We said that. Insight impliesit is not a movement from
knowledge, from thought, and therefore remembrance and all the
rest of it, but the cessation of all that and to look at it, look at the
problem with pure observation, without any pressure, without any
motive, al that - to observe this whole movement of measurement.

B: Yes, | think we can see that measurement is the same as
becoming and...

K: Of course, al that.

B: The attempt of the mind to measure itself, to control itself, to
set itself agodl...

K: Compareitself and all therest of it - yes.

B:... isthe very source of the disorder.

K: That isthe very source of disorder.

B: And in away that was the wrong way of looking at it, this
wrong turning, that man extended measurement from the external
sphere into the mind.

K: Yes.



B: But now we say, | think the first reaction would be if we
don't control thisthing it will go wild. That's what somebody might
fear.

K: Yes, but you seg, if | have an insight into measurement, that
very insight not only banishes all movement, measurement, thereis
adifferent order.

B: Yes, it does not go wild because...

K: It doesn't go wild, on the contrary.

B:... it hasbegun in order. That isreally the attempt to measure
it that makesit go wild.

K: Yes, that'sit. The measurement becomes wild.

B: Yes.

K: Isconfusion. Right? Now let's proceed, after establishing all
this, can this mind through meditation - we're using the word
meditation without any sense of measurement, comparison, all the
rest of it - can that mind find an order, a state where there isno -
let's be more positive - where there is something which is not man-
made. Because I've been through all the man-made things. Right?
And they are all limited, there is no freedom in them, thereis
chaos, thereis mess and al that.

B: Well, when you say you've been through man-made things,
what are they?

K: Everything.

B: Likereligion.

K: Likereligion, science, worship, prayers, anxieties, sorrow,
attachment, detachment, loneliness and suffering and confusion
and ache and anxiety, loneliness, al that.

B: It'salso all the attempts by revolution.



K: Of course, physical revolution, psychological, all that. Those
are al man-made. And so many people have put this question,
obviously, must have. And therefore they say, god.

B: Yes.

K: Which is another concept, and that very concept creates
disorder.

B: Wéll, that's clear that man has invented god and given him
the power of the absolute.

K: Yes, quite.

B: Which is himsdlf.

K: Which then becomes himself.

B: Yes, and therefore it becomes...

K: Chaotic.

B: It dominates him.

K: Yes. Of course. Now, one has finished with all that. Right?
Now then the question is, is there something beyond all this, which
IS never touched by human thought, mind?

B: Yes, now, that makes a difficult point, not touched by the
human mind, but mind might go beyond thought.

K: That'swhat | want - yes.

B: Then what do you mean - do you mean by the mind only
thought, feeling, desire, will, or something much more?

K: No, that's for the time being, we have said the mind, the
human mind is al that.

B: But it's not, the mind is now considered to be limited.

K: No. Aslong as the human mind is caught in that, it is
limited.

B: Yes, the human mind has potential.



K: Tremendous potential.

B: Which it does not realize now, it is caught in thought,
feeling, desire, will, and that sort of thing.

K: That's right.

B: Then welll say that which is beyond thisis not touched by
this limited sort of mind.

K: Yes. (pause)

B: Now what will we mean by the mind which is beyond this
limit?

K: First of all, sir, is there such a mind?

B: Yes, that's the first question.

K: Isthere such amind that is actually, not theoretically or
romantically, all the rest of that nonsense, actually say, 'l've' been
through this?

B: Y ou mean, through the limited stuff.

K: Yes. And being through it means finish with it. |s there such
amind? Or because it has finished with it, or it thinksit has
finished with it, therefore creates the illusion that thereis
something else.

B: Yes.

K: | won't accept that. As a human being, one person, or ‘X’
says, '| have understood this, | have seen the limitation of al this, |
have been through it, and | have come to the end of it." And this
mind, having come to the end of it, isno longer the limited mind.
And isthere amind which istotally limitless?

B: Yes.

K: You follow what | mean?

B: Yes, now that raises the question of how the brain is able to



be in contact with that mind, you know.

K: Which mind?

B: What is the relation between that limited mind and the brain?

K: I'm coming to that. First of al, | want to be clear on this
point, it's rather interesting, if we go into it. This mind, brain, the
whole of it, the whole nature and the structure of the mind,
includes the emotions, the brain, the reactions, physical responses
and all that, this mind has lived in turmail, in chaos, in loneliness
and has understood, has had a profound insight into all that. And
having such a deep insight cleared the field. This mind is no longer
that mind.

B: Yes, it's no longer the original mind.

K: Yes. Not only, no longer the limited mind.

B: That you began with.

K: Damaged mind. Let's use that word damaged.

B: Damaged mind, also damaged brain, that this damaged mind
has been the same, working has damaged the brain.

K: Yes, al right.

B: So we have thought the damaged mind...

K: Damaged mind means damaged emotions, damaged brain,
damaged...

B: The cells themselves are not in the right order.

K: Quite. But when there is thisinsight and therefore order, the
damage is undone.

B: Yes. We discussed that.

K: Yes.

B: The previoustime.

K: Previoustime. | don't know it you agree to that even.



B: Yes, | see, certainly you seeit's possible, by reasoning you
can seeit's quite possible, because you can say the damage was
done by disorderly thoughts and feelings, which over-excite the
cells and disrupt them and now with the insight, that stops and a
NEW Process...

K: Yes, it'slike a person going for fifty yearsin acertain
direction and realizes suddenly that that's not the direction, the
whole brain changes.

B: It changes at the core and then the wrong structureis
dismantled and healed, that may take time.

K: That's right.

. But the insight which...

... Isthe factor that changes.

B
K
B: Yes, and that insight does not take time.

K: Time, that's right.

B: But it means that the whole process has changed the origin.

K: Again, that mind, the limited mind with all its consciousness
and its content, all therest of it, says, it's over, that part. Now is
that mind which has been limited, and having had insight into this
limitation, and therefore moved away from that limitation, is that
an actuality, a something that is really tremendously revolutionary?
Y ou follow? And therefore it is no longer the human mind. Forgive
me for using that word.

B: Well, | think we should clear that up, what we mean by the
human mind.

K: Human mind with its consciousness, which is limited.

B: Yes, that limited consciousness which is conditioned and not

free.



K: That is ended.

B: Yes, so that isthe general consciousness which has been the
case, | mean, not just in individual's but it has been all round.

K: All, of course not, I'm not talking of an individual, that's too
silly.

B: Yes. But | think we discussed that, that the individual is the
outcome of the general consciousness.

K: Yes.

B: Particular outcome, rather than an independent thing. Y ou
see, that's one of the difficulties.

K: That's one of the confusions.

B: The confusion is we take the individual mind to be the
concrete actuality.

K:Yes.

B: We've been discussing, it's necessary to consider this general
mind to be the actuality from which the individual mind is formed.

K: Yes. That'sal very clear.

B: But now you are saying we move away even from that
general mind, but what does it mean?

K: Yes, general and the particular.

B: And the particular mind.

K: Now, if one hastotally moved away from it, then what is the
mind?

B: Yes, and what is the person, what is the human being?
Right?

K: What is a human being then. And then what is the
relationship between that mind, which is not man-made, and the
man-made mind?



B: Yes.

K: I don't know if I'm making myself clear.

B: Well, did we agreeto call it universal mind, or would you
prefer not to?

K: | don't like that word universal mind, lots of people used it.
Let's use amuch ssmpler word.

B: Wéll, it's the mind which was not made by man.

K: I think that's simpler, keep it to that. A mind that is not made
by man.

B: Neither individually nor in general.

K: Generally or individually, it's not made by man. Sir, can one
observe, redly, deeply, without any prejudice, and all the rest, does
such amind exist? Y ou follow what I'm trying to say?

B: Yes, let's see what that means to observe that. | think there
are some difficulties of language here, because you see, we say one
must observe things like that, whereas...

K: | observeit. | observe.

B: Yes, who observesit, you see, that's one of the problems that
COMes up.

K: We've been through all that. Thereisno divisionin
observation. Not, | observe, but there is only observation.

B: Observation takes place.

K:Yes.

B: Would you say it takes place in a particular brain, for
example, or a particular brain takes part in the observation?

K: I know the catch in this. No, sir, it doesn't take in a particular
brain.

B: Yes, but it seems that a particular brain may respond.



K: Of coursg, it isnot K's brain.

B: | don't mean that, what | mean by the word particular brain,
you see, we could say that given the particulars of where a certain
human being is in space and time or whatever hisform s, not
giving him a name, is distinguished from another one which might
be there, there.

K: Look, sir, let's get clear on this point. We live in a man-made
world, man-made mind, man-made and all that, we are the result of
man-made mind - our brains and so on. Brain with all its responses
not the actual.

B: Well, the brain itself is not man-made but it has been
conditioned.

K: Conditioned by man, right, that's what | mean. Now, can that
mind uncondition itself so completely that it's no longer man-
made?

B: Yes, that's the question.

K: That isthe question - let'skeep it to that ssmple level. Can
that mind, man-made mind as it isnow, can it go to that extent, to
so completely liberate itself from itsalf.

B: Yes, of course that's a somewhat paradoxical statement.

K: Of course. Paradoxical but it's actual, it isso. | can - let's
begin again. | can, one can observe the consciousness of humanity
Isits content. And its content is al the man-made things - anxiety,
fear, and all therest of it. And it is not only the particular it isthe
general. Having had an insight into this, it has cleansed itself from
that.

B: Wéll, that implies that it was always potentially more than
that but that insight enabled it to be free of that. Isthat what you



mean?

K: That insight - | won't say it is potential.

B: Yes, well, thereisalittle difficulty of language, that if you
say the brain or the mind had an insight into its own conditioning
and then almost you're saying it became into something else.

K: Yes, | am saying that, | am saying that.

B: Right. OK.

K: Theinsight transforms the man-made mind.

B: Yes. So but then it's no longer the man-made mind.

K: It'sno longer. That insight means the wiping away of al the
content of consciousness. Right? Not bit by bit by bit, the totality
of it. And that insight is not the result of man's endeavour.

B: Yes, but then that seems to raise the question of where does
it come from.

K: All right. Where does it come from? Y es. In the brain itself,
in the mind itself.

B: Which, the brain or the mind?

K: Mind, I'm saying the whole of it.

B: We say thereis mind, right?

K: Just aminute, sir. Let's go slowly - it'srather interesting, let's
go slowly. The consciousness is man-made, general and particular.
And logically, reasonably one sees the limitations of it. Then the
mind has gone much further. Then it comes to a point when it says,
'‘Can all this be wiped away at one breath, one blow, one
movement.' And that movement is insight, the movement of
insight. It isstill in the mind. But not born of that consciousness. |
don't know if I'm making myself clear.

B: Yes. Then you are saying the mind has the possibility of



potential, of moving beyond the consciousness.

K: Yes,

B: But we haven't actually done much other.

K: Of course. It must be a part of the brain, a part of the mind.

B: The brain, mind can do that, but it hasn't generally doneit.

K: Yes. Now, having done al this, isthere a mind which is not
not only man-made, man cannot conceive, cannot create this, it is
not an illusion, is there such amind? | don't know if | am making
myself clear.

B: Wéll, | think what you are saying is, having freed itself the
mind has...

K: General and particular.

B.... freed it from the general and particular structure of
consciousness of mankind, from its limits, and now thismind is
now much greater. Now you say that thismind israising a
guestion.

K: Thismind is raising the question.

: Which iswhat?

: Whichiis, first, is that mind free from the man-made mind?
. Yes.

. That's the first question.

It may be anillusion.

X W X W X W

- Illusion - that's what | want to get at, one has to be very
clear. No, it is not an illusion, because he sees measurement is an
illusion, he knows the nature of illusion, born of where thereis
desire there must be etc., illusions. And illusions must create
limitation, and so on. He's not only understood it, he's over it.

B: He'sfree of desire.



K: Free of desire. That isthe nature. | don't want to put it so
brutally. Free of desire.

B: Itisfull of energy.

K: Yes. So this mind, which isno longer general and particular,
and therefore not limited, and this limitation has been broken down
through insight, and therefore the mind is no longer that
conditioned mind. Right?

B: Yes.

K: Now, then what is that mind? Being aware that it is no
longer caught in illusion.

B: Yes, but you were saying it was raising a question about
whether there is some much greater.

K: Yes, that's why I'm raising the question.

B: Whatever.

K: Yes. Isthere amind which is not man-made? And if thereis,
what is its relationship to the man-made mind?

B: Yes.

K: Thisisvery difficult. It is half past twelve, do we go on?

B: If you fedl likeit.

K: | can go on. Go up to a quarter to one.

B: Quarter to one, yes that's good, yes.

K: You see every form of assertion, every form of verbal
statement is not that. Right? So we're asking, is there amind which
is not man-made. And | think that can only be asked when the
other, when the limitations are ended, otherwise it's just afoolish
guestion.

B: That'll be the same...

K: Just awaste of time, then. | mean, that becomes theoretical,



nonsensical.

B: Part of the man-made structure.

K: Of course, of course. So one must be absolute - I'm using the
word - one must be...

B: | think the word 'absolute’ can be used there if we are very
careful.

K: Very carefully, yes. Absolutely free of all this. Then only
can you put that question. When you put that question, not you -
when that question israised, is there amind that is not man-made,
and if there is such amind, what isits relationship to the man-made
mind. Now, is there such amind, first. Of course thereis. Of
course, sir. Without being dogmatic or personal or all that business,
thereis. But it is not god.

B: Right, well.

K: Because god - we've been through al that.

B: It is part of the man-made structure.

K: Which has created chaos in the world. Thereis. Then, the
next question is, what is, if there is such amind, and someone says
thereis, then what is the relationship of that to the human mind,
man-made mind?

B: Yes, the general.

K: Particular and general. Has it any relationship?

B: Yes, the question's a difficult one because you could say that
the man-made mind is pervaded with illusion, most of its content is
not real.

K: No. Sothisisreal.

B: Actual or whatever.

K: WEe'll use the word 'real’ in the sense actual, and that is



measurable, confused - has this relationship to that? Obviously not.
B: Well, | would say a superficial one in the sense that the man-
made mind has some real content at a certain level, atechnical
level, let's say, the television system and so on.
K: Well.
B: Sointhat sensein that area there could be arelationship but
asyou were saying that isavery small area. But fundamentally...
K: No, as we discussed - you remember, sir?
. Yes.
: The man-made mind has no relationship to that.
. Yes.
. But that has arelationship to this.

X W RN @

. 'Y es, but not to the illusions in the man-made mind.

K: Wait aminute, let's be clear. My mind is the human mind. It
has got illusions, desires and all the rest of it. And thereis that
other mind which is not, which is beyond all limitations. This
illusory mind, the man-made mind, is always seeking that.

B: Yes, that's its main trouble.

K: Yes, that'sits main trouble. It is measuring it, it is advancing,
am | getting nearer, farther, all therest of it. And this mind, the
human mind, the mind that's made by human beings, human mind,
the man-made mind is always seeking that, and therefore it's
creating more and more mischief, confusion. This man-made mind
has no relationship to that.

B: Yes, because from...

K: Obvious, obvious.

B: Any attempt to get that is the source of illusion.

K: Of course, of course, obvious. Now has that any relationship



to this?

B: Well, what | was suggesting was, that it would have to have,
that if wetake theillusions which are in the mind such as desire
and fear and so on, it has no relationship to that, because they are
figments anyway.

K: Yes, understood.

B: Now but that can have arelationship to the man-made mind
in understanding its true structure.

K: Areyou saying, Sir, that that mind has a relationship to the
human mind the moment it's moving away from the limitations?

B: Yes, but in understanding those limitations it moves away.

K: Yes, moves away. Then that has a relationship.

B: Then it has a genuine relationship to what this other mind, to
what this limited mind actually is, not to the illusions as to what it
thinksitis.

K: Let's be clear.

B: Well, we have to get the words right - the mind which is not
limited, right, which is not man-made, cannot be related to the
illusions which are in the man-made mind.

K: No, agreed.

B: But it hasto berelated to as it were, to the source, to the real
nature of the man-made mind, which is behind theillusion.

K: Which is, the man-made mind is based on what?

B: Well, on al these things we have said.

K: Yes, whichisits nature.

B: Yes.

K: Therefore how can that have arelationship to this, even
basically?



B: The only relationship isin understanding it, so that some
communication would be possible, which might end, might
communicate to the other person.

K: No, I'm questioning that.

B: Yes. Because you were saying that the mind that is not man-
made may be related to the limited mind and not the other way
round.

K: | even question that.

B: Yes, dl right, you are changing that.

K: Yes. No, I'mjust pushing it alittle.

B: It may or may not be so, isthat what you're saying, by
guestioning it.

K: Yes, I'm questioning it.

B: OK.

K: What is the relationship then of love to jealousy? It has
nothing.

B: Not to jealousy itself, no, which isanillusion, but...

K: No.

B:... to the human being who isjealous, there may be.

K: I'm taking love and hatred - two words, love and hatred, love
or hatred have no relationship to each other.

B: No, not really.

K: None, not really.

B: | think that one might understand the origin of hatred, you
See.

K: Ah, it might - yes, yes.

B: In that sense | would think arelationship.

K: | see, you're using the word - | understand. Y ou're saying,



love can understand the origin of hatred and how hatred arises and
all the rest of it. Does love understand that?

B: Wéll, | think in some sense that it understandsits origin in
the man-made mind, you see, that having seen the man-made mind
and all its structure and moved away ...

K: Arewe saying, Sir, that love - we use that word for the
moment - that love has relationship to non-love?

B: Only in the sense of dissolving it.

K: I'm not sure, I'm not sure, we must be awfully careful here.
Or the ending of itself...

B: Whichisit?

K: The ending of hatred, the other is, not the other has
relationship to the understanding of hatred.

B: Yes, well, we have to ask how it gets started then, you see.

K: That's very smple.

B: No, but | mean, if, supposing we say we have hatred.

K: | have hatred. Suppose | have hatred. | can see the origin of
it. Because you insulted me.

B: Well that's a superficial notion of the origin, | mean, why
does one behave so irrationally is the degper origin. Y ou see,
there'sno redl - if you merely say you've insulted me, and | say
why should you respond to the insult.

K: Because all my conditioning is that.

B: Yes, that'swhat | mean by your understanding the origin of...

K: I understand that, but does love help me to understand the
origin of hatred?

B: No, but | think that someone in hatred, moving,

understanding this origin and moving away.



K: Moving away.

B: Yes.

K: Then the other is. The other cannot help the movement away.

B: No, but the question is, suppose one person, if you want to
put it that way, one human being has this love and the other has
not, and can the first one communicate something which will start
the movement in the second one?

K: That means, A can influence B.

B: Not influence but smply | mean, one could raise the
guestion for example, why should anybody be talking about any of
this.

K: That's adifferent matter - that's a different matter. No, the
guestion, sir, which is, is hate dispelled by love.

B: No, not that, no.

K: Or the understanding of hatred and the ending of it, the other
IS.

B: That's right, but now, if we say that herein A the other now
is- right? A has reached that.

K: Yes.

B: The other is, loveisfor A and he sees B...

K: B has got the other.

B: Now we're saying, what is he going to do, you see, that's the
guestion.

K: What is the relationship between the two?

B: That's the same question.

K: Same question, yes.

B: Say, what is he going to do is another way of putting it.

K: I think - just aminute, sir. | hate, another loves. My wife



loves and | hate. She can talk to me, she can point it out to me, the
unreasonable and so on, but her love is not going to transform the
source of my hatred.

B: That's clear, yes, except love is the energy which will be
behind the talk.

K: Behind the talk, yes.

B: Thelove itself doesn't sort of go in there.

K: Of course - that's romantic and all that business. So the man
who hates, the source of it, the cause of it, the movement of it,
having an insight and ending it, has the other.

B: Yes, | think that, we say A isthe man who has seen all this
and he now has the energy to put it to B - it's up to B what happens.

K: Of course. | think we had better pursue this. It isnow a

guarter to one. It's over, the circus!



BROCKWOOD PARK 12TH CONVERSATION
WITH DAVID BOHM 16TH SEPTEMBER 1980

Krishnamurti: Thisis adialogue which we had in Ojai, California,
there we had eight dialogues between Dr Bohm and myself, and
two here, and one the day before yesterday. So may we continue
with that dialogue. Should anybody join this or not at all? We're
asking if anybody feelslikejoining this, unlessit isvery, very
serious, would they join, or if they don't want to, it's all right. So
it's a conversation between Dr Bohm and myself. Let's get on with
it.

We were saying the other day, man, a human being, who has
worked his way through all the problems of life, both physical and
psychological, and has really grasped the full significance of
freedom from psychological memories and conflicts and travails,
he comes to a point where the mind finds itself free but hasn't
gathered that supreme energy to go beyond itself. That's what we
were discussing the other day. Can we start, go on from there?

Bohm: If you like, yes.

K: Right, sir?

B: Yes.

K: Can the mind really, mind, brain, the whole psychological
structure, ever be free from al conflict, from all shadow of any
disturbance?

B: Self-disturbance.

K: Self-disturbance, and all that. Can it ever be free? Or the idea
of complete freedom isanillusion.

B: Yes, well, that's one possibility.



K: One possihility.

B: Y es. Then some people would say we could have partial
freedom.

K: Yes, partial freedom. Or human condition is so determined
by the past, by its own conditioning, it can never freeitself fromit,
like some of those intellectual philosophers have stated this.

B: Well, some people feel that's the case.

K: And really the deep non-sectarian religious people, if there
are, there must be some who are totally free from all organized
religions and beliefs, rituals, dogmas - they have said it can be
done. Very few have said this.

B: Well, of course there are those who have said it is done
through reincarnation.

K:Yes.

B: And in addition, that group say it will take a very long time.

K: Yes, they say it will take avery long time. Y ou must go
through various lives and suffer and go through all kinds of
miseries and ultimately you come to that. But we are not thinking
in terms of time. We're asking, a human being granting, knowing
that he is conditioned, deeply, profoundly, so that his whole being
isthat, can it ever freeitself. And if it does, what is beyond? That's
what we were coming to.

B: Right.

K: Would that question be reasonable or valid, unless the mind
has really finished with it, finished all the travail of life? Aswe
said, yesterday, the other day, our minds are man-made. And is
there a mind which is not man-made? Right, sir? That's what we

came to. How shall we find this out. We all know the man-made



mind, with its consciousness, with all its content and so on. Need
we go through that?

B: No.

K: No.

B; We've done that already.

K: Already. It'saman-made mind. It is possible that it can free
itsalf from its own man-made mechanical mind.

B: | think there's this kind of atangle, a difficult thing to
express there, which is, if thismind is totally man-made, totally
conditioned, then in what sense can it get out of it? Thisisthe kind
of thing to say, if you said that it had at |east the possibility of
something beyond...

K: Then it becomes areward, atemptation, athing to be...

B: | think the question is, being able to put this consistently,
logically, there seemsto be inconsistency in saying that the mind is
totally conditioned and yet it's going to get out. | mean, I'm not
saying it isinconsistent but it may appear to be inconsistent.

K: I understand that question, but if you admit, if one admits
that there is a part which is not conditioned, then we enter into
guite another...

B: Yes, well, that's another inconsistency.

K: Yes, into another inconsistency. We, in our discussions,
we've said, the mind being deeply conditioned, it can free itself
through insight - that isthe real clue to this. Would you agree to
that?

B: Yes.

K: That insight we went into, what it is, the nature of it, and can
that insight uncondition the mind completely, wipe away al the



illusions, all the desires and so on, can that insight completely wipe
it out? Or isit partial?

B: Wéll, | think the first point is, if we say, mind is not static,
when one says it's totally conditioned it suggests something static,
which would never change.

K: Yes.

B: Now, if we say the mind is awaysin movement, then it
seems in some way it becomesimpossible to say what it is at this
moment, we could say it has been totally conditioned.

K: No, let's say - suppose I'm totally conditioned, it'sin
movement, but the movement is within a border.

B: It'swithin aborder, yes.

K: Within acertain field.

B: Yes.

K: And thefield is very definitely marked out, it can expand it
and contract, but the field is, the boundary is very, very limited,
definite,

B: Yes. And also this whole, this whole structure can die away,
you see if we try to move within that structure, then we stay in the
same boundary.

K: Now, it is aways moving within that limitation. Can it die
away from that?

B: That's the point, that's another kind of movement, | mean, it's
akind of...

K: Yes,

B: In another dimension, | think you've said.

K: Yes. And we say it is possible through insight, which is, also

amovement, atotally different kind of movement.



B: Yes, but then we say that movement does not originate in the
individual, we said that.

K: Yes.

B: Nor in the general mind.

K: Itisnot - quiteright, yes. That's what we discussed the other
day. Itisnot aninsight of a particular, or the general. We are then
stating something quite outrageous.

B: Yes, | think that, looking at that, it rather violates most of the
sort of logic that people have been using, that either the particular
and the general should cover everything, in terms of ordinary logic.

K: Yes,

B: Now if you're saying there's something beyond both, thisis
already a question which has not been stated, at least. And | think it
has a great importance.

K: How do we then state it, or how do we then cometo it?

B: Yes, well, I've been noticing that | think people divide
themselves roughly into two groups, one group feels the most
important thing, the ground is the particular, concrete particular
daily activity. The other group feels that the general, the universal
is the ground.

K: Quite.

B: You see, the one is the more practical type, and the other the
more philosophical type.

K: Yes.

B: And in general this division has been visible throughout
history, aso in everyday life, wherever you look.

K: But, sir, isthe general - we can discuss alittle bit - separate

from the particular?



B: It's not, but | think most people agree with that, but the
guestion iswhat isit that's going to be given primary value, people
tend to give emphasis to one or the other. That some people give
the main emphasis to the particular.

K: Or to the...

B: They say the general isthere but if you take care of the
particular the general will be all right.

K: Yes.

B: The others say the general is the main thing and the universal
and getting that right you'll get the particular right.

K: Quite.

B: So there's been akind of unbalance to one side or the other, a
bias in the mind of man. Now what's being raised hereisthe
notion, neither the general nor the particular.

K: That'sright. That'sjust it. Can we discussit or have a
conversation about it logically? Using your expertise, your
scientific brain and all therest of it; and thereisthis man who is
not al that, so can't we have a conversation to find out if the
general and particular are the one, not divided at all.

B: Also that there's to be no bias to one or the other.

K: One or the other, quite. And not laying emphasis on one or
the other. Then if we don't do that, then what is, what is there? |
don't know if I'm...

B: Well, then we have no easy way to talk about it.

K: Yes,

B: But we did discuss | think in Californiathe ground. The
guestion was we could say the particular mind dies to the general

universal mind or to the emptiness, then saying that ultimately the



emptiness and the universal die into the ground.

K: That's right, we discussed that.

B: I think that's the kind of lead in.

K: Would an ordinary person, fairly intelligent, agree to all this?
See all this?

B: I'm not sure.

K: Or would he say, 'What nonsense all thisis.'

B: Well, if it were just thrown at him, he would reject it as
nonsense - it would require very careful presentation and some
people might seeit, | think. But if you just say it to anybody...

K: Of course.

B:... they would say, whoever heard of that.

K: So where are we now? Wait. We are neither particular nor
the general.

B: Yes.

K: That's a statement which hardly reasonably can be accepted.

B: Wéll, it can, it's reasonable in the sense that if you take
thought to be a movement, rather than a content...

K: Thought to be amovement - quite, we agree to that.

B.... then the thought is the movement between the particular
and the general.

K: But thought is the general, thought is the particular.

B: But thought is also the movement.

K: Yes.

B: So in the movement it goes beyond being one or the other,
that is, in movement.

K: Doesit?

B: Wéll, it can, | said that ordinarily it does not, because



ordinarily thought is caught on one side or the other.
K: That's the whole point, isn't it? Ordinarily the general and the
particular are in the same area.
B: Yes, and either you fix on one or the other.
K: Yes, but in the same areg, in the same field. And thought is
the movement between the two.
B: Yes.
: Or thought has created both.
. Yes, it has created both and moves between.
. Between and around it.
: Around and in that area.

- Yes, inthat area. And it has been doing thisfor millennia.
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. Y es, and most people would fedl that'sall it could do.

K: All it can do. Now, we say, we are saying, that when thought
ends, that movement which thought has created also comesto an
end, therefore time comes to an end.

B: We should go more slowly here, because...

K: Sorry.

B:... you seeit's ajump from thought to time, which we've gone
into before but it's still ajump.

K: Right. Becausefirst, sir, let's see. Thought has created the
general and the particular, and thought is a movement that connects
the two, thought moves round it, so it is still in the same area.

B: Yes, and doing that it has created time, which is part of the
genera and the particular, timeisaparticular timeand also a
genera time.

K: General time.

B: All time, for ever. And sees that this particular time and the



whole of time.

K: Yes, but you see, thought istime.

B: Well that's another question, you were saying, thought is
about, we were discussing thought has a content which is about
time, and besides that we said thought is a movement whichis
time, that it could be said to be moving from the past into the
future. Right?

K: But, sir, thought is based on time, thought is the outcome of
time.

B: Yes, but then does that mean that time, that time exists
beyond thought? If you say thought is based on time, thentimeis
more fundamental than thought - is that what you want to say?

K: Yes,

B: So we have to go into that. Y ou could say that timeis
something which was there before thought, or at least is at the
origin of thought.

K: Time was there when there is the accumulation of
knowledge.

B: Well, that has come out of thought to some extent.

K: No.

B: No.

K: No, | act and learn.

B: Yes.

K: Right? That action is based not on previous knowledge, but |
do something, and in the doing | learn.

B: Yes, well then, that learning is registered in the memory.
K: Inthe memory and so on. So is not thought essentially the
movement of time?



B: Well, we have to say in what senseisthislearning the
movement of time. Y ou can say, when we learn it is registered.
Right? And then that same |learning operates in the next
experience, what you have learned.

K: Yes. The past is always moving to the present.

B: Yes.

K: All the time.

B: Y es, and mixing, confusing with the present.

K: Yes,

B: And the two together are again registered as the next
experience.

K: So are we saying, time is different from thought, or timeis
thought.

B: Yes, well, this movement of learning and the response of
memory into experience and then re-registering, we say that is
time, and that is also thought.

K: Yes, that isthought. |s there atime apart from thought?

B: Well, that's another question. Would we say that physically
or in the cosmos that time has a significance apart from thought?

K: Physically, yes, | understand that.

B: Yes. Right. So then we're saying, in the mind or
psychologically.

K: Psychologically, aslong as there is psychological
accumulation as knowledge, as the 'me' and so on, thereistime.

B: Yes, well we say...

K: Itisbased on time.

B:... wherever there is accumulation there is time.

K: Yes, that's the point. Wherever there is accumulation thereis



time.

B: Which turns the thing around because usually you say timeis
first and then time you accumul ate.

K: No, | would put it round the other way, personally.

B: Yes. But it'simportant to see that it's put the other way. Then
we'd say suppose there is no accumulation, then what?

K: Then - that's the whole point - thereis no time. And as long
as | am accumulating, gathering, becoming, there is the process of
time. But if there is no gathering, no becoming, no accumulation,
where does psychological time exist?

B: Yes. Well, probably you could say even physical time must
depend on some kind of physical accumulation.

K: Of course, that's quite a different matter.

B: That we are not denying - we're denying the significance of
the psychological accumulation.

K: That's right. So thought is the outcome of psychological
accumulation, and that accumulation, that gathering, givesit a
sense of continuity, which istime.

B: Wdll, it seemsit'sin movement, that whatever has been
accumulated is responding to the present, with the projection of the
future...

K: Of course.

B:... and then that is again registered. Now the accumulation of
al that's registered isin the order of time, | mean, one time, the
next time and all that.

K: That's right. So we're saying, thought is time.

B: Yes, or timeisthought.

K: Or, one way or the other.



B: But the movement of time is thought.

K: Movement of time...

B: Psychological time.

K: Movement - what are you saying, Sir?

B: Movement of psychological time, which is that
accumulation.

K: Istime.

B: That's time but that's also thought. Right - that the two mean
the same thing

K: So psychological accumulation is thought and time,

B: Yes, we're saying that we happen to have two words when
really we only need one.

K: Oneword. That's right.

B: But because we have two words we look for two things.

K: Yes. Thereis only one movement, which istime and
thought, time plus thought, or time/thought. Now can the mind
which has moved for millenniain that area, all the time, free itself
from that?

B: Yes, now why isthe mind bound up? Let's see exactly what's
holding the mind.

K: Accumulation.

B: Yes, but | meant that's going in acircle. Why does the mind
continue to accumul ate?

K: I think that isfairly clear because in accumulation thereis
safety, there is security - apparent security.

B: | think that needs alittle discussion - you see, in acertain
areathat is even true, that the accumulation of physical food may

provide a certain kind of security.



K: Of course.

B: And then since no distinction was made between the outer
and the inner, there was the feeling that one could accumulate
inwardly either experiences or some knowledge of what to do.

K: Are we saying the outward necessity of physical
accumulation for security is necessary?

B: Yes.

K: And that same movement, same idea, same urge moves into
the field of the psychological.

B: Yes,

K: There you accumulate hoping to be secure.

B: Yes, inwardly hoping to accumulate present memories, or...
K: Yes, dl that.

B:... relationships, or...

K: Yes.

B:... things you could count on, principles you could count on.

K: So accumulation, psychological accumulation is safety,
protection, security.

B: Theillusion, anyway.

K: All right, the illusion of security and in thisillusion it has
lived.

B: Yes, so it does seem that the first mistake was that man never
understood the distinction between what he has to do outside and
what he has to do inside, right?

K: Yes, wesaid that. It is the same movement, outer and inner.

B: But now man carried the movement, that procedure which
was right outwardly he carried inwardly, without knowing, perhaps

entirely ignorant, not knowing that that would make trouble.



K: So where am | now - where are we now? |, a human being,
realizes al this, has come to the point when he says, 'Can | really
be free from this accumulated security and thought and time,
psychological time? Right?

B: Yes.

K: Isthat possible?

B: Well, if we say that it had this origin, then it should be
possible to dismantleit, if it were built into us, nothing could be
done.

K: Of course not, it isnot built into us.

B: Most people act as though they believe it was.

K: Of course, that's absurd.

B: If it's not built into us, then the possibility existsfor usto
change. Because in some way we said it was built up in the first
place through time.

K: If wesay itisbuilt in, then we are in a hopeless state.

B: Yes, and | think that's one of the difficulties of people who
use evolution, they are hoping by bringing in evolution they hope
to get out of this static boundary.

K: Boundary, quite.

B: But they don't realize the evolution is the same thing, that it's
even worsg, it's the very means by which the trap was made.

K: Yes. So | have cometo that point, as a human being, | realize
al this, I'm fully aware of the nature of this, and my next question
IS can this mind move on from this field altogether, and enter,
perhaps, into atotally different dimension? And we said, the
means, the way - it can only happen when thereisinsight - that

we've been through.



B: Yes, and it seemsthat insight arises when one questions this
whole thing very deeply.

K: Thewholething - yes.

B: One seesit doesn't make sense.

K: Now having had insight into this and seen its limitation and
therefore go beyond it, what is there beyond? This we talked about
alittle bit, not only at Ojai, also here.

B: Yes. | think we felt that, you know, it's very difficult to even
bring thisinto words, but | think we said something has to be done
onthisline, right?

K: Yes. | think it has to be put into words.

B: Could you say why because many people might feel we
should leave this entirely non-verbal.

K: Can we say, the word is not the thing.

B: That's clear, yes.

K: Whatever the description is not the real, is not the truth,
however much you embellish or diminish it, just the word is not
that, recognising that, then what is there beyond all this. Can my
mind be so desire-less, so it won't create an illusion, something
beyond?

B: Yes, well, then that's a question of desire, you see desire
must be in this time process.

K: Of course, desireistime.

B: Yes, now that isathing we might try - since there are very
subtle forms of desire, aswell as the obvious forms...

K: Sir, after all, desire, being, becoming is based on desire.

B: Yes. They are one and the same, really.

K: Yes, one and the same. Now, when one has an insight - |



hate to use that word over and over again - into that whole
movement of desire, and its capacity to create illusion, it's finished.

B: Yes, but you see | think we should perhaps, sincethisisa
very crucial point, we should try to say alittle more about desire,
how it'sintrinsic in this accumulating process, how it comes out in
many ways. For one thing you could say that as you accumulate
there comes a sense of something missing.

K: Of course.

B: I mean, you fedl you should have more, something to finish,
complete it, right. Whatever you have accumulated is not complete.

K: So, could we go into the question of becoming first, then
desire comesinto it. Why isit that al human beings right through
the world have this urge to become?

B: Well, I...

K: Outwardly understand that, simple enough.

B: Well, we have to become stronger and stronger.

K: Physically develop your muscle and...

B: Yes, your language, your logic.

K: And all that, and so, a better job, more comfort and so on.
But why isthere this need in the human mind of trying to become
enlightened - let's use that word for the moment - trying to become
more good, more or better.

B: Well, there must be a sense of dissatisfaction with what'sin
there already, that's one thing.

K: Isit dissatisfaction?

B: Well, you know, a person feels he would like it to be
complete. You see suppose for example he has accumul ated

memories of pleasure, but these memories are no longer adequate...



K: Adequate.

B:... and he feels something more is needed.

K: Isthat it?

B: Well, to get more, that's one of the questions - eventually he
feelsthat he must have the whole, the ultimate.

K: I'm not at all sure whether the word 'more' is not the read
thorn.

B: The word 'more'?

K: Yes, more. More, | will be more, | will have more, | will
become - you follow? - this whole movement of moving forward,
moving, gaining, comparing, advancing, achieving -
psychologically.

B: The word 'more' isjust implicit in the whole meaning of the
word 'accumul ate'.

K: Of course.

B: Soif you're accumulating you have to be accumulating more,
there's no other way to do it.

K: So why isthere this seed in the human mind.

B: Well, he didn't see that this more iswrong, inwardly. Right?
Now if he started outwardly to use the term 'more’, but then he
carried it inward, now for some reason he didn't see how
destructive it was.

K: Why? Why have fairly intelligent philosophers and religious
people who have spent a great part of their lifein achieving, you
know - why haven't they seen this very simple thing, the great
intellectuals and the so-called evolutionary concept and so on, why
haven't they seen this ssimple fact that where there is accumulation

there must be more.



B: Yes, well, they've seen that but they don't see any harm iniit.

K: Wait, no, I'm not sure they seeit.

B: They've seen, they are trying to get more, so they're saying,
we are trying to get a better life - you see. During the nineteenth
century it was the century of progress...

K: Progress, | understand.

B:... improving all the time.

K: All right, progress outwardly.

B: But they felt inwardly too that man would be improving
himself inwardly.

K: But why haven't they ever questioned this?

B: Well, what would make them question it?

K: Obvioudly this constant struggle for the more.

B: But they thought that was necessary for progress.

K: But isthat progress?

B: Well, can we make it clear, suppose you had to answer one
of the nineteenth century optimists, that man is progressing all the
time, to be better inwardly as well as outwardly.

K: Yes, let us admit outwardly.

B: Yes, he could do that.

K: Outwardly. |s that same outward urge to be better moved
into the psychological realm?

B: Yes. Now, can we make it clear why it does harm in the
psychological realm.

K: The harmis- wait aminute, let's think it out - the harm.
What is the harm in accumulating, psychologically? Oh yes, it
divides.

B: What does it divide, then?



K: The very nature of accumulation brings about adivision
between you and me, and so on.

B: Could we make that clear, because it isacrucial point. |
mean, | can see one thing, that suppose you are accumulating in
your way and | accumulate in my way.

K: That'sjust it. And he, she, accumulates in another way.

B: And then we try to impose a common way of accumulating
and...

: Which isimpossible, that never takes place.

... that's conflict. They say everybody should be more...

- Yes. | have accumulated psychologically as a Hindu. Right?
. Yes.

. Another has accumulated as a Mudlim.

: There are thousands of divisions.

: Thousands of divisions.

Because you could say in one profession or in another.

: Thousands of divisions.

In one place or another.

: Therefore accumulation in its very nature divides people.

Because each accumulates...
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. And therefore conflict.

B: Each person accumulatesin his particular way. Right?
Which is different from someone else, you cannot make a common
way of accumulating.

K: Can't we? So let's al accumulate.

B: Well, it doesn't work. Because everybody aready has a
different...

K: Of course.



B.... relationship, no matter what we do.

K: So can we say then, in accumulation man has sought
psychological security, and that security with its accumulation is
the factor of human division.

B: Yes.

K: Psychologically.

B: Yes, any attempt to accumulate will divide. | think, even that
at present some sociologist, like Carl Marx has said that it was this
accumulation of capital by some people which divided them from
other people, that started tremendous conflict.

K: So, we said that's why human beings have accumulated, not
realizing its consequences. And realizing that, isit possible not to
accumulate?

B: Yes.

K: | mean, that's tremendous.

B: Y es, because it seems the human mind automatically
accumul ates,

K: I know. Why? For the very clear and simple reason, in
accumulation, as outwardly, if feels safe, secure.

B: Yes. Well perhaps you could say that having got on into this
trap it was very hard for the mind to get out, because it was aready
occupied, the mind was filled with this process of accumulation
and...

K: Yes.

B.... it becomes very hard to see anything.

K: Yes, suppose my mind isfilled with this process of
occupation, which is psychological knowledge, al that, can it end?

B: Yes.



K: Of courseit can.

B: But if the mind will get to the root of it.

K: Of courseit can, whichisthat it isanillusion that in
accumulation there is security.

B: Well, now, one can seethis at acertain level, let's say, one
discusses this, | don't, intellectually, but | would prefer to say asa
map, that one has drawn a map of this whole process. Then the
guestion is, when you have a map you must now be able to ook at
the country.

K: Yes.

B: See what's on the map, right.

K: Yes. When you are looking at the map you don't see the
country.

B: No, the map may be useful but it's not quite enough. Right?

K: Quite.

B: But now we are saying, that desire is what keeps people
going on with it.

K: Not only desire but this deep-rooted instinct to accumulate.

B: Like the squirrel.

K: What? Like the squirrel, yes. For the future, for safety. That
and desire go together. Right?

B: Well, it builds up into intense desire.

K: Of course. So desire plus accumulation is the factor of
division, conflict and all the rest of it.

B: You can say desireredly, really the word means need, a
person feels he must accumulate more because he needs more.

K: Needs, yes. Now, I'm asking, can that end. If it ends through

an action of will, it is still the same thing.



B: Well, that's part of desire.

K: Of course. If it ends because of punishment or reward, it's
still the same thing. So the mind, one's mind sees this and puts all
that aside. Right? But does the mind become free of accumulation?

B: Yes, | think that...

K: Yesdir, | think it can, with us. That is, have no psychological
knowledge at all, knowledge is accumulation, and so on and so on.
B: Yes, | think that we have to consider that knowledge goes

very much further than is ordinarily meant.

K: Of course.

B: Not just...

K: Book knowledge.

B:... book knowledgeor...

K: Experience - of course.

B: But, | think that in accumulating, for exampleif you're
getting knowledge of this microphone, then you build up an image,
a picture of the microphone and everything goes into that and one
expectsit to continue. Right?

K: Of course.

B: So if you have knowledge of yourself, it builds up a picture
of yourself.

K: Can one have knowledge of oneself?

B: No, but if you think you have, | mean, if one thinks that there
Is knowledge about what sort of person you are, that builds up into
apicture, with the expectation.

K: But after al, if you have knowledge of yourself, you have
built an image already.

B: That'sright, yes, but that's the same, the tendency isto say



that there's atransfer of what you do with the outside, saying, as
you observe this microphone you build up knowledge, that enters
into your picture of it, your perception of it, then you say | do the
same with myself. That | know the sort of person | should be or |
am and it builds up, there's alot of accumulation that buildsup in
forms that we don't ordinarily call knowledge, for example,
preferences...

K: Yes, | understand.

B:... likesand didlikes.

K: But once you realize psychological accumulation as
knowledge is an illusion and destructive and causes infinite pain
and misery, when you seg, it's finished.

B: | wastrying to say that, when you say that, then the question
Is very often the word knowledge does not convey all that has to be
included.

K: Of course.

B: | could say, OK, | know certain things in knowledge and it's
foolish to have that kind of knowledge about myself, but then there
may be other kinds of knowledge which | don't recognise as
knowledge, | say that's...

K: What kind, what other kinds of knowledge does one have?
preferences, like and didlike.

B: Yes.

K: Prgjudice.

B: Habits, yes.

K: Habit. All that isin the image that one has created.

B: Yes. Now, man has developed in such away that that image
seems extraordinarily real.



K: Yes.

B: And therefore its qualities don't seem to be knowledge.

K: All right, sir. So we have said, accumulation is time and
accumulation is security, and where there is psychological
accumul ation there must be division. And thought is the movement
between the particular and the general, and thought is aso born out
of the image of what has been accumulated.

B: Yes.

K: Right? All that is one's inward state. That is deeply
imbedded in me.

B: Yes, physicaly and mentally.

K: All round. I recognize physically it is necessary, somewhat.

B: Yes, but it is overdone physically.

K: Of course, one can overdo anything. But psychologically to
realize that, how do | set about it? How do |, who has accumulated,
accumulated for millennia, general and particular, that has been the
habit, and how do |, not only recognize the habit, and when | do
recognize the habit, how does that movement come to an end? That
isthe real question.

B: Yes.

K: Where does intelligence play apart in al this? Y ou follow
what | mean?

B: Yes. Well, there has to be intelligence to see this.

K: Isit intelligence? Isit so-called ordinary intelligence, or
some other intelligence, something entirely different?

B: Wéll, yes, | don't know what people mean by intelligence,
but if they mean just merely the capacity to...

K: To discern, to distinguish.



B: And all that, yes.

K: To solve technical problems, economic problems and so on.
| wouldn't call that - | would call that partial intelligence because it
isnot really.

B: Yes, call that skill in thought.

K: Skill in thought, all right, skill in thought. But intelligence -
now wait a minute, that's what I'm trying to find out. | realize this,
accumulation, division, security, the general and particular,
thought. | can see the reason of al that, thelogic of al that. But
logic, reason and explanation doesn't end the thing. Another quality
isnecessary. Isthat quality intelligence? I'm trying to move away
from insight for awhile.

B: Yes, not to repeat the word. Not to repeat the word so much.

K: Too much. Isintelligence associated with thought?

B: We don't know what we mean by the word 'associate'.

K: Isit related, isit part of thought, isit the outcome of very
clear precise, exact, logical, conclusions of thought.

B: That would still be more and more skill.

K: Skill, | agree. Yes.

B: Yes, but you have to say intelligence, at least we suggest the
intelligence is adifferent quality.

K: Yes. Isthat intelligence related to love?

B: I'd say they go together.

K: Yes, I'mjust moving, slowly to that. Y ou see, I've cometo -
| realize all that we have discussed this morning, and |'ve come to a
blank wall, solid wall, | can't go beyond. And in observing,
looking, fishing around, I come upon thisword 'intelligence’. And |
see the so-called intelligence of thought, skill and al that, is not



intelligence. So I'm asking further, is thisintelligence associated or
related, or part of love? Y ou cannot - one cannot accumulate love.
Right?

B: No, people might try.

K: It sounds silly!

B: People do try to guarantee love.

K: That is all romantic nonsense, cinema stuff, all that. Y ou
cannot accumulate love, you cannot associate it with hate, al that.
So it's something entirely different, that love. And has that love
intelligence? Which then operates - you follow? - which then
breaks down the wall. | don't know if I'm...

B: Yes.

K: All right, sir - let's begin again. | don't know what the loveis.
| know all the physical bit, all that, that | realize, pleasure, desire,
accumulation, remembrance, pictures, is not love. All that, |
realized long ago. But I've come to the point where thiswall is so
enormousthat | can't even jump over it. So I'm now fishing around
to seeif thereis a different movement which is not a man-made
movement. And that movement may be love. I'm sorry to use that
word, but we'll useit for the time being, because that word has
been so spoilt and misused.

B: Yes, you are saying there is a movement, you see, not just a
feeling?

K: No.

B: It may involve feeling, but it's not feeling.

K: Soisthat love, with itsintelligence, is that the factor that
will break down or dissolve or break up thiswall? Not, | love you,

or you love me. Right? It's not personal or particular, it's not



general or particular, it is something beyond. Right?

B: Yes, that's apoint that of course, it's hard, you know, that has
never been part of the background, a man tends to make love
particularized, a particular thing or individual, but...

K: I think when one loves with that intelligence it coversthe
whole, it's not the particular or genera - it isthat, it'slight, it's not
particular light. All right. Then if that is the factor that'll break
down the wall which isin front of me, then | don't know that love.
As a human being, having reached a certain point, | can't go
beyond it to find that love - what shall | do? What is - not do or not
do - but what is the state of my mind when | realize any movement
this side of the wall is still strengthening the wall? Right? So |
realize that, through meditation or whatever you do, thereis no
movement, but the mind can't go beyond it.

But you come along and say, 'Look, that wall can be dissolved,
broken down, if you have that quality of love with intelligence.'
And | say, 'Excellent, but | don't know what it is.' What shall | do?
| can't do anything, | realize that. Whatever | do is still within this
side of the wall. Right?

So am | in despair? Obviously not, because if | am in despair or
depressed, I'm still moving in the same field. So all that has
stopped. Realizing that | cannot possibly do anything, any
movement, what takes place in my mind? Y ou follow, sir, what I'm
asking? Isthat right? | think that's fairly logical. | realize | cannot
do athing. Right? So what has happened to the quality of my mind,
which has always moved either to accumulate, to become, all that
has stopped. The moment | realize this, no movement. Right? Is

that possible? Or am | living an illusion? Or have | really gone



through all thisto come to that point. Or | suddenly say, | must be
quiet. | don't know if | am conveying it.

B: Yes, | understand, that's part of the same process.

K: Same process.

B: To project from the past.

K: So hasmy mind - istherein my mind arevolution?
Revolution in the sense that movement has completely stopped.
And if it has, islove something beyond the wall?

B: Well, it wouldn't mean anything.

K: Of coursg, it couldn't be.

B: Thewall itself is the product of the process whichisillusion.

K: Exactly, | realize - you follow? - I'm realizing the wall isthis
movement. So when this movement ends, that quality of
intelligence, love and so on, is there. That's the whole point.

B: Yes, could one say the movement ends, the movement sees
that it has no point.

K: Itislike, it is so-called skilful, skill to see adanger.

B: Well, it could be.

K: Yes. Any danger demands a certain amount of awareness.

B: Yes.

K: But | have never realized as a human being, the accumulated
process is a tremendous danger.

B: Y es, because that seems to be the essence of security.

K: Of course, and all therest of it. Y ou come along and point it
out to me, and I'm listening to you very carefully and | see, and |
actually perceive the danger of that. And perception is part of love,
isn't it?

B: Yes.



K: I'm getting at it.

B: But, you're suggesting that love isakind of energy whichis
not specific or general and that it may momentarily envelop certain
things.

K: So perception without any motive, without any direction,
etc., perception of the wall which has been brought into being by
this movement of accumulation, the very perception of that is
intelligence and love. Right? We'd better stop - it's half past twelve.

B: Right.

K: Shall we go on?

B: How do you feel? Maybe it's best to stop.

K: Best - no, better stop. When do we meet again?

B: It's on Thursday, in two days.

K: Thursday. Right, sir.



MADRAS1ST PUBLIC TALK 2/TH DECEMBER
1980

| suppose | haveto talk. If one may | would like to point out that it
IS not an entertainment, nor isit an intellectual appreciation and the
capacity to argue opinion against another opinion, or counter one
conclusion against another. We are not trying to find what is truth
through dialectical methods, but rather together, you and the
speaker, investigate, explore cautiously, without any bias, without
any opposition, neither agreeing nor disagreeing, but together, you
and the speaker, go into the human problem.

It is becoming more and more obvious that human beings
throughout the world are gradually deteriorating, degenerating,
becoming more and more corrupt through seeking power, position,
money and not caring at all for another. It is becoming more and
more clear. And as the speaker has come to this country for the last
sixty, or fifty years, every winter, he seesthereisarapid declinein
this part of the world, old India. And it does not indicate when you
talk about this particular part of the country that this problem does
not exist in other countries. Please do not say, does not corruption
exist in other countries. That's an avoidance of facing the facts.
And how can we, as human beings, living in this country, save this
country, salvage it? Not only morally, ethically, aesthetically but
religiously. The human mind in this country, as well asin other
countries, is becoming more and more mechanical, repetitive,
accepting things asthey are, or trying to save their own particular
corner on this earth. And if oneisto salvage this country, saveit,

rescueit, it does not lie in the hands of politicians, nor in the hands



of the scientists, nor with the economists, and certainly not with the
gurus.

And if we are to investigate together the salvage of this country,
knowing that the speaker is not a nationalist, nor adheresto any
particular belief, ideal, faith, organized religion, bearing that in
mind, what is one to do? As most of the people herein this
audience are Indians, what is one to do? What are you going to do?
What's your responsibility, knowing that there is corruption, and
apparently this corruption has become the way of life. The country
apparently isfalling apart, each one struggling for himself, each
one more or less both outwardly and inwardly corrupt, how is one,
if you are facing the problem, as one should, how are we human
beings going to save this particular part of the country, salvageit?
Are there a group of people who are absolutely incorruptible,
absolutely have integrity, incorruptibility and integrity, not say one
thing and do another, believe in some kind of ideal, some kind of
belief, worship an image, and then be utterly selfish in other
directions? To bring about a salvage of this country there must be
some people who have this sense of deep integrity, and absolutely
incorruptible. Isthat possible? Thisis not only in this part of the
world, but also in every country thisis going on, each one for
himself. This has been going on throughout history, since man
probably began, that we are operating from the centre of the self,
the 'me' first, and so each one is fighting the other, convincing the
other of hisown particular point of view, and so on. And
religiously also; going to the temple, or the mosque, or the church,
has lost all its meaning. Fear has made us go to the temples, not

love. One wonders whether in this part of the world love exists at



al. Or are we all ruled by the intellect? - the intellect being the
capacity to think, to discern, to choose, to distinguish. And when
intellect becomes far more important than love, asis happening
throughout the world, there must be inevitably not only physical
destruction like war, but also there must be deterioration of
morality, ethics, and away of living that is essentially worthwhile,
significant.

Now, having stated that, what is our responsibility? Most
religions, as one observes, have tried to find salvation for the
individual: the individual soul, the individuality, the individual
freedom, the individual enterprise and so on and so on.
Individuality has been emphasized, and what we are saying is not
the salvation of the individual. There is no redemption for the
individual.

| will explain very carefully every statement that is made. So
please throughout these talks bear that fact in mind, that thereis no
salvation for the person, for the individual, for the you. Thereis
only the mind, the humanity, of which we are. We are the
representative of all human beings. And if oneis merely concerned
with one's own particular salvation then that salvation is the
furtherance of selfishness.

S0 bearing thisin mind throughout the talks, we have to
examine why human beings have become what we are. Please, as
the speaker said, we are examining it together, you are not merely
listening to atalk, to a sermon, to alecture. We are together
examining why we human beings, wherever we live, have come to
this state where we have become corrupt, mechanical, without any

sense of integrity, why, what is the cause? We al want to do



something when we face a crisis like this, psychological crisis as
well as physical crisis, it isbecoming more and more dangerousto
live in thisworld, more and more frightening. Y ou must have
noticed all this. And why isit, what is the cause, or many causes,
that have reduced man, that is you, to the present state? We know
what is happening in the world: poverty, overpopulation, bad
governments, relying on specialists, and so on. Thereisagreat deal
of confusion, from the very top to the very lower strata of society.
And when one observes all this, what is the cause of it?

Before asking what shall we do, what action shall we take, we
must first examine the causes. When we understand the causes,
from that action takes place. But most of us are so eager to act, to
do something about this mess, and we join groups, become social
reformers, join the communist party, or the socialist party, or
whatever party politically you belong - left, right, centre and so on.
We are all concerned with action: feed the poor, help the lower
strata of society and so on. Surely, we are not denying that, but
before we act we must find out for ourselves what is the cause of
all this mess that we human beings live in? Why has man become
so selfish, so corrupt, has no sense of integrity? And why thereis
no love at al.

That is, we say, let'sfirst before we take action find out for
ourselves what are the causes, or only the single cause, that has
produced the present world crisis, not only in the family but also in
the community, in the nation, one nation against another, wars, and
al the rest of the chaos that goes on around us. So please you are
not merely listening to the talk, to the speaker, you are, both of us

are exercising our brains because we are al responsible for the



present state; not the governments, not the economists, not the
gurus, but we as human beings living wherever we are. Why is it
that we are becoming more and more self-centred, more and more
dishonest, more and more superstitious, so frightened of thisworld.
Thisisabeautiful earth, it isour earth, we are meant to live on it
happily with a sense of affection, care, love, and apparently all that
doesn't exidt.

So can we ask ourselves, what is the cause of al this. Isit our
religion, which isinvented by man? Isit our ideals, again projected
by thought, by man? Isit our self-centred activity? Is it that we
have given tremendous importance to thought, to the intellect?
Why isthere national division, religious divisions, more and more
there is a breaking up of human beings, al that we know? Y ou
know all this, probably if you have thought about it at all. So what
shall we, not only act, but together find out what is the cause of this
human misery. Are you waiting for an answer from the speaker? If
he does answer, or explain the causes, or the cause, then there will
be arguments. There will be opposing explanations, each according
to his own particular experience, according to his own particular
knowledge, his prejudice, his conclusions, and so on. So what shall
we do? Y ou understand my question? There is, and there must be a
cause for all this, or causes. How do you approach the problem?
How do you regard the problem? Or how do you receive the
problem that thereis no love in this country? The love of atree,
love of arock, love of aman, love of awoman, it doesn't exist.
When you are asked, why doesn't it exist, you are totally unaware
of thisword even.

So how do you, as ahuman being, living in this country, with



al the things that are happening here, how do you find out the
cause of all this? How do you, or how does one examine a
problem? A problem being, for the moment, why love doesn't exist
in your heart. Love being care, concern, responsibility, and that
sense of great beauty that goes with love. Why isit that it doesn't
exist? That's perhaps the major problem. And how do you
approach it? Do you love anybody? Do you love your wife? Do
you love the earth? The wandering beggar? Love is different from
devotion. When you are devoted to some god, to some temples, to
some ideals, to some country, behind that there is a motive, which
is an exchange, | give you this and you return me that. That's why
you go to the temples. Or you go to your gurus. It is an exchange.
Love has no motive. It doesn't ask anything. When we are asking,
that may be the major problem that we are facing in this world.
And why isit that human beings have not that perfume, that
quality, that blessedness?

Now if that isthe maor cause, then how will you approach the
problem? The problem being why you, as a human being living in
this marvellous world, on this beautiful earth, why this quality, this
sense of love, compassion, care, deep affection, why isit that
human beings have not that? After having put that question, how
do you regard it? Do you say, 'Y es, we do love our family'? Do you
actually? Please sirs, go along with me, let's go together, take the
journey together, to find out. Because you see without that one
quality, do what you will, have marvellous governments - and there
can be no marvellous governments ever - you can have great
statesman, you can have all your economic problems solved, but

without that, our life becomes empty, shallow.



Islove to be cultivated? As you cultivate a plant, or cultivate
knowledge, isit to be cultivated? Or doesit only exist without any
sense of the activity of thought, when there is no self, when thereis
utter denia of selfishness? So is that the reason why human beings
throughout the world are becoming more and more selfish, more
and more self-centred, more and more this sense of individual
achievement, individual salvation? When that is emphasized
selfishness becomes all important, rationalized, intellectually
accepting the necessity of it, and unconsciously, deeply, never
being free from it, is that the reason why human beings have
become what we are?

So what is your responsibility? How can we salvage this
country? Can there be a group of people who are absolutely
incorruptible? Corruption is not merely at the superficial level,
passing money under the table. That's avery small affair. But
corruption is much deeper, corruption isin the mind, corruption is
the exercise of thought for his own benefit. Corruption is when
there is contradiction in the very psyche, when there is conflict and
that conflict is continued for any length of time it breeds
corruption. When thought is attached to a particular idea,
experience, to a particular nation, to a particular belief, dogma,
such attachment must inevitably breed corruption. And why isit
that we have no sense of integrity? The word integrity means being
whole, integral. And when we observe, we are broken up human
beings, fragmented, violent and yet trying to seek peace, greedy
and having its opposite, so we are alwaysin conflict. That is
corruption. That indicates the lack of integrity, dishonesty.

So what shall we, as human beings, seeing perhaps the basic



cause of our degeneration, from there, what shall we do? Y ou
understand my question? It is this: that having found a cause, or
many causes - many causes being this utter disregard for another,
the total concern with oneself, which identifiesitself with the
nation, with the family, with the gods you believein - itisall the
movement of the egotistic action. And that may be one of the
causes of this present misery. Realizing that, what is our action? -
not only as a human being living in this part of the world but every
human being is representative of all other human beings. | do not
know if you have gone into that. Y our brain is not your brain. That
brain has evolved through time, millions and millions of years, and
when you regard it as your particular brain you have reduced this
enormous capacity of its energy to avery small point. And when
you regard yourself as an individual, free to choose, free to do what
he likes, are you actually an individual ? Or are you the result of
your culture, of your tradition, of your superstition, of all the books
that you have read, or not read? Are you actually atotal integrated
human being, undivided, indivisible, not broken up? It is only such
apersonisanindividual.

So having listened to all this, what's your action? How are you,
living in this country, going to salvage this country? Or are you
allowing, going to let this country go to pieces? It is breaking up,
as individuals, as human beings are breaking up.

There is another factor too that is coming into the world: our
brains are programmed, like the computer. Y ou are Hindus,
Buddhists, Catholics, whatever itis. That is, your brainis
programmed, conditioned by constant repetition, tradition,

knowledge, which is what the computer is. And the computer with



the robot is going to take over the world. Thisis coming. All the
labour, which man has gone into, factories will be run by
computers and so on and so on. And what is man to do then? Y ou
understand my question? It is going to come. It is happening
aready.

S0 you have this problem: not only the salvaging of this
country, which isyour responsibility totally. You are totally
responsible for yourself. If you are corrupt your government, your
country, everything is corrupt. If you have no sense of integrity
whatever you do will be destructive. That is one problem.

The other is, you are going to have agreat deal of leisure,
perhaps not within afew years, now, perhaps in about twenty years
you will have agreat deal of leisure, and what are you going to do
with it? Y ou understand? These are the problems that you have to
face. Not find an answer. Problems exist only when you are trying
to find an answer. Y ou understand this? But when you examine the
problem itself with all its complexity, in that problem isthe
answer, not away from it.

S0 our minds - the mind is different from the brain. | don't know
if you areinterested in al this. As ahuman being you must be. The
brain has evolved through time. Time has been the central factor of
the activity of the brain: time to learn, time to acquire knowledge,
time to learn a skill, time to learn alanguage and so on, to drive a
car. So timeisthe central factor of the brain. And mind istotally
different from the brain. Mind is the whole movement, which is not
involved in time. Thisrequires - you are not used to all this. Thisis
where meditation comes in, which we will talk about another day.

Whatever knowledge man has acquired, stored in the brain, and



from that knowledge thought arises, so it is part of our daily
activity. So thought istime. And all our outlook iswithin the field
of time. That is, | will be, | must, if | am greedy, | will not be
greedy, violent, if oneisviolent you will take time to be not violent
and so on and so on. So our whole movement of thought is based
on time. So the structure of the psyche, psychological structure, is
also based on time. Aslong as we do not understand the nature of
time, the mind then becomes part of time. Isthis all Greek?
Probably it is. But it doesn't matter.

S0, dirs, and ladies, what is our responsibility in saving this
country? It is your responsibility, yours alone and nobody else's -
not the government's, not the scientists, not the economists’, not
the environmentalists, the social workers, nobody. Y ou are the
only responsible person. Therefore it matters very much that we
not only feel it, but undertake this responsibility so that from that
responsibility one beginsto have care. Responsibility is not duty.
Duty is an ugly word. Responsibility has great significance. Y ou
are responsible for your family, for your child, for your neighbour.
And when that responsibility is given over to another, to your guru,
to your politician, to the specialist, then you become merely a
robot. And that's what we have done, we have handed ourselves
over to al the authorities that exist in the world. We have become
incapable of thinking for ourselves, looking at facts as they are.
The fact that you do not love, that's afact. And to live with that
fact, to realize how without it one becomes brutal, careless. And
when you live with that fact that you do not love, realize what
happens to your mind and your whole being, to realize it not as an

idea but as an actual daily fact, then your whole approach to lifeis



totally different. Y ou become sensitive, you become alive, you
become passionate to change that which is not true.

So if you find the cause of this catastrophe in this country,
finding the cause you have to act; that is, to remove the cause. And
to remove the cause is to observe the cause, not try to change the
cause. If | am corrupt, | observe what that corruption is. As|
pointed out, there is corruption when there is attachment, whether
it isto your family, to your belief, to your profession, to a
particular dogma, belief, inevitably corruption takes place. Haven't
you noticed this? If | am attached to abelief, | am attached to it
because | find satisfaction, security in that belief, that belief may
beillusion, but | am attached to it. So that attachment separates me
from another who believes in another, who has his own particular
attachment, so thereis conflict between us. If you are attached to
your wife or your husband, what takes place? Y ou are anxious, you
are frightened, you are jealous. And the more you are attached, the
more the agony becomes.

So where there is attachment there must be corruption. That isa
fact, that is the truth. Now what will you do with it? Or will you
find lots of explanations, or rationalize and say, 'Y es, | accept that,
but we haveto live in thisworld'? So such amind is a corrupt
mind. So the responsibility is yours, to be absolutely incorruptible.
And to have such integrity islike arock. Have you ever watched a
river flowing, in the midst of it thereis agreat boulder, and the
great volume of water cannot push it aside, it is stable, immovable,
and the water goes round it. Our minds, our lives haveto belike
that to bring about the salvage of this country, which means the

salvage of human beings.



Right sirs.
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May we continue with what we were talking about yesterday?
Perhaps if what was said briefly could be repeated, | hope you
don't mind.

We were considering together the decline of man, morally,
aesthetically and in the real sense, religious sacredness. We were
considering together what has happened to man: his decline, his
degeneration which is expressed in violence, in self-centred
activity, in perhaps total selfishness, and throughout the world
thereisagreat deal of corruption not only at the high level but
everywhere, and specially in this country where bribery, corruption
of every kind is going on. Observing this country, as the speaker
has done for the last sixty years or so, the degeneration is rather
rapid, and we seem to be totally indifferent to what is happening,
or we don't know what to do. And if we do know what to do, we
either join some party, left, right, centre, hoping thereby to resolve
the appalling condition, the mess, the disorder, the total lack of
care.

We said before we take action we should consider what is the
cause of all thismisary, thisliving inillusion in which thereis such
contradiction, in our private life aswell as public life. There may
be many causes, or one cause - we went into that somewhat,
perhaps briefly, but it is evident that throughout the world this
sense of love, this sense of care, the feeling for another has come to
an end. When you do feel for another it is so superficial. And

pleasure in the form of sex, money, power, status has become all



important.

And does the cause of this decline, does it rest on each
individual? We said there is no such thing as an individual. We
explained very carefully that our mind, which is the source of our
thought, has created the idea that you are separate from another.

Y ou may be separate in colour, in height, and so on, linguistically,
culturally, but are we individuals at all. Or are we the result of a
great many influences, economic, social, political, religious,
climatic and so on, these influences have created the idea that you
are an individual separate from another. And thisidea has been
encouraged throughout the religions: personal salvation, personal
achievement both externally and inwardly, this emphasis on the
individual which is utterly false for thereis no individuality. We
are the mixture of so many influences, cultures, traditions.
Individuality means that state of mind which iswhole, unbroken.
And we are not that. We are broken up entities.

And we said that if you have come here with the understanding
that you are going to be personally salvaged, or personally seek
enlightenment, | am afraid you will be disappointed. Y ou cannot
seek enlightenment. There is no practice, no system, no effort
which will bring about enlightenment. It requiresamind that is
beyond time, amind that is free of all knowledge, that is free from
all experience. And that sense of wholeness cannot be come by
through any combination of thought.

So we were saying yesterday, asthereis corruption in this
world, lack of integrity, and we human beings have created this
society in which we live, we have created it: our fathers,

grandfathers, past generation upon generation and we are the result



of all that. And we are contributing to this corruption. And to
blame society seems to be rather absurd, there is no society. Please
we are talking over together, we are not arguing, we are not
exercising one opinion against another, one conclusion against
another, but rather intelligently, sceptically, with considerable
doubt we are investigating into what is the nature of man, both
intellect, the sense of great affection, and the quality of mind that
can transcend this appalling misery, confusion of all human beings
throughout the world. So we are talking over together, please bear
in mind through all these talks and discussions that we are together,
you and the speaker examining why, this problem why human
beings, you who actually represent the whole of mankind, if you go
into it you will seeit, why you have become what you are - violent,
superstitious, obeying, accepting authority, apart from the
technologica understanding, why you have given yourselves over
to another, to a book, whether it be the Gita, the Bible or the
Koran, why you, as a human being, are not thinking clearly for
yourself but merely following. These are the problems we talked
about yesterday.

After the talk yesterday | was walking along, the speaker was
walking along, and a man came up to me and said, 'l understand
everything you said at the talk very clearly, only why don't you
lead us? Do you understand the mentality of most of us? We want
leaders - politically, religiously, the so-called specialists. And we
are willing to subjugate ourselves to higher authority, either
spiritually, if you can use that word, or blame society. Society
doesn't exist. Society isaword in abstraction, it is an abstract idea.

Society is not there, there is nothing concrete about it. But man,



human beings, his relationship to another, that's what matters, not
society. If we can understand our relationship to each other, not the
relationship of a Hindu to a Muslim, a Christian, Catholic to a
Protestant, those are just propaganda of thousands of years, which
has programmed our brain, conditioned our brain to say, 'l am a
Hindu, | believeinthis, | don't believein that'. It isthe result of
thousands of years of careful propaganda. So what mattersisto
find the right kind of relationship with another then the world in
which we live... (short break in tape)

Please we are talking over astwo friends, | am not your guru,
you are not my followers. That's an abomination. Y ou are free
human beings to investigate, to question, to doubt. And what is
important is to find out, as we said, what is right relationship
between human beings, not according to some theory, not
according to some religious book, not according to what you wish
arelationship should be, but rather to examine actually what is
going on, what is our relationship to another, actually, not
theoretically, not according to what somebody said in ancient
times, or modern times, what actually your relationship is with
another. If that relationship is corrupt, dishonest, exploiting, thenin
that relationship there is corruption and therefore in the world
corruption comes into being. Thisislogic, rational. Thisisn't
something invented by the speaker over which we can argue,
dispute, exercise our verbal intellectual game, but we are asking,
not only why man has become what he is, confused, unhappy,
uncertain, anxious, full of sorrow and everlasting fear, but why we
live in conflict from the moment we are born until we die. The

books, the modern psychology may explain, very carefully,



logically, but the explanation is not the actual. The word is not the
thing. | hope you are following all this. The word 'tre€' is not the
actual tree. But we are so enamoured of words because words have
extraordinary significance - they are merely a means of
communication. If we both of us understand English, or French or
Hindi, or whatever one speaks, and we are both speaking the same
language then communication becomes fairly ssimple if each of us
have understood the meaning of every word that we use.

So if | may request please don't take notes. Y ou can't listen and
take notes. It isn't a matter that you may think about when you go
home. We are together examining all this. So have, please, the
courtesy, the careto listen to somebody. Y ou are here to listen, to
find out, but if you are taking notes or yawning, or bored, or tired,
it isn't worth it. Y ou had better go home and have a good sleep.

Y ou won't miss anything. Y ou have missed alot all your life, but
one day more doesn't matter.

When we use the word 'right' it means whole, not broken up.
Right relationship. The meaning of that word, if you go into the
word etymologically and look up various dictionaries and so on,
right means correct, precise, actual, and also much more, whichiis,
an action, away of life that is whole, not fragmented. When that
word is made clear then we can examine what our human
relationshipis.

There can be a wholeness only when there is love. The word
'‘whol€e' means healthy, sane, rational, and also it means holy,
sacred. So is our relationship with another born out of love, or isit
the outcome of convenience, asocial contract? \We are examining

you life, not my life. Examineit for yourself. | am not married, |



have lived all my life alone. | have no money, so | can talk about it
quite easily. But talking about it has very little meaning, what
mattersisthat one lives. And relationship means, the actual
meaning of that word, to be related, not only through blood and so
on, but to relate, it comes from the word 'relate’, that isto look
back, to relate a story, to relate an incident. It comes from that.
That is, if you examine very carefully, you only know your
relationship through memory. You are facing all this? Whichiis,
your relationship is based on knowledge. Right sirs? And is
knowledge love? Find out, sirs, enquire with me, with the speaker.
When relationship is based on memory, on convenience, on sex, of
one needing the other, both physically, psychologically, then there
ismutual, if I may use the word without hurting you, exploitation.
So our whole process of relationship is the operation of the past
controlling our actions in the present. Which is, knowledge
controlling your action, your behaviour, your moral attitude, and
action is the outcome of past knowledge. That is so.

Arewe dl asleep? Don't laugh, sir. Thisisreally very, very
serious. Y our house is burning and you don't seem to be aware of
it. Your country, this beautiful earth, is being destroyed by you,
and we don't seem to find away of action that isright. And that
action is the understanding of the whole nature of knowledge, not
knowledge of books, that's merely superficial learning so that you
can have some kind of skill, so that you can have ajob. We are
talking of a much deeper knowledge, the knowledge that is
acquired through experience, through various incidents, not the
knowledge of god, or your particular book or quotations and all
that, the knowledge which you have in your relationship with



another.

Computers are programmed by anybody who can talk to it. And
it will give you replies according to what you have programmed it
to be. Y ou understand? | hope | am making myself clear. Our
minds are programmed by knowledge. Isthisall right? Are we
going together? Sir, your minds - your brains, rather, have been
conditioned through thousands and thousands of years. At the end
of these yearsyou say, 'l amaHindu, 'l anaMudim','l ana
Christian', which is that you have been programmed. Y ou may not
like the word. Y our mind is programmed, conditioned to react, like
the computer, of which perhaps some of you may know.

So we are asking, is knowledge the basis of relationship? Please
| wish you would discuss this, | wish you would understand what
the speaker is saying. Please don't go to sleep, come with me. So
let's both talk over things, see what the speaker is saying.

So knowledge is the basis of our relationship - whichit s,
actually. And so this knowledge is essentially the past. Thereisno
future knowledge. And knowledge is always within the shadow of
ignorance because there is no compl ete knowledge about anything.
So knowledge may be, and probably is - examine it please - isthe
beginning of corruption.

So isthere an action, arelationship, which is not based on
knowledge? Knowledge is the image you have created about him,
or her, or them, or we, or they. Y ou understand, theimage. That is
the word. Heisa communist, heisasocidlist, heisaRussian, heis
aHindu. The words are not the actual human being. They are
merely symbols. And when symbols become all important, as they

are becoming now, there is no actual relationship. Do you



understand all this? Are we together somewhat? Yes sir?

So we are asking, what is actual relationship with our intimate
or non intimate. Look into yourself, sirs. And that relationship
creates thisworld in which we live. If that relationship is
fragmented, selfish, self-centred, merely for convenience, a social
contract, then you have a corrupt world, then you have a
relationship that is most destructive.

Now can one see thisfact, not the idea of the fact? You
understand? The ideais an abstraction. The word 'tree’ isan
abstraction of the actual fact which indicates that particular thing.
So are we dealing with abstractions, with ideas, with conclusions
or seeing what is actually going on? We must be very clear on this.
Y ou al understand English, don't you? Are we communicating
with each other? Please have the goodness to tell me that we are.

Y ou understand, sir, when we hear a statement like this, that we
have no actual relationship with another, but we have arelationship
based on memory, knowledge, convenience, or arelationship born
out of afear of loneliness, despair, then when you hear a statement
of that kind do you make an abstraction of it, abstract what you
hear into an idea, or are you actually observing the fact? You
understand, sir, what | am saying? Which iswhat you are doing
now. So the word 'idea’ comes from the Greek, and Latin and so
on, which means to observe, to observe what is actually taking
place. But we have made the word 'idea’ into an abstraction. So
could you, please, not make an idea of what you hear, but actually
observe what is going onin your life. (Noise of bird) That bird is
very persistent! Probably you hear that better than the speaker! But

if you hear that bird completely without any resistance, hear it



completely with all your heart and mind, you know then the art of
listening to something. The art of listening isto give your whole
mind and heart to that bird that is calling. If you can listen to that
bird in that way you can also listen to your wife, to your husband,
to your child, to your neighbour, and perhaps you can also listen to
the speaker in that way. But we have lost the art of listening
because we are so concerned about ourselves, about our problems,
our fears, our anguish, and so we are hardly capable of listening so
completely. And when you listen so completely with your heart
and with your mind, with total attention, that very listeningisa
miracle of action.

So we know the facts of our daily relationship with each other,
however intimate or not, can that relationship be transformed, not
through effort, but through intelligence. Y ou understand sir? Aswe
said (noise of birds) - probably they are objecting to our sitting
here. So we are saying (noise of birds) - | had better go on, thisis
not a competition between the crow and myself!

All right, sir, let's go on. We know what our relationship
actually is, unless you are totally blind, unaware, you know what it
is. Now can that be totally transformed so that there can be love?
And that transformation can only take place through intelligence.
Now we are going carefully into that word. It has various meanings
which we won't go into etymologically. But it means to be able to
see clearly the danger and to act so that you are moving away from
danger. That's one meaning of it. That is, if you see danger you
move; it isonly the blind, the neurotic, the deaf and the dumb and
the people who see danger and don't move. Right? Intelligenceis

an action which instantly comes when you something that is a great



danger. Right? That is one meaning of that word. We will stick to
that word for the moment, the meaning of that word. Now do you
see the danger - please listen carefully - do you see the danger of
what you call your present relationship? Do you understand? Right
sir? Do you see the danger of it? Or you say, we are used to it, this
isthe way we have lived for thirty, forty years, our fathers have
lived that way, our whole neighbourhood lives that way. Which
means you don't see the actual danger of your present relationship,
which is conflict, jealousy, anxiety, attachment. As we explained
yesterday, where there is attachment there must be corruption. We
will go into the sequence of this: when you are attached to
somebody, or to abelief, or to abook, or to an idea, the
consequences of that are, you are frightened of losing, jealousy,
antagonism. Right? Frightened to be disturbed. If you are attached
to abelief you hold on to it, you are attached, you cling to it,
because that belief is created by thought and in that you find
security. And that security isjust non-existent, it is an illusory
security thereforeit is corrupt. And so on.

Now do you see to bring about aworld in which human beings
can live healthily, sanely, rationally, with a sense of sacredness, the
present relationship is destructive of the other, is dangerous. Do
you see the danger of it? If you don't see the danger of it then either
you are callous, totally indifferent, and consequently brutal,
violent, which is a danger to human existence. Right sirs? Do you
see it as danger, or you make an abstraction of it? For god's sake,
come on, sirs. If you see the danger of it, why is there not action to
move away from it? Either you are not intelligently observing the

fact, or your mind has become so dull by habit that you are



incapable of seeing the fact, actually what is going on.

Intelligence is not knowledge. | want to talk to somebody who
understands what | am talking about. Intelligenceis - all right, let
me put it the other way. Knowledge is acquired through time.
Right? Y ou have an experience, that experience leaves amark on
the brain, which becomes knowledge, and from that knowledge
memory and thought. We will go into that another time, much
more deeply into the whole question of thought. And on that
movement we live. That is, experience, knowledge, memory,
thought, and action. From that action you learn more, which
becomes knowledge. So we move in this cycle: experience,
knowledge, memory, thought, action, and from that action you
learn, acquire more knowledge, and keep in that cycle. That's what
our lifeis. Thisiswhat we are doing all the time. And as we said,
experience can never be complete, any kind of experience,
therefore action is always incompl ete.

And we are saying that knowledge is not intelligence.
Intelligence is something totally away from that. We will go into if
time allows it. We have got another eight or ten minutes. Please
understand this, thisisyour life, not mine. Because if you
understand this very deeply perhaps you will then bring about a
radical revolution in relationship.

First understand the cycle in which our brain, our human mind
works. Always acquiring knowledge, modifying it or adding to it
al the time, and therefore we are living al the timein the cycle of
time. Right? Do you seethat? Isthat clear at least? Yes, sir? Now,
at last somebody. And therefore in that cycle there can never be a

wholeness. Right? A completeness. Do you actually see that, or is



it atheory? Y ou follow what | am saying? Do you actually
perceive how your life operates. experience, knowledge, memory,
thought, action, from that action you learn more, add more
knowledge and have kept moving in this constant cycle. That's our
life, both technologically as well as psychologically, inwardly.
Technologically it isuseful. Right? To build a computer, to build a
dynamo, to build a bridge, to build a car, you must have
knowledge, accumulated, experiment, add, change, move. That
same thing operates in our daily life. Right? So we are asking, can
that bring about a right relationship. Is relationship based on
knowledge? If it is, it isincomplete. Y ou follow? Therefore there
must be conflict init. If you understand that, not verbally, not
theoretically but actually, then we can investigate how - not how -
whether it is possible to move away from that. Y ou understand? I'l|
show you. I'm boiling with it but you are all asleep. But it doesn't
matter.

|s there an action, away of living, which is not based on
memory, based on experience, therefore based on knowledge?
K nowledge becomes repetitive, mechanical. Right? So our life
becomes mechanical, which it is. Right? Now we are going to try
and find out if there isaway of living with knowledge
technologically - the office, driving a car, going to your home,
learning a language, doing a skilful job, efficiently and all that.
That is, there you need memory, knowledge, experience. And we
are saying, psychologically, inwardly, is knowledge necessary?
Y ou understand my question? Because as long as you are
depending psychologically on your relationship then it is based on

knowledge, therefore it isincomplete, therefore there must be



conflict in your relationship. That isinevitable. So can our brain,
which has been so accustomed to this habit of knowledge, see, or
move away even for afew minutes, see how important it isto find
out away of living which is not based on knowledge. Don't agree
with me, sir, thisisreal meditation, if you want to go into it.

Our action is of time. Right? That is, | have learnt, | have
acquired knowledge, and | act from that knowledge. The
acquisition of knowledge istime. Right? It takestime. So isthere
an action which is not based on time? Y ou understand my
guestion? Just understand the logic, the sequence of this question.
Our brains are used to time, the habit of this - experience,
knowledge, memory, thought, action, from that action learn more
knowledge. So it is caught in that. Our brain is conditioned to that.
And being conditioned to that our relationship to another is partial,
never complete, and therefore that which isincomplete must
inevitably breed conflict, strife, anxiety, jealousy, misery. Now is
there away of living, acting, which is not of that? To come upon
that you have to investigate the nature of an action which is not
born of time, therefore not born of knowledge. That is, what is
intelligence? Please listen to it carefully, if you are interested, if
you are not asleep, please listen to it. The computer can do all this -
what a human being does. That is acquire experience, stored up
memory, respond, learn, and add more knowledge to it. Y ou
understand this? That is, it can play chess with an expert, a master
chess player, a computer. It can play, the computer can play with a
master chess player. First timeit may be beaten, it is beaten, so it
|learns the moves, why it has been beaten. That learning is stored up

in the tape as memory. Then the second time it playsit learns



more, and the third time, fourth time, after that it beats every chess
master. Y ou understand this? That's how our brains are working.
That is, learn, knowledge, fail, more knowledge - you follow - so
gradually you become expert.

Now what is the difference between the human brain and the
computer? Y ou understand? The computer, if you have studied it a
little bit, | have talked to some computer experts therefore | am
talking glibly about it, | am not an expert about it, | have talked to
expertsin California, in Europe, in Brockwood and here. So thisis
what the computer is doing: learning constantly, acquiring
knowledge so that it can reply instantly. And that's what the mind
Is doing, our brain is doing. So what is the difference between the
human brain and the computer? There isn't any. | wonder if you see
this. No, sir. So they are beginning to enquire, what is intelligence.
If the machine can do it, and the human brain can do it too, thereis
not much difference, but the human brain has some other quality,
which isto find out what is intelligence. Oh, you people are so
dull. Probably you all go to the temple, go to the office every day,
become more and more dull, and when something new is put
before you, you don't even comprehend the beauty of it, the
enormity of it.

We are enquiring into what is intelligence. If the machine can
do - if the computer can do what the human brain can do then we
are not intelligent. Therefore must be a quality of intelligence
which we can find out. Right?

First thereisthe quality of observation. | am talking about the
same thing. To observe. Do you observe anything, or your brainis

observing, not your eyes observing? Y ou understand? Thereisa



difference between optical observation and the observation of
thought. Now which isit that you do? Do you do both? Observe
visually, optically, or as you observe thought intercedes, therefore
thought is observing? Do you understand what | am saying? Do
you get what | am saying? Thank god there is somebody. Now can
you observe without the interference of thought? No, please,
madam, don't play with it. Can you observe without the
interference of thought? So observation then is pure, clear, and
from that clarity and purity thereis action. But the moment thought
comesin it begins with knowledge - you are following the whole
movement?

So there is an action which is born out of pure observation and
therefore without time, which isimmediate. That isintelligence.

Y ou have got it?

Now can that intelligence operate in your relationship, in your
daily relationship? It's only then that you end all conflict. Y ou
understand? Because where there is conflict there can be no love.
Where there is jealousy the other is not. Where there is anxiety,
fear, attachment, that which isthe greatest thing in life is not. Right

Sirs.
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If one is expecting something from the speaker - a blessing, a new
direction, a new set of ideals, or a pattern of conduct and so on, one
is afraid you will be disappointed because we are thinking together.
It's our life, it's the human life, the humanity that you represent.
And if one may point out again, if you are seeking personal
salvation, personal improvement, to get better jobs, more money, a
better way to heaven, | am afraid again you will be disappointed.
We are not talking about personal salvation at all. We are trying
together to seeif it is possible to salvage the mind, the human
brain, which has become so corrupt, so mechanical, so utterly
careless, concerned chiefly with itself, its own security, its own
little family, or identified with a nation, and so bringing about a
great deal of misery to mankind. And we are asking ourselves why
the human brain has so deteriorated: depending on others,
becoming immoral, corrupt, trying to find out away of living from
others, if oneis unfortunately labelled as a guru, away of life.

As we pointed out the other day and in the last two talks, thisis
a serious gathering where both of us are concerned and deeply
enquiring into why human beings right throughout the world have
become what they are. Thereit is.

| suppose | have to talk. One observes in this country, in this
part of the world thereisagreat deal of corruption, not merely the
bribing under the table but the corruption that existsin the very
depths of one's being. The word 'corruption’ means from rumpere,

the Latin and so on, to break up. The essence of corruption is



fragmentation, to say one thing and do another, to have ideals and
not face actuality, this constant struggle to become something, not
only in thisworld but also inwardly, the becoming; from a bank
clerk to the manager, from the local priest to become an
archbishop, and a disciple trying to become the master. This
constant struggle to become something, that is part of corruption.

And, as we pointed out also last week, we are losing more
integrity - integrity being observing the whole of life as one unit, as
awhole, not as fragments, as we do. And aso, if one may point
out, we lack co-operation. We co-operate for commercial purposes.
to have more money, we co-operated with an authority, political,
religious, or some kind of crank, we are too willing to co-operate
with those people because there we gain something for ourselves.
We are not talking of such co-operation. Co-operation can only
come when there islove, not profit, motive. And when thereis that
co-operative spirit there is also an action which is non-co-
operative. Right? Because when we turn from not being co-
operative we become rather antagonistic, violent. But when we co-
operate when thereislove in our heart then we also know how not
to co-operate, without bitterness, without anxiety, without any
sense of violence.

And seeing all thisin this country, or in this part of the world,
what is the responsibility of those who live here? Thisis avery
serious question, thisis not a political rhetoric. Seriously one asks,
living here, why this state of disaster, confusion, utter neglect,
carel essness, brutality, exists, though you talk about and go to the
various temples, do all kinds of imaginary, illusory, worship,
utterly satisfying and at the same time contradict everything that



you look up to.

So we are concerned with the salvaging of the brain, of the
human mind, your mind, your brain. Aswe said, the brain has
evolved through time, it has evolved through millions of years and
we have arrived at this present condition. This brain is not the
individual brain. Thereis no individual brain. Thereisthe brain of
humanity. This| think, if one may point out, one has to understand
serioudly. Thought has identified itself with the psyche, the
psychological world and established a sense of individuality. We
will go into that presently. But first one must be very clear in
understanding that the human brain, our brain, your brain, isthe
result of many, many million years, it has evolved through time
with a great many experiences, accumulating knowledge, that
knowledge stored up in the brain cells which becomes memory,
and from that memory thought arises. Thisis the common factor of
all human beings at whatever strata of society they may be. It isthe
common factor of every human being that they accumulate
knowledge through experience, that experience as knowledge
stored up in the brain which becomes the memory, from that
thought and action. Thisiswhat we are doing every day. From that
action you learn more, so there is this constant accumulation of
knowledge, action, knowledge - this chain in which we are caught -
the human brain is caught and acting. Nobody can deny this fact.
Thisisthe only fact which is actual.

And this memory, this knowledge acquired through experience
being common to the whole of mankind, that mankind isyou. So
your brainisnot your individual brain, thereis no such thing as

individual. Thisisreally important to understand because all our



activity, al our thinking both psychologically as areaction, we are
trained, programmed, if | may use that word, the computer word
'programmed’, conditioned for many, many, many millions of
years. Thisisthe habit in which you are caught. And if you enquire
very deeply, seriously, with scepticism, with doubt, not accepting a
thing from anybody, even the neurologists, the brain specialists, or
from your religious books and so on, if you examine with great
critical scepticism because that is the essence of religion. The
investigation, sceptical investigation into the whole structure of
human beings, not merely physical but the psychological world
which is far more important that the mere physical examination,
then you will find that human beings have lived this way for
millennia, accepting individuality and from that all the problems
arise - conflict with each other, conflict with the community,
conflict with society, conflict as war and so on and so on. Now is
this afact, or atheory invented by the speaker, and trying to prove
that theory? As the speaker said often, he has no belief, no ideals,
no direction and heis certainly not doing propaganda for any
particular system, establishment or organization. Organizations and
institutions are actually destroying mankind whether it is political
or religious - specially religious.

So to depend on institutions and organizations for the salvation
of mankind seems so utterly meaningless. And mankind has
depended, looks up to, respects the scientists, the political
authority, the economists, the specialists, and these are not going to
save mankind either. Please see the actuality of all this. We depend
on ingtitutions, which isnormal, like the post office, bank - | don't

know all those kinds of institutions - but also we depend on



religious institutions, the authority of a guru, of abook. And so
when you hand yourself over to an authority which gradually
builds up an institution or a structure, then in that web we are
caught hoping our brain will be salvaged.

So the question is - not a problem; to solve a problem of any
kind the brain must have no problem. Right? Go into it and you
will see. A brain cluttered up with problems, sexual, fear, pleasure,
sorrow, all kinds of problems that human beings have, how can
such amind except - such abrain - except engineer, doctor, a
physician, they may solve those problems but the human
psychological problems can never be solved if the brain itself isin
amess, isin confusion, isin decay. It isin decay whenitis
completely caught in knowledge. Please understand this. That is,
experience, knowledge, memory, thought, action, that is the chain
in which the brain is caught. Watch it yourself, thisis not the
gpeaker's invention. And such abrain will inevitably become
mechanical: you specialize as an engineer, as alawyer, and
everlastingly carry that for the next fifty, sixty years until you die.
Which is mechanical, though in that mechanical process there may
be expansion, contraction, learning more but it isin the same
pattern. So the brain becomes mechanical. And it must become
mechanical because it cannot possibly live in a constant flux. |
don't know if you understand all this.

Are we thinking together, at least some of us? Because it
becomes very important, at least for a group of people, to see the
imminent necessity of bringing about adifferent kind of life, a
different way of acting, adifferent behaviour. But if itis

mechanical, asit is becoming the brain will inevitably deteriorate,



though there are biologists, scientists, saying, 'Only through
knowledge there is the ascent of man. Man can only grow through
knowledge' - we are questioning that. We are questioning the idea
that knowledge is the way of salvaging the brain, salvaging the
human being, because knowledge, which is experience, thereis no
divine knowledge except in the books, which are after all just
printed words to which you may attribute the quality of sacredness,
but they are just alot of words put on a page, and if you worship
that of course then it isjust nonsense. Y ou are not areligious
person because you read the Gita from morning until night. Or
there are those who preach about the Gita, everlastingly reading
about it. Like every book, the Koran, the Bible, the Gitaand all the
so-called religious books, may be absolute theories, and they are
because they don't actually affect our daily life. And we are
concerned with the radical movement in which there is the total
breaking down of this routine process of the brain.

In this mechanical process of life thereis no freedom. And
freedom is not from something, from prison, from sorrow, from
pain, and it certainly is not freedom of choice because that is
another one of our illusions that because we can choose we are
free. Isthat so? Does a clear unconfused mind, brain ever choose,
because it is so clear thereis no choice? It is only the confused
mind, the contradictory mind, the mind that is not certain, that's
aways caught in this trap of choice. | hope you are following all
this. Y ou know when there is such alarge audience with so many
contradictory faces, contradictory opinions, it is very difficult to go
into something very, very serious. And we are trying to go into

something very, very serious. So thereis no large audience, thereis



only you and the speaker. And between us we are talking over
together, talking over together in friendship, with affection, with
care, but being very sceptical, doubting, questioning, enquiring,
never, never accepting because there is no authority. If oneis
seeking truth there is no authority. When there is the question of
freedom there can be no authority, either political, religious or any
other authority. But most of us don't want to be free, we want to be
secure. And this search for security, individual, national, group,
idealistic and so on, this security which each one wants, this brings
about contradiction, this brings about division - you want your
security, | want mine.

So perhaps this search for security, psychologically aswell as
physically, may be one of the causes of this corruption in this
country. So we are together - please bear in mind we are together,
you are not listening to atalk by the speaker, we are examining
together the condition of man.

Thought is the dominant factor in our life. Thought dictates all
our action. Thought has built this structure which we call society.
Thought has built al the religionsin the world, the churches, the
images in the churches, the temples with their goddesses and all the
rest of that nonsense, and the mosque, everything in all that area
thought has created - the rituals, the puja, the tradition, everything
thought has built. Thisisafact. Thought, which is the outcome of
the desire for security, that's what we all want, not so much perhaps
physically, unless you are utterly poor, then that is a different
matter, but psychologically, inwardly, we all want security, so we
invent gods. God has not shaped us, we have shaped god. | don't
know if you realize all this. What we have shaped we worship. It



becomes so utterly nonsensical. But in order to have this security
we liveinillusion, we don't want to face facts.

So thought has created the psychological structure of man, the
psychological structure is the characteristics of the ego, the 'me,
the'l'. The'l' isfear, anxiety, depression, violence, cruelty, the
ideals of being non-violent, al that isin the psychological world,
the world inside you, inside your skin, asit were. That is the world
in which we live which dominates the external. Those idealists,
socialists and the communists, say, change the structure of society
outside then man will change. This has been the old dream of every
reformer, of every socialist, but you may change the outer as much
asyou like, as has been proved by the communist world with its
recent revolution, the inward savage, the inward barbarian, who is
afraid, who wants his personal - you know, all that, that overcomes
the outward structure. Y ou know all this.

So we are enquiring together as two people the nature of
thought and thought which has created the inward psyche, the
inward responses, both neurological aswell as psychological. Y ou
are following all this? Thought has created this. Right? Then
thought separates itself and then begins to dominate the psyche - |
must control my reactions, | mustn't be afraid, if | am jealous| find
arational excuse for jealousy, hatred, violence, as though all those
reactions are separate from thought. Thought has created this. |
don't know if you follow all this. Right, sir, can we go on together,
you and I?

So it isin aconstant movement. Right? Y ou know we have
solved the problems of communication, more or less, we are trying

to solve through robots, and computers, more production, better



production, more consumer goods, al those, in those fields, the
technological world we are solving agreat many things. Right? |
don't know if you are aware of al this. Like in Japan for example,
they are using robots with computers to free man. And thereis
going to be another problem - in the manufacture of cars and other
things they are using robots. So we are solving all those kinds of
problems, but we have never solved the problem of conflict. Y ou
understand my question? Never, though we have lived for
thousands and thousands of years this problem of conflict has
never been solved: conflict between man and man, man and
woman, family against another family, one group against another
group, one religious sect against another religious sect, however
big, however well established, however powerful. We have never
throughout this million years never solved the problem of conflict.
Why?'Y ou understand my question? Please ask yourself this - why.
Isit possibleto live alife completely without a shadow of conflict?
We are going to enquire into that.

First we must be aware, conscious, know actually, not
theoretically, not as an abstraction, but fact, in our daily life we
live an astonishing way which brings conflict after conflict. Now
can that be solved completely so that we can livein freedom, in
beauty and in morality, and of course that can only come when
thereislove. So let's find out. Y ou are not listening to the speaker,
we are together going into this problem.

Conflict must exist when thereisdivision. That's law. Right?
Division between me and you, we and they, the Hindus, Muslims,
the Jew, Arabs, the communists and socialists, and so on and so on,

externally. But the external reaction is brought about by the inward



state of the brain, which is thought dividing. Right? Thought
dividing the thinker and the thought. Right, you are following this?
There is no thinker without thought. Right? Right, sir? So thought
has created the psychological world, the 'me' with all its
characteristics, which isfear, sorrow, pain, depression, a sense of
immense loneliness, a sense of fear of death, the future, all that is
the area of the psyche. Right? The psyche being what is generally
considered the soul, the higher self, you know, all that, it is still
within the area of thought. There is no question about it, you can
doubt it, you can examine it sceptically, rationally, exercising the
highest quality of your brain to see why human beingslivein
perpetua conflict from the moment they are born until they die,
with tears, with occasional laughter, without any sense of love.

| do not know if you have realized that this constant movement
in the brain - that is, outwardly acting, going to the office, factory,
labour, day after day, day after day, for fifty years, think of the
monstrosity of it all. And that becomes a routine, and when that
routine stops you die. And that's our life. And psychologically
there is this constant movement, becoming, not becoming, should,
must not - you follow - fear, loneliness, all the sense of despairing
loneliness. In this constant movement thought says there must be
some element which will be permanent. Right. | don't know if you
are following all this. Therefore thought establishes a centre as the
'me’ which is permanent. But that 'me' is the movement of fear,
anxiety, all that. Are you following all this? This constant
movement of uncertainty, confusion, misery, and the desire to be
secure knowing that there is no security. There may beif you are

lucky in thisworld, fortunate enough, you might have alittle



money, a career, a corrupting lawyer and so on, there you might
have alittle security; but inwardly, which is your relationship with
another there is no security. So there is this constant movement in
uncertainty. Thisiswhat is happening. And because you are so
utterly uncertain, confused, you go to gurus, to all the absurd cults
that exist in the world, to al the temples that have utterly no
meaning.

See the map of all this. You understand what | say when | say, a
map? That is, when you are looking at an actual map of the world,
of this country for example, can you look at it without direction?

Y ou understand my question? Y ou look at a map to go from this
place to that place, and you judge how many miles, and all the rest
of it. So your brain is always looking with a direction, therefore
you never see the whole of the map, the whole of the world. So can
we look without direction at this nature of conflict, not how to
solveit, not, 'Tell methe way so that | can live without conflict’,
that would be too stupid to ask such a question anyway. But can we
look at this nature of conflict without any motive, without any
direction, without wanting to be free of it, then only you are
capable of sceptical examination. Y ou understand what | am saying
sir? We are doing it together now.

Aswe said, conflict must exist when there is adivision between
thought and the psyche. Right? Be clear on this point please. The
psyche being all the characteristics of the 'me: | am nobody, but |
will be somebody; I am anxious, lonely, unhappy, adull, miserable
life, and | want to escape from it, run away from it, and so on. All
that is the psyche, which isthe 'me'. Right? The 'me' isthat, created
by thought. If you had no thought, this would not exist. Y ou



understand? Of course, naturally. So as this exists, and thought
says, | am different from this, therefore I must control this. That's
what you are doing. | wonder if you see this. Right, sir, clear
enough? Clear as crystal, so that there is no doubt about it.
Thought, which is the outcome of memory - memory, knowledge,
experience, from that experience you act, learn more from that
action, add to that knowledge, and keep the cycle going. And that
thought has established the structure of the psyche, the inward
world of me, with my peculiarities, with my peculiar tendencies,
with my anxieties, loneliness, despair, sorrow. Right? Why has
thought done this? | don't know if you follow all this. Right sir, ask
this question, not me. Why has thought done this? Why has it
separated itself from something which it has created? | don't know
if you are following this. Don't you say, 'l must control'? And the 'l'
is the structure of thought, that which is controlling is also the
structure of thought. | wonder if you see this. Please do see this
very clearly. If we don't, let'sexamineit more. That'sis, let's go
into it alittle more.

Suppose | am very lonely, lonely though | am married, children,
go to the office, go to the temple and all that nonsense that goes on,
| am utterly, profoundly lonely. And being lonely | escape because
| don't know how to tackle that loneliness, | don't understand what
lonelinessis, but | am frightened, there is a sense of utter existence
for aday, month, in which there is no relationship with another, no
sense of communication with another, thoroughly enclosed. Don't
you know all these feelings? Wake up! And as my brain doesn't
know how to solve it, it then escapes. Escapes into entertainment.
Right? Whether it is religious entertainment or football, they are



both the same. Y ou agree? Are you really agreeing to this, that
religious entertainment, going to the temple, the pujaand all the
thing that goes on, which is an entertainment, but that doesn't alter
your life, it isjust an amusement, and football are the same. Do
you agree to this? Isit mental agreement, just averbal agreement
or an actual saying, 'Thisisthe same, therefore finish with it?

So what isloneliness? Y ou understand? Without escaping,
without running away into some illusory, imaginary ideal, the
actual fact isthat | am despairingly, anxioudly lonely. | may be
married, | may have sex, | may have children, but thisthing is
rotting. Like aman who is deeply hurt, as most of us are, from
childhood we are hurt, and he carries that hurt throughout life, and
we can say it doesn't matter, it will not affect my action, but it does
affect your action because unconsciously, deeply your actions are
guided by your hurt, you build awall round yourself not to be hurt
more and all that business goes on, the consequences of that hurt is
bitterness, more loneliness. And this loneliness, why do human
beings go through this? Ask yourself. Astwo friends we are talking
about this. Why? It must exist because of your actions. Go into it,
gointo it, don't agree. Y our daily actions are self-centred. Right?

Y our daily thoughts, your daily activities, are concerned with
yourself. Y ou may pretend to be a social worker and give your life
to that but the 'me' is still going on only you have identified
yourself with something. Like the communist identifies with the
State, with the ideal, with blah, blah, you identify yourself with
something else.

S0 aslong asthere is self-centred activity there must be

loneliness. | don't know if you see this. If your chief concernis me



then that ‘'me' must act in avery narrow circle, however that circle
may be wide or deep, but it isanarrow circle. And that action must
inevitably produce this exhausting, despairing loneliness. You
understand all this? Not verbally but actually.

So we are asking why human beings live with conflict. The
essence of that conflict isthat division between thought and that
which thought has created as the 'me', the psyche, the
characteristics of the self - my name, my form, my ambition, my
desire for power, money, position, my dishonesty, my corruption.
So does one redlize this fact that as long as thought dividesitself as
the 'me' and thought as being different from me, which is, the
thinker being different from the 'me'. Y ou are following all this?
Be clear, for god's sake.

Then what takes place when you seeit clearly? Thisis your test.
Y ou have to test this thing, not just verbally accept all this. Then
what happens when you test it in life? That is, when thought has
divided itself into the observer and the observed. Y ou understand
this? Right sirs? When you see actually the observer isthe
observed, thought is me with al its characteristics, when you see
this fact when there is only thought dividing itself constantly - right
- what takes place? Y ou understand? Y ou have totally removed the
contradiction. Do you understand all this? Totally annihilated,
dissolved, thisdivision which exists. Which is, where thereis
division there must be conflict inwardly, as well as outwardly. So
you are no longer aHindu, a Muslim, a Christian. Y ou understand?
Y ou understand, sir, you don't belong to a thing. That's the outward
fact. Y ou may carry a passport but you don't belong to any country.
Areyou like that? That's the test.



And when this division utterly comes to an end what takes
place? Y ou understand my question? Don't say, 'It's peace’, don't
say, 'It'sthe end of conflict', then you are playing with words, it
doesn't mean athing. What actually takes place when there is the
observation, critical, sceptical observation of this fact, thought
dividesitself asthe 'me, the thought controlling and so on, the
whole process which the speaker has explained very carefully.
When you see the fact, and not the abstraction of the fact.
Abstraction is an ideal which has no reality. What has redlity is
this. Then what takes place? Y ou have to find out what actually
takes place in the brain when there is no contradiction. You
understand? There is contradiction between the observer and the
observed, when there is no contraction what takes place in the
brain? Are you waiting for me to reply? Are you waiting to find
out what the speaker has to say, or are you discovering for
yourself? Which is more important? Not what the speaker explains,
that isjust words, but if you discover it for yourself then you can
throw away all the religious booksin the world.

Then the brain has only one factor, and that is the only
instrument you have. And isthere an observation - please just
listen, find out, | am just suggesting this, look into it - isthere an
observation without knowledge, an observation in which thereis
no experience. The moment you have experience there must be an
experiencer. | don't know if you follow this. Therefore division. So
IS there an observation without any quality of remembrance, any
quality of observing with knowledge? Y ou understand? That is, sir,
when you look at your wife, or your husband, or at the tree, or the

cloud or something or other, do you observe without the word - the



word being merely the symbol? Can you observe - please do it as
you are sitting, perhaps you are sitting next to your wife, or your
husband, can you look without the word? Which means, can you
look without the image you have created about her or him? Do you
understand? Can you? Or you discover that you are caught in a
verbal structure. Y ou understand? And the verbal structureis not
the wife or the husband. Are you all tired? So you have to find out
IS there an observation and therefore action, because when you
observer danger you act instantly, physical danger; meeting atiger,
acobra, there isinstant action.

Now you have observed, examined sceptically the structure of
man's existence - of course all kinds of details which we can go
into it for which we haven't time, nor is this the occasion for it - but
have you seen as clearly as you see the danger of atiger, or a
cobra, this movement of thought? Which means, is there action
which is not divisive, which iswhole. That is the test. When the
brain is completely non-fragmented by thought, because thought
born of knowledge is always limited because knowledge is never
complete. Right? It's obvious. And thought born of knowledge
must be incomplete. It can invent, or think about completeness,
eternity, immortality - that's all just words. But when that division
ceases then there istotally a different observation and action in
daily life, not in some monastery or in becoming a sannyasi and all
therest of it, that has also very little significance when you are
trying to salvage the mind, the brain of humanity.

So, dir, the question really is deeply: thought is not love. Right?
No, please see loveis not pleasure. And without that, do what you

will, go to all the templesin the world, discipline yourself until you



are sick of discipline, do all kinds of things, you will not save the
brain from its atrophy.
Right sirs.



MADRASA4TH PUBLIC TALK 4TH JANUARY
1981

If one may, if oneisallowed, the speaker will not go over what we
have talked about during the last three gatherings here.

| think it is necessary to go into the question of what is order,
and why the mind, the brain has not been able to function in an
orderly way. Our education, whether in the West, or in the East,
North or South, is making human beings mediocre. | mean by that
word, following aroutine, fitting into a slot, whether it is an
administrative slot, or asurgical slot, or alawyer, or engineer. We
are all being educated to conform to a pattern, whether that pattern
be highly paid, highly respected, or a pattern that may be socialy
convenient, profitable and perhaps worthwhile. I do not know if
you have examined your own minds and your own activities and
whether you have not discovered for yourself, if one may be so
presumptuous, whether your brain, and therefore your whole series
of chain reactions, have not conformed, have not followed a
pattern, have not become a machine of identification, conformity,
imitation, whether it be religious, political, economic, social and so
on.

| think it is very important to find out why we have become
neither excellent - | am going to use that word ‘excellent’ very
carefully - excellent, not in profession, not in a career, there are
thousands of people, perhaps millions, of people throughout the
world who are very, very efficient, who are earning agreat deal of
money - but we are talking about mediocrity of abrain that refuses

to alter the pattern in which it is caught. The brain becomes dull, it



hasn't got the rapidity or freedom in which it can seeits own
movement. | think most of us are frightened of freedom, not that
rebellion that takes place against the establishment, that's only a
reaction which pushes you in the opposite direction -
permissiveness, drugs and al that business. We are afraid to be
radically deeply free of mediocrity. We want to be very safe, both
outwardly and inwardly. And this search for certainty is, if one
may point out, is aform of mediocrity; wanting to be successful as
apainter, as an artist, as alawyer, as an engineer and so on.

And excellence is not achieved through competition: excellence
in aesthetics, in the appreciation and the perception of that whichis
beautiful, excellence in morality, morality in the sense of conduct,
behaviour, a sense of dignity, which freedom brings. And when
one looks at the world, as you must, not the little world around
onesdlf - the office, the factory, the family, the happenings of the
politicians and so on, but the human world, the world in which
human beings are suffering, the world in which almost everyoneis
in agreat sense of anxiety, sorrow, pain, which has nothing to do
with any kind of career or religious belief, it actually isgoing on in
the world. When one regards al that, why has the brain, which has
been capable of such extraordinary activity in the technological
world, as regards the computer and the robot, why the brain has
become sluggish, why, though it is capable of action in acertain
direction, it isincapable of perceiving the whole structure and the
nature of man and acting from that. One would call a mediocre
person one who isincapable of such perception.

One asks, why the brain in one direction, in the technological

world, which is so extraordinarily advancing of which we know



very little, like the computer, it can do almost anything that human
beings can - write poems, paint pictures, any problem the human
has can be answered through the computer. The computer is going
to take over our brains. | don't know if you are aware of all these
facts. The robot and the computer are going to manage factories,
al the manual labour and so on and so on. And so if oneis not
aware of al this, our brains are going to become more and more
sluggish because there will be no physical problems, technological
problems, but there will be psychological problems. Even there
perhaps the computer will take over because we will be just human
beings without any occupation, empty, sluggish. Y ou understand,
thisis coming, perhaps within the next fifteen, twenty years.

And then what does education mean? Y ou are following all
this? Then what is a human being who is deprived, or whom the
machine has taken over, what is the quality of your brain then?

Y ou are following? And why isit that we live such a disorderly
life? We live in disorder. Of that there is no question. Isthe brain
itself in a state of disorder? That is, is our consciousnessin
disorder?

Consciousness, human consciousnessisits content. Right? The
content of human consciousnessisits beliefs, its educated
conditioning which is called information, knowledge, to act, to live
in aworld where skill is necessary, where knowledge is necessary
in the outer world, to earn alivelihood; the content of our
CoNnsciousness is anxiety, jealousy, aggressiveness, ambition in
different forms, and the pursuit of pleasure, fear, and the vast
weight of sorrow. That's our consciousness. All our superstitions,

the gods that we have created. In that consciousness thereis



constant movement. | don't know - please, let's begin again. We are
talking over together.

That is, you and the speaker are together investigating the
nature of order, and the nature of disorder. Why we human beings
after so many millennialive such an extraordinarily disordered life,
there is no sense of total harmony of a human being, the harmony
both physical and psychologica and intellectual, a sense of
wholeness, a sense of a comprehensive outlook on life.

In enquiring into what is order and disorder we must first
enquire whether thought can ever bring about order. Y ou
understand? Please meet me half way at least. Has thought created
disorder in our lives? Isthinking itself disorder? In a country like
this, this part of the world, there is extraordinary disorder:
politically, religiously, in every direction there is disorder, the
thing is coming to pieces, disintegrating. And we are all trying to
solve the problem of this disorder in this part of the world either
through political means, or military means, or go back to tradition
where you accept authority, follow certain rules, be disciplined,
and so on. Now can the politicians, the economists, the business
people solve this problem of disorder? Or one must ask this
guestion whether thought which has been exercised as the intellect,
which wants order - you follow? Everybody wants order in their
own life, in their house, in their environment, one wants everything
to run properly. And we are exercising thought as a means to bring
about order. | am sure you are aware of all this. Perhaps you are
not aware of it. Probably you have never put this question to
yourself, which is whether thought, that is thinking which is the

operation of the intellect, reason, logic, discernment, all that is part



of the intellect, whether the exercise of that intellect with its
thought is going to bring order in the world, in the human
relationship. Y ou follow?

And we are asking, what is the cause of this disorder, first
before we begin to enquire into what is order. What is the deep
rooted cause of this disorder, not only outwardly but in our
relationship with each other, not only in our action but in the very
structure of our consciousness? What is at the root of it? Are you
interested in all this? Not a passing interest, not aweekend interest,
but a demand, a deep challenge to yourself why human beings live
so disorderly - in their action, primarily in their relationship. And
seeing this disorder, if you are areligious person - religious in the
ordinary sense of that word - you escape from that disorder into
some fanciful godly worship, or ungodly worship, go off to some
temple, shave your head, you know what is happening in this
country, and also in the other parts of the world.

We are trying to find out the root of this disorder, in
consciousness, in action, and in our relationship with each other.
We are trying to find out the root of it, not trim the branches of
disorder but go into it so that the very exploration brings its own
understanding and therefore its clarity. That isthe purpose, or the
intention of exploring, investigating, in the very movement of
Investigation clarity comes, and that clarity clears disorder. Which
means you cannot investigate intellectually, verbally, but
investigate one's life, the life that one leads. And for that you need
energy. And that energy isdissipated if you are escaping from the
guestion, which is, why human beings throughout the world live in

such chaotic disorder. And if you are serious, and | hope we are -



one means by 'seriousness being committed to the investigation,
giving your energy, your interest, your observation, your
scepticism, your vitality to find out.

So we have to ask, is all this confusion, disorder, conformity,
imitation, which is part of disorder, and the disorder caused in our
relationship, is all that based on thinking? |s thought responsible
for thisdisorder? And if it is responsible for this disorder then what
is the relationship of thought to our daily life? Y ou are following
al this? It's no good looking at me. Y ou have to look into yourself.
The speaker isonly amirror in which you are looking. And when
you have looked very carefully you can destroy the mirror,
otherwise the mirror becomes the authority. Aswe said, thought,
the whole process of thinking is the result of experience,
knowledge, memory, and action. So thought is always limited.
That one has to see completely, not just verbally, that thought,
whatever it does, either in the technological world, or in the
investigative process of sceptical exploration, which is essentially
the action of religion, for that you need energy, vitality. And if
thought is the origin of this disorder - we are not saying it is, we
are going to find out - and as thought is limited because thought is
born of experience, and knowledge can never be complete, never,
and from that knowledge, memory, thought, which isthe
movement of time - | won't go into that for the moment, we will
come back to it later - thereforeit is basically inits very nature
limited. Right? Can we meet this? See the logic of it, the reality of
it, the actuality of it.

So thought must create disorder. Thought itself is disorder,

whatever its action. We will come to find out whether thereis an



order which is not brought about by thought, but first we must
understand the movement of thought in relation to order and
disorder. Right, sirs, may we go on? But one must be absolutely
clear, not verbally, intellectually, but actually, that thought brings
about, by its very nature, conflict and therefore disorder. Disorder
in action because action is based on thought, which is the result of
knowledge, experience, and knowledge and experience can never
be complete, you may have a thousand experiences, they must
aways be incomplete, and therefore knowledge must be
incomplete. And thought with its action must create disorder. That
isthe basis of what we are investigating. If that is not clear let's
explore it together so that you are absolutely clear that thought
whatever it does, except in the technological world and so on -
thought has created the most beautiful architecture, great poems,
marvellous engineering, beautiful bridges, great music, astonishing
statues. And thought has also created great images in the temples,
in the cathedrals, the idol worship, all that is responsible for
thought, though the priests say, no, it is divine revelation and all
that, it is still within the area of thought.

o let usfirst examine why thought has created disorder in our
relationship - relationship whether it is intimate or not. Before we
investigate into our relationship we must first understand the nature
of desire. Right? Isthis getting too complicated? Y ou see, sirs, and
ladies, we are not used to this kind of enquiry. We are used to be
talked at, lectured at, helped to think what to think, but not how to
think. We are al trained in what to think, like a good lawyer, good
engineer, you know, but we never say, enquire how the brain

works ourselves, not according to some specialists, watching our



own brain, its own reactions, its chemical responses and so on and
S0 on. So we are going first to examine the whole movement of
desire because we live by desire. Desireis part of our life. And
when we are enquiring into it we must not say it is right or wrong.
Like many priests, like many sannyasis, like many monks, they
suppressit, or the desire is urged in a particular direction where
they worship Jesus, you follow, al that, identify with something
greater. We are not doing that; we are examining the whole
movement of desire and what isits relationship to thought, and the
action that must inevitably follow. Y ou understand all this?
Examining desire, the relationship of desire to thought and action.
This may be one of the causes of disorder.

So the mind - we are enquiring freely into it, not saying itis
right, or wrong, it must be suppressed, we must escape from it, you
must transcend and go beyond desire, and all that nonsense.
Because they have never examined desire deeply and goneinto it.

What is desire? How does desire arise? And what givesit
impetus, vitality, drive? Must | explain all this? Let's go. Please,
we are observing desire, the speaker is only describing it, the
description is not the actual, the explanation is not what is going
on, so please let us be very clear from the beginning that the word
is not the thing. Right? The word 'tree’, the word, is not the actual
tree, but for most of us the word is more important, the symbol is
more important than the actuality. So we must be free of the word
to look. Y ou are following this? We are examining what is desire,
and why man has been driven by this constant desire to fulfil, to
become, to achieve, this tremendous energy behind it. The man

who wishes to climb Everest, tremendous energy is required, the



desire behind it, going through every kind of difficulty, pain, but to
achieve. And isdesire - or rather, isillumination, the understanding
of what is truth, a matter of desire? We will go into that presently.
You areinterested in al this? Not interested, | don't care, it'sup to
yOul.

Desire comes through perception, seeing, contact, sensation.
Right? Seeing atree, touching it and having sensation; or seeing a
woman, a man, seeing, touching, contact, sensation. Thisisthe
normal process. Then if you see a shirt in the window, or arobe, or
acar, you see it, touch it, sensation, then thought creates the image
of you sitting in the car and driving it. Right? See the car, touch it,
the sensation, the beauty, the lines - not the Indian cars, sorry! - the
lines of it and so on, and thought creates the image of you sitting in
the car, driving it. You follow? Which iswhat? Thought has
created the image of you in the car and driving it, when thought
creates the image then there is the beginning of desire. Y ou have
got it? Thisislogical, you don't have to accept what | am saying, it
isso if you examine it closely. Seeing, contact, sensation, thought
creating the image of you in that shirt, or you in that dress, or you
in that sari, or whatever it is, and wanting to possess it and so on
and so on. Seeing, contact, sensation. Isthere a possibility - please
listen to this - isthere a possibility of thought not creating the
image? Y ou follow? The moment when thought creates the image
then desire begins. Right? So one begins to discover thought, when
it has created an image with regard to the sensation, desire is born.
So thought plus sensation, desire. | wonder if you see this.

S0 you see if one understands this very clearly desire then

becomes not so intensely powerful because thought sees al the



possibilities of pain, achievement. Y ou follow? Y ou don't, I'll
explain. Why is there conflict with regard - why does desire breed
conflict? Right? Why? Aswe said, desire begins when thought
creates the image of you sitting in the car, that building an image
by thought is the beginning of desire. If that is clearly seen asan
actuality, that iswhat is happening in al of us, then desire brings
about conflict because in the fulfilment of that desiretimeis
involved. Right? Time. And during that time other incidents take
place, so there must be contradictions, wanting, not wanting, all the
rest of it follows.

I'll make it much simpler. Why is there conflict between you,
your husband, your wife, your neighbour? Y ou follow? Why? In
that relationship thought plays a great part. Right? Thought. Both
sexually and in other ways. | won't go into all the details of it
because it isfairly ssimple. Thought plays a great part in our
intimate relationship. Thought creates the image of the man or the
woman, and the relationship is between these two images. Are you
following all this? Or you are all asleep. So actual relationship
doesn't exist. It exists between these two images which thought has
created. So thought may be responsible for conflict. | wonder if
you see al this. So isit possible not to create the image? Y ou
follow? That is, seeing, contact, sensation, car, the image you have
built of you sitting in that car, putting your hands on the steering
wheel and driving off. It isthe same thing asin our personal
relationship, which is the image you have built, or you have
accumul ated a series of images and she also has created a series of
images. So thought isthe origin of conflict. | wonder if you see
this. Right? At least afew of us, let's go together.



Then the problem arises, how is one to put an end to this
movement of creating images all the time? Y ou are following? Is
that at all possible? Because we live by images, the images of the
past, the remembrance of incidents, pleasant, unpleasant and all the
rest of it. Thisisour life. And if thought is the origin of this
disorder in our relationship then what place has thought at all? Y ou
understand? | wonder if you are understanding what | am talking
about.

You see, let'sgointoit. You seethis, you seeit very clearly, at
least verbally, intellectually, that thought begins all the messin our
relationship, then the question arises, how am I to stop thought?
Which is atotally wrong question. | wonder if you see that.
Because you, who want to stop thought, you are created by
thought. | wonder if you see that. Right? So thought has divided
itself as the controller and the controlled. Then you ask the
guestion, how am | to control thought. So we are saying that isa
wrong question. That question indicates that you haven't grasped
the whole movement of thought, that thought has broken itself up
as the thinker and thought, the controller and the controlled. So do
we realize this fact that the controller is the controlled? So what
takes place? Y ou understand my question? | see very clearly - if
one seesit - | seevery clearly that thought is the root of this
disorder because thought in itself is utterly limited, it can imagine
itisthelimitless but in fact it is limited. It can conceive
theoretically what istime, what is beyond time, I've got it and all
that but it has no value. What has value is our daily life.

So the question when you say, how am | to stop thought, isa

wrong guestion because thought is the controller and the



controlled. Right? Does one see this obvious fact? Or you make an
abstraction of it asan idea and say, how am | to carry out that idea?
Which means you haven't grasped the full significance of thisfact.
Right? When you make an abstraction you are dealing with non-
fact. What isfact is the conflict which thought has created, the
disorder. So do you actually perceive - perceive - that the thinker is
the root of this? Y ou have created the image between you and your
wife, husband and so on, and that image is not actual, itisa
material structure created by thought which acts as a barrier, and
therefore no love. Thought is not love. We will go into that some
time.

So the question is: does your mind, your brain actually perceive
the fact that thought is responsible for our confusion, disorder?
When you perceive the fact what takes place? That's what | want to
get at. Let's move from there. Do you understand? When you see
danger, physical danger, there isinstant action, unless you are
neurotic, or drugged, or drunk, or whatever it is, if you see
something dangerous there isimmediate response. Now why does
your brain not see the danger that thought creates disorder? The
danger of disorder. Why? There, your brain is tremendously active
when you see a danger, the adrenalin, the blood, everything
responds. There your lifeisthreatened. Here aso your lifeis
threatened, which is, living in disorder is a great threat, a great
danger to human beings, why doesn't the brain equally see,
instantly see the danger of thisasit seesthe other, why? You are
following my question? Come on, sirs! Why do we not seeto live
in disorder is the greatest danger? Is it because we are used to
disorder? Please, don't accept what the speaker is saying. We are



accustomed to disorder, we put up with disorder, we haven't the
energy to create order. Which all means what? Please go into your
brain, look at it please. Laziness, indifference, lack of aesthetic
appreciation of that which isbeautiful ? Isit the brain having
accepted disorder, disregardsit, isindifferent to it, and therefore
what happens to the brain that has created disorder, thought which
has created disorder, and accepts it, what happens to such a brain?
Come on, sirs! It becomes naturally very dull. When you accept
anything it must be dull. Right? When you accept your relationship
with another, which is essentially conflict, when you accept it, you
have accepted something which is disorderly, unaesthetic,
immoral. So what happens? Y our life becomes mediocre, dull, and
sit there and just listen to some rubbish.

So listening to all this, isthere order now in your life, not
tomorrow, immediately because you see the danger? | wonder if
you see this. Y ou understand? Y ou act instantly to danger, physical
danger. And here you don't act, for various reasons. A brain that is
awake, alert, seesthe danger of disorder. Which means what? The
brain with its thought has created this disorder. So the brain sees
the danger of it and the brain acts because it must have security,
safety. Y ou understand all this? Now isyour brain active in that
sense? Which is never accepting anything, therefore questioning,
asking, looking.

So if thought brings disorder in life, then what is order? Can
there be order without the movement of thought? Please, sir, thisis
areal meditation. Y ou understand? We are meditating now. When
we are enquiring into order and disorder, your whole brainis

active, thereis no sluggish part in it. That means your whole brain



is alert, not caught in a particular groove. If order is not discipline,
if order is not conformity, imitation, suppression, following a
particular system, then what is order which is not put together by
thought? Y ou are following all this? Please just follow it. Just five
or ten minutes more and you can go home.

What is order which is not put together by thought? See the
beauty of the question first sirs, you understand. Is there such
order? The universe, the heavens, the stars, sunrise, sunset, that is
in total order. Natureisin total order, that nature which isthe hills,
therivers, birds, tigers, you know, nature, the trees, that isin tota
order. It isonly when man interferes with it there is disorder.

We are asking, is there order which thought has never touched?
Y ou understand? Because when thought touches anything it creates
disorder. What is that order? Come on sirs, join me. In listening for
an hour, are you learning? Or remembering what is said? Y ou
understand my question? Are you learning or you have gathered
some information which has become knowledge and you say that
knowledge will act? Which is one process. Or, listening you are
learning. Right? Right sir? So have you found something in that?
Comeon, sirs! That where thereislearning there is order. Do you
understand this? No? Now, look sir, can you go on with mefor a
while?

To uslearning is the accumulation of information and
knowledge. Right? That's what you are, from school, college,
university, if you are lucky enough to go through all that,
accumulating, knowledge, so asto acquire ajob, act skilfully.
That's the whole idea. There you are accumulating knowledge,

layer after layer, after layer, if you are an engineer, if you a doctor



ten years, practise and so on. All that demands time, so knowledge
istime. Right? Now is there alearning without time? Y ou are
following all this? Please, sir, see the difference, first seethe
difference. We take timeto learn a language, mathematics,
biology, go to various universities and so on and so on, so you
acquire agreat deal knowledge, spend years through books,
through listening, through experiment, science, laboratories and all
therest of it, gather a great deal of knowledge. And having
acquired you act, or expand in that knowledge, getting more
knowledge, more challenges, and responding according to your
knowledge. Right? That is going on. Now all that requires a great
dedl of time. Isthere alearning - please find out - in which thereis
no time, which means immediate perception? | wonder if you see
this. Y ou understand? To see instantly the truth of this, which
doesn't require time. Oh, my lord!

Look sir, let'slook at it carefully. The brain is accustomed to the
time factor. | have listened to you, | may agree or disagree, if |
agree then how am | to put that into action? | must study, | must
learn more about it, | must hear you half a dozen times, or read
your books and so on and so on, until | completely understand and
then | will act. All that is a movement in time, which is part of our
life. That, you see that very clearly, every school boy does, soitis
very common. Now we are asking something totally different,
which is, there is alearning, not accumulation, thereisalearning
through immediate perception and action. I'll show you in a minute
if you follow it. When you see danger, physical danger, thereis
immediate reaction because from childhood, all through the ages,

when you see a precipice, danger - you are conditioned to that and



you act instantly. Learning and acting through knowledge:
knowledge - learn, knowledge, act. Our brains are used to that, so
completely mechanical it has become. So anything new says, 'l
don't understand it. Explain to me, talk to me, show me.' | read
about it, | must be convinced, what you say may be not true, | must
go to the scientist, the neurologist and all the rest of it. Which
means what? Again the same process, time. So the brain has
become used to time. And they are inventing, scientists are
inventing, to learn alanguage in afew hours, breaking time - you
understand? So what the speaker is saying is, thereis alearning, or
acting, without the whole movement of time. Whichis, to see, to
perceive, to see, when you see you act. Wait, I'll show you.

| realize | am greedy, suppose | am greedy. | seeit, and | act
instantly. | don't take time over it and say, "Why shouldn't | be
greedy? Isit right to be not greedy? - all that. Human beings are
violent. We can go into the cause of it, going into the cause of it is
awaste of time. Y ou will discover many causes according to many
opinions, and you are stuck. Or you invent non-violence and you
pursue that idiotic ideal. When you arereally violent it is
hypocrisy. Y ou follow? So when you see that your mind is violent,
your brain, your reaction, to seeit instantly and end it instantly.
Y ou understand? Which isto learn to act instantly, which is not of
time. | wonder if you get this. Do you get some of this? Do it!
When you are violent, be aware that you are violent, and end it
immediately, which is perception, action, movement - moving
away from ‘what was. | wonder if you see this. So that your brain
is tremendously active. Not stimulated by the speaker, asyou are
being now, but stimulated by your very perception. And when you



do this, you know, you will have such tremendous energy, not to
do mischief, energy of clarity.

So we have talked about mediocrity, we have talked about order
and disorder. When you get up from here, have you understood the
nature of order so that your lifeistotally in order? Which means,
totally order in your relationship, no image between you and
another. And when there is that extraordinary sense of freedom, in
that thereislove. And without that life is empty. So please give
your thought, give your attention to all this because it's your own

life.



MADRAS 1ST PUBLIC QUESTION & ANSWER
MEETING 6TH JANUARY 1981

There are several questions that have been given to me and before
we answer the questions, what is the intention of these questions?
Arethe questions in themselves the answer, or the answer is
outside the question? | don't know if | am making that clear. Isthe
solution of a problem more important than the problem itself; or if
one is seeking an answer, a solution, aresolution of a problem then
we are not concerned with the problem itself? But in understanding
the problem with all its complexities, its causes and so on, with the
problem itself then the answer isin the problem. | think that is
fairly clear. But for most of us answers are more important than the
problem or the question because our mind istrying to seek an
answer, a solution, aresolution rather than investigate the whole
source of the problem, observe its complexities and investigate it
deeply. And so we are always lost in asking the answer. So if you
don't mind in answering these questions - rather we are going to
investigate the question together, then perhaps the solution of the
guestion will be in the problem itself. | hope that is clear.

1st QUESTION: During your first talk here your appeal to stand
up against the corrupt and immoral society like arock protruding
from the mid-stream of the river, confuses me deeply. Y ou see, sir,
this rock means, to me, to be an outsider. Such an outsider is his
own light and does not need to stand up against anything or
anybody. Y our clarification and answer is very important to me.

First of all, are we clear at what level, at what depth, when we

use the word 'corruption' it implies? There is the physical



corruption of the pollution of the air, in cities, in manufacturing
towns, they are destroying the seas, they are killing nearly fifteen
million and more whales, they are killing baby seals and so on and
so on. Thereisthe physical pollution in the world. Then thereis
the overpopulation. Then there is the corruption politically,
religiously, and so on. At what depth is this corruption in the
human brain, in the human activity? So we must be very clear
when we talk about corruption what we mean by that word, and at
what level are we talking about it.

Throughout the world, and more so in certain countries, as you
travel around, observe, talk to people and so on, thereis corruption
everywhere. And more so, unfortunately, in this part of the world -
passing money under the table, if you want to buy aticket you have
to bribe, you know all the game that goes on in this country. | am
not insulting the country. As somebody said to me the other day
that | was insulting the country when | said there were no good
cars here, beautiful cars. Isthe corruption - the word ‘corrupt'
means to break up, rompere comes from Latin, French and so on, it
means to break up - not only in the country, various parts against
the other communities and states and so on, but basically
corruption of the brain and the heart. So we must be clear at what
level we are talking about this corruption: at the financial level, at
the bureaucratic level, political level, or the religious world which
isridden with all kinds of superstition, without any sense at all, just
alot of wordsthat have lost all meaning, both in the Christian
world and in the Eastern world - the repetition of rituals, you know
al that goes on. Isthat not corruption? Please, sir, let'stalk it over.

Isit not corruption?



Are not ideals aform of corruption? We may have ideals, say
for example, non-violence, because oneis violent, and when you
have ideals of non-violence and you are pursuing the ideals in the
meantime you are violent. Right? So is that not corruption of a
brain that disregards the action to end violence? Right, that seems
al very clear.

And is there not corruption when thereisno love at al, only
pleasure, with its suffering? Perhaps throughout the world this
word is heavily loaded, and being associated with sex and when it
is associated with pleasure, with anxiety, with jealousy, with
attachment, is that not corruption? I's not attachment itself
corruption? Please sirs. When oneis attached to an ideal, or to a
house, or to a person, the consequences are when you are attached
to a person jealousy, anxiety, possessiveness, domination. The
conseguences are obvious when you investigate attachment. And is
not attachment then corruption?

And the questioner says, we must stand like arock in the midst
of a stream, that's only a metaphor, don't carry metaphorstoo far. A
simile is merely a description of what istaking place, but if you
make the symbol all important then you lose the significance of
what is actually going on.

So the question is basically, a society in which weliveis
essentially based on relationship with each other, if that
relationship is corrupt, in which thereis no love, just mutual
exploitation, mutual comforting each other sexually and in various
other ways, it must inevitably bring about corruption. So what will
you do about all this? That's really the question: what will you, asa

human being, living in thisworld, which is a marvellous world, the



beauty of the world, the beauty of the earth, the sense of
extraordinary quality of atree, and we are destroying the earth, as
we are destroying ourselves. So what will you, as a human being
living here, act, do? So will we, each one of us, see that we are not
corrupt? We create the thing which we call - the abstraction which
we call society. If our relationship with each other is destructive,
constant battle, struggle, pain, despair, then we will inevitably
create an environment which will represent what we are. So what
are we going to do about it, each one of us? Isthis corruption, this
sense of lack of integrity, isit an abstraction, isit an idea, or an
actuality which we want to change? It's up to you.

2nd QUESTION: Y ou often switch over from mind to brain. Is
there any difference between them? If so, what is the mind?

| am afraid it isadlip of thetongue. That is, | have often said
the mind and the brain. So the gentleman, the questioner says, what
is the mind. Why do you switch over from one word to the other,
and | apologize for that because it isadip of thetongue, | am only
talking about the brain.

The questioner wants to know what is the mind. |s the mind
different from the brain? I's the mind something untouched by the
brain, isthe mind not the result of time, because the brainis? Y ou
are following all this? Does thisinterest you all? Let's go into it.

First of al to understand what the mind is, we must be very
clear how our brain operates, as much as possible. Not according to
the brain specialists, not according to the neurologists, according to
those who have studied a great deal about the brain's of rats and
pigeons and all that, but we are studying, each one of usif we are

willing, the nature of our own brain: how we think, what we think,



how we act, what's our behaviour, what are the immediate,
spontaneous, instant responses, are we aware of that. Are we aware
that our thinking is extraordinarily along a narrow groove? Are we
aware that our thinking is mechanical, along a certain particular
trained activity, how our education has conditioned our thinking,
how our careers, whether it is bureaucratic, engineering, or surgical
and so on and so on, are they not all of them adirectional,
conditioned knowledge. Are we aware of all this? How the brain,
with its thought - and the scientists now are saying thought is the
expression of memory, of the mind, of the brain, whichis
experience, knowledge, memory, thought, action - they are
gradually coming to that, about which we have been talking
endlessly, from the beginning, that thought is a material process,
there is nothing sacred about thought, and whatever thought creates
whether mechanically or idealistically or projecting afuturein the
hope of reaching some kind of happiness, peace, are all the
movement of thought. Are we aware of all this? That when you go
to atempleit is nothing but a material process. Y ou mightn't like to
hear that, but that is the fact: thought has created the architecture
and the thing that is put inside the building, the temple, the
mosque, the church, they are all the result of thought. Are we redlly
aware of it, and therefore move totally in adifferent direction?
That tradition, when we accept tradition it makes the mind
extraordinarily dull, you just repesat, it is very convenient, so
gradually the brain becomes dull, stupid, routine, you can read
endlessly the Gita, talk about the book. Thisiswhat is happening
when in the world there is so much uncertainty, so much pain, so

much disorder, chaos, you turn to tradition. That's what is



happening both in the West and in the East. They are becoming
more and more fanatical, worshipping local deities and so on. Are
we aware of this? And can we stop all that, in yourself? Or you are
so dull, so used to this confusion, misery, we put up with it?

So we have to understand very clearly what the activity of the
brainis, which isthe activity of our consciousness, which isthe
activity of our psychology, the psychological world in which we
live. The whole of that, the brain, consciousness, psychological
world, all that is one. Right? Would you question that? Probably
you haven't thought even about all this. Y ou see one reads a great
deal about all these matters; if you are a psychologist, if you are a
psychoanalyst, if you are therapeutically inclined and so on, you
read alot, but you never look at yourself, never observe your own
actions, your own behaviour. So that's why it is very important if
you would understand what the mind is, to understand what the
activities of thoughts are, which has created the content of our
consciousness and the psychological world in which we live, which
is part of thought, the structure which thought has built in man, the
'me’ and the 'not me', the ‘we' and 'they', the quarrels, the battles
between ourselves, between each human being.

And the brain has evolved through time. That's obvious.
Evolved through millennia, millions of years, accumulating
knowledge, experience, memory, danger and so on. It isthe result
of time. Right? There is no question of argument about it. And is
love, compassion, with itsintelligence, is that the product of
thought? Y ou understand this? Is compassion, is love, the product,
the result, the movement of thought? Y ou understand my question?

Can you cultivate love? Please sirs. | am afraid that feeling perhaps



doesn't exist in this country. Y ou may read about it, you may talk
about it, the books talk sometimes about it, but the word is not the
thing.

So that which is not of time, which is not the product of
thought, which is not the material process, is the mind. Thought, as
we pointed out the other day, isin itself disorder, and mind is
entirely, absolutely order, like the cosmos, like the universe. But to
enquire, to go into that, not to understand the nature of the mind
unless you have understood deeply the nature of thought, all its
activities, comprehend it not verbally, in yourself; which means
thought realizes its own place, thought realizesits place in the
technological world, when you drive a car, when you speak a
language, when you go to the office, or to the factory, or anything,
skill needs the operation of thought. But when thought realizes its
own limitation, and its place, then perhaps we can begin to see the
nature of the mind.

3rd QUESTION: | am a student of chartered accountancy. Even
though | could understand each and every word of JK, the message
remains vague. What should | do to understand his message fully?

Don't understand his message! He is not bringing a message. He
IS pointing out your life, not hislife, or his message, he is pointing
out how you live, what's your daily life. And we are unwilling to
face that. We are unwilling to go into our sorrow, our tortures of
anxiety, loneliness, the depressions we go through, the desireto
fulfil, to become something. Y ou are unwilling to face al that, and
wanting to be lead by somebody, wanting to understand the
message of the Gita, or some other nonsensical book, including the

speaker. The speaker says over and over again, he acts asamirror



into which you can look, the activity of your own self. And to look
very carefully you have to pay attention, you haveto listen - if you
areinterested - listen and find out the art of listening, the art of
seeing, the art of learning. It's all there as a book, which is yourself.
The book of mankind isyou. Please sir, see all the truth of all this.
And we are unwilling to read that book. We want somebody to tell
us about the book, or help us to analyze the book, to understand the
book. So we invent the priest, the swami, the yogi, the sannyas,
who will tell you all about it. And so we escape from ourselves. So
can we read the book, which is so ancient, which contains all the
history of mankind, which isyou. Can we read that book carefully,
word by word, not distorting it, not choosing one chapter and
neglecting the other chapter, taking one sentence and meditating
about it, but the whole book. Either you read the whole book
chapter by chapter, page after page, which may take along time, if
you read page by page it will take all your life; or isthere away of
reading it completely with one glance? Y ou understand my
guestion? How can one read this book, which isthe 'me', whichis
the 'you', which is the mankind - al the experiences of miseries,
suffering, confusion, lack of integrity, all that isin there - how can
you read it at one glance? Y ou understand? Not take month after
month, that's impossible. When you do that, taking time over the
book, time is going to destroy the book. The book isyou, and if
you take time to investigate, read the book, that very timeis going
to destroy because our brain functionsin time. Y ou understand all
this? So one must have the capacity to listen to what the book, the
entire book says. To see clearly, which meansthat the brainis so

alert, so tremendously active, not active as a bureaucrat, or as an



engineer, or abusinessman, or as a desperate crook, but the tota
activity of the brain. Can you observe yourself in the mirror of that
book, which is yourself completely, instantly, because the book is
nothing. | wonder if you understand this. Y ou may read the book
from the first page to the last page and you will find thereis
nothing in it. Y ou understand what | am saying? That means, can
you be nothing. Don't become something. Y ou understand? The
book is the becoming, the history of becoming. Do you understand
all this?

Sir, when you have examined yourself, if you examine yourself,
if you look into yourself, what are you? A physical appearance,
short, tall, beard or no beard, man, woman, name, form, and all the
educated capacity, the travail, the pursuit - it'sall amovement in
becoming something, isn't it? Becoming what? A business
manager, achieving, getting more money, becoming a saint? When
aman triesto become a saint, heisno longer asaint, just caught in
the trap of tradition. So you can glance at the book and seeit is
absolutely nothing. And to live in this world with nothing. Y ou
understand, sirs? No, you don't.

So sirs, and ladies, you hear al this, perhapsif you are going,
following, travelling with the speaker you hear this at every tak,
put in different words, different context, different sentences, but to
bring about a complete understanding in oneself that's far more
important than anything else in life because we are destroying the
world, ourselves, we have no love, no care - you follow, al that.

S0 the speaker has no message. The message isyou. The
speaker - thisis not a matter of cleverness - heisjust pointing out
this.



4th QUESTION: Istherereally such athing as transformation?
What isit to be transformed?

When you are not observing, seeing around oneself, the dirt on
the road, your politicians, how they behave, your own attitude
towards your wife, your children and so on, transformation is there.
Y ou understand? To bring about some kind of order in daily life,
that is transformation, not something extraordinary, outside the
world. That is, when oneis not clearly thinking objectively, sanely,
rationally, to be aware of that and change it, break it. That is
transformation. If | am jealous, watch it, and not give it timeto
flower, change it immediately. That is transformation. When you
are greedy, violent, ambitious, trying to become some kind of god,
or some kind of holy man, or in business, see the whole business of
ambition, how it is creating aworld of tremendous ruthlessness. |
don't know if you are aware of all this. Competition, sir, is
destroying the world, becoming more and more competitive, the
world is, more and more aggressive, and if you are, change it
immediately. That is transformation.

And if you go very much deeper into the problem, first of all
who is a saint? The man who struggles to become something.
Right? The man who gives up the world - really he hasn't given up
the world, the world is himself. He may burn inside because he
may be sexual, he may be angry, but he is boiling inside.
Outwardly he may torture himself, put on strange clothes, dightly
neurotic, and soon you will begin to worship him. Out of the
window the speaker was watching one day in Benares, a sannyasi
in robes came along, sat under atree with some kind of stick or
steel something in his hand and began to shout. Nobody paid any



attention to him for the first four, five, six days. The speaker was
watching all this from hiswindow at Rajghat. Then an old lady
comes along and give him aflower; and afew days later there were
about half a dozen people around him, he has a garland. At the end
of afortnight he became a saint. | don't know if you realizein the
West aman who is dlightly distorted in his brain is sent to a mental
hospital, here he becomes a saint. | am not being cynical, | am not
being rude, insulting, but thisis what is happening. A sannyasi is
no longer a sannyas, heisjust following atradition. And have the
saints created the world, brought about through stories, ideals, a
good society, a good human being? Y ou are the result of all that.
Are we good human beings? Good in the sense, whole, non-
fragmented, not broken up; good means also holy, not just good
gualities, | don't mean that, good behaviour, being kind, that's only
part of it. Being good implies an unbroken, unfragmented,
harmonious human being. Are we that, after these thousands of
years of saints, and Upanishads, and Gitas and all the rest of that?
Or are we just like everybody else? So we are the humanity. To be
good is not to follow, to be able to understand the whole movement
of life. | must go on.

5th QUESTION: Y ou say that if one individual changes he can
transform the world. May | submit that in spite of your sincerity,
love and truthful statement, and that power which cannot be
described, the world has gone from bad to worse. |s there such a
thing as destiny?

What is the world? What is the individual ? What has one
individual done individually, as we understand it generally

describing an individual, what have individuals done in the world



which has influenced the world? Hitler has influenced the world.
Right? Mao Zedong has influenced the world; Stalin has
influenced the world, Lenin, Lincoln, and also totally different, the
Buddha has influenced the world. One person. One person killed
millions and millions of people, Mao Zedong, Stalin, Lenin, Hitler
and all the warmongers, the Generals, they have all killed, killed,
killed. That has affected the world. Right? That is obvious. History
isfilled with wars. Within the last historical five thousand years
where history has been kept, there has been awar every year,
practically, right throughout the world, that has affected millions of
people. And you have the Buddha on one side, he has also affected
the human mind, the human brain throughout the East. And there
have been others who have distorted. So when we talk about
individual change, and will that individual change bring about any
transformation in society, | think that is a wrong question to put.
Arewe really concerned about the transformation of society?
Really, actually, if you go into it serioudly, are we really
concerned? Society which is corrupt, which isimmoral, which is
based on competition, ruthlessness - right? - that is society in
which we are living, wars, are you really, deeply interested in
changing that, even as a single human being? If you are, then you
have to enquire what is society. |'s society aword, an abstraction,
or areality? You are following all this? Isit areality, or isit an
abstraction of human relationship? Y ou understand? An abstraction
of human relationship. Therefore it is human relationship that is
society. Can that human relationship with all its complexities, with
its contradictions, with its hatreds, you understand, sir,
relationship, can you alter al that? Y ou can. Y ou can stop being



cruel, you know all the rest of it. What your relationship is, your
environment is. If your relationship is possessive, and selfish, self-
centred, and all the rest of it, you are creating a thing around you
which will be equally destructive. So the individual isyou, you are
the rest of mankind. | don't know if you realize it. Psychologically,
inwardly, you suffer, you are anxious, you are lonely, you are
competitive, you try to be something, and thisis the common
factor throughout the world. Every human being throughout the
world isdoing this, so you are actually the rest of mankind. So if
you perceive that, and if you bring about a different way of living
in yourself you are affecting the whole consciousness of mankind,
like Hitler did. That'sif you are really serious and go into it deeply.
If you don't, it'sall right, it's up to you.

6th QUESTION: Isit possible for an ideal teacher to discharge
his duties in the classroom of a school without making use of
reward and punishment? Can a teacher inculcate certain decent
behaviour of poverty-stricken children who are in need of true
education? Kindly give your answer with special reference to the
poor children and the problem of ateacher who isworking in
poverty-stricken areas.

First of al, let'slook at it large, not just a poverty-stricken
teacher teaching poor children - we will cometo that. Let'slook at
it, the question, widely. Who is ateacher? What is ateacher? What
Is a student? What is the relationship between ateacher and a
student? What is education? Y ou understand? Y ou must take all
these factors and look at it widely, not just say, | am ateacher in a
particular little school with poor children - we will come to that.
But first let'slook what is education, what do we mean by



education? Are we educated? Y ou may have adegree, BA, MA, or
FBA, or whatever it is, you know all that kind of stuff, you might
have all those degrees, are you educated? Y ou may be able to read
and write, go to the office, have ajob, earn alivelihood and so on
and so on, but are you actually deeply educated, or you have
educated only avery, very small part of the brain, so that that
training gives you alivelihood, a skill, and the rest you neglect
totally. So are we educated? Y ou see, answer this question, put to
yourself these questions. Then who is ateacher? The man who
knows mathematics, who can help you to write a good essay, a
biologist? So who is the educator? Y ou see, what we are saying is
we are being educated, and this education which is conditioning us
is destroying us. Right? Y ou may not see it because you are only
concerned with getting a degree, earning alivelihood, getting
married, a good job, settle down, and slowly die, going to the
office from morning until evening, nine hours a day, or eight hours
aday, that'syour life. And you are al very, very educated. Right?
Right, sirs? Face it! So you want to produce more such human
beings, whether they are poor or well-to-do. Right?

So what is education? Apart from this, which is necessary at
certain times, certain periods, and so on, then what is real
education? Education of the understanding of the whole
psychological world which isyou. Right sirs? Do you understand?
That istotally neglected. It's like developing an arm, one arm,
getting it very, very strong, and the other almost paralysed, and you
call this education. And there are all the teachers who are helping
you to be educated. That is, to cultivate avery small part of the

brain through information, knowledge, to have alivelihood. So



education means the cultivation of the whole of the brain, the
whole of on€e's psychological structure. Y ou understand, sirs? |
know you will shake your head, nod your head, agree, but you will
do nothing. Thisisthe calamity of this country, you are all so full
of words and ideas but when it comes to action, nothing.

And isthere ateacher who has an actual relationship with the
student? Which is, what is the relationship between the teacher and
the student in a school, whether he is poor, well-to-do, top schools,
what's the relationship? Go on sirs, thisis your children. Isthe
teacher concerned with his behaviour, with his conduct, with the
words he uses, linguistically, whether he is aggressive, violent,
brutal, abully, is he concerned with all that, or only teaching
mathematics? So one has to be, if one is ateacher, one hasto find
out whether you are really ateacher, really ateacher, or merely you
have become ateacher because you haven't got any other better
job. Teaching, ateacher is the highest profession in the world. The
highest profession, not the governments, not the prime ministers,
not the engineers, because they are responsible for the future
generation. And you don't respect them. They are the lowest paid,
they are treated with disrespect. Y ou respect those people above
you, in the ladder of success, and you despise all those below you,
and one of those below you is like me, like the teacher.

So please, if you are an educator, and | hope you are, al of you
are educators because you have children, family, yourself, your
wife, your neighbour, if you are an educator, are you there merely
as an informer giving information about biology, physics, or are
you ateacher in the highest sense. Which means, you care, you

care how you and the student behave, you care to have good taste,



cultivate aesthetics, a sense of beauty, which doesn't exist in this
country. And if you are ateacher of poor children, poverty, why
has this poverty existed, exist a al, what is the fault, whose fault is
it? Y ou understand, sirs? Is it the government, overpopulation,
birth control, all the rest of it, who is responsible for all this? Y ou
see poverty around you all the timein this country. It's despairing,
if you watch it you cry. And who is responsible for it? And by
educating the poor children, what are they going to become?
Bureaucrats, lawyers, doctors, join the good old establishment?

Y ou understand all these questions, sirs? So it is not the poor or the
rich, they are children. Y ou understand? Don't put them as poor
children or rich, they are children. And if you have care, affection,
love, then education becomes something entirely different. But you
don't care, that's what is happening.

So you seg, sirs, if you have a son, or adaughter - | am sure you
have - all your concern is that they should have a good job, get
married, settle down. That's all you are concerned with, and that
you call responsibility, you don't call it love, you call it
responsibility. And so what happens to those poor children of
yours? They become like you, go to the office day after day, day
after day, until you are sixty, and then wither away, and talk about
god, rebirth, and lovely heaven. We are not being cynical, thisis
what is happening. So if ateacher, and the teacher's profession is
the highest profession in the world - the speaker saysthisin al the
schools he goes to, Rishi Valley, Rajghat and here, all these places,
you are the highest profession because you are bringing about a
new generation of people, not the old, don't turn them out like

machines. But the parents are the trouble - you are the trouble, not



the children. Y ou want them all to be like the rest of the mediocre
world. So, sirs, it's up to you.

7th QUESTION: What is the source of thought? How does one
go to the very source of thought so that there is a possibility of
silencing the thinking process itself?

Thisisawrong question. Sir, what is thinking? | am asking you.
What is thinking? Y ou do that all day long. Right? When you go to
the office, when you go to the temple, when you talk, when you are
destructive. What is thinking? Go on, sirs. Have you ever even
thought about what is thinking? What is the movement of thought?
Let's begin dowly. Thisisthe last question. It's quarter to nine.
Good lord! We have been an hour and a quarter here, I'm sorry.

Now, what is thinking? Not what to think, not what you think
about, not what thought should do, or not do, but we are asking
what is thinking itself. Y ou think if you are a businessman in one
way, you think as alawyer in another way, an engineer, a computer
expert, you think in these ways; but we are asking, what is thinking
itself. If oneis asked your name, you reply instantly. Thereis no
hesitation - hesitation being time interval. Please just follow this
for alittle. When you are familiar with something thereis no
activity of thought, there isinstant response. Y ou know the house
you livein, the street you go by, that is familiarity, constant
repetition as your name, there is instant response. That response
has been immedi ate because there has been past repetition: my
name is so-and-so, | have been called that name since | was a small
boy, and | repeat it, repeat it, repeat it, when you ask what my
nameis, out it comes,

Then if one asks a more complicated question, avery



complicated question, which is, suppose, what is the distance
between here and London, you hesitate, you have read about it
somewhere, or you begin to enquire what is the distance, so atime
interval between the question and the answer, during that interval
there is the operation of thinking. Right? That is, asking somebody,
reading about it, looking to see whether it is exact and so on, that is
the operation of thinking is going on, searching. Then thereisthe
reply. That is, between the question and the answer thereisatime
interval, in that time interval there is the movement of thought.
Right?

Now if oneis asked a question for which you have no answer,
no answer, which means you are not looking, you are not waiting
to be told, you are not searching, asking, you have said, 'l don't
know'. When you say, | don't know, actually | don't know, what
has happened to the quality of thinking? Y ou are following this?
Please, sir, do follow this. Do it with me. When you actually say, |
don't know, and you mean it, not say, 'Well I'll find out. | am
waiting for an answer. | am doing it', but when you are absolutely
clear that you don't know, what happens to the movement of
thought? Go on, sir, tell me what happens. Oh, for god's sake! The
activity of thought comesto an end for the moment. Which means
- follow it, sir, lowly, follow it carefully - which means the brain
IS no longer seeking, asking, searching, tentatively feeling out, it is
absolutely quiet because it doesn't know. Right? Do you see this?

So isyour brain ever in a state of not knowing about anything?
Or your brainis aways full of knowledge? Y ou follow, sir? You
are following all this? Which is, your brain is occupied - occupied

with what you are doing, how you will tell this, quarrels with your



wife, husband, business, churning. That churning process, the
chattering, whether it is business chattering, whether it is social
gossip, whether it is physicists gossip, you follow, the whole of
that is the movement of thought, acquiring more and more
knowledge and responding, from that knowledge thought, action.
And so our brainisfull of occupation. Which is so, you can seeit.
It's only when you say, 'l really don't know', that's a very
frightening statement for most people because we are all so vain,
conceited, arrogant, we are so full of other people's knowledge, we
are secondhand people. It's only the mind, the brain that says, 'l
don't know'. Y ou understand the beauty of this, sirs?

Such abrainisaquiet brain because it is totally unoccupied. It
IS occupied when necessary, but otherwise absolutely in a state of
not-knowing. Y ou understand this?

Now thought - the source of thought is memory. Memory is
knowledge, knowledge is experience. That's afact. And so the
source of thought is experience, whether your experience, or
thousands of years of experience, which is stored up in the brain as
knowledge. Therefore thought is a material process, matter.
Anything that thought creates is matter. Y our gods are matter. |
know you don't like this. There is nothing sacred that thought has
created. It isthe mind that is beyond thought, beyond time, that

knows what it is to be sacred. Right sirs.



MADRAS2ND PUBLIC QUESTION & ANSWER
MEETING 7TH JANUARY 1981

| see there are several questions here, and before we go into them
may | point out that we seem to live on explanations. Y ou put a
guestion, and if there is an answer to it we are either satisfied or
dissatisfied, and explanations, descriptions and commentaries are
really alot of words, alot of theories. And we seem to live on
those, on words, and it is like living on ashes. So we are generally
starved, if we live on words, both physically, psychologically and
intellectually. So if one may point out this, that we are together
going into these questions, and the explanation, if it is merely the
investigation of words then | am afraid we shan't get very far.

Do you want to deal with that question first, investigation into
death, that somebody asked? Or shall we begin with thisfirst?
Shall | begin with this and later on answer your question, sir?

1st QUESTION: We are medical studentsin college, why isit
we never notice things in the way you do? Why are we not serious
enough to change ourselves?

Does this only apply to medical students? Or does it apply to
most of us? We never notice the morning clouds, the parrots and
their wayward flight. We never notice the dog on the wayside, or
the goats that lie in the middle of the road. Or we never notice the
beauty of atree. And why isit, the questioner says, that we do not
change. What istheroot of all this? A civilization likein India,
which has probably existed for three to four thousand years, a
culture that has amost disappeared, which has now become

extraordinarily mundane, worldly, money-minded, corruption, and



al therest of it, why it isthat we don't change? Ask yourself, if
you are serious enough, ask yourself, why isit | don't change, what
Isit that prevents us. Isit financial security, which we are seeking;
physical stability? That's one point. Isit that we are intellectualy,
that is able to discern, to distinguish, to understand, to be critical,
to sustain sceptical outlook on life, intellectually, which we don't
do. Isit emotionally we are starved? We are very sensuous people,
sex, pleasure, therefore the demand for money, position, power,
ambition, and all the rest of it - isthiswhat is preventing us?
Because we are all of us from childhood, from the moment the
baby is born it seeks security - physical, psychological security. It
wants to be safe with the mother; if anyone dislikes the mother the
baby feelsit. This has been tested out - in the West, not here.

The question is, why, realizing all this, do we not change? Or
we never realize this fact? We just carry on in the good old
tradition - Rama, Seti and all therest of it - and our brains have
become so accustomed to this pattern of living, so it refusesto
change because it is very comfortable to live in a pattern. |s that the
reason why we don't change? Is it that we have not enough energy
- both physical, psychological energy? We have plenty of energy,
you go to the office everyday for the rest of your life, that indicates
agreat deal of energy. The energy that we waste through quarrels,
cruelty, indifference. We have got plenty of energy. And again,
why don't we change, we know all this? Some of you perhaps have
heard the speaker for the last thirty, forty, fifty years and thereis
very little change, why? Answer it yourselves, sirs. Why isit that
we have become so dull? Isit the tradition, your religion, your

sacred books? | am asking you, please investigate with me. Are all



these the reasons why we don't change?

It's natural and healthy to want security; you need food, clothes
and shelter, everyone does, that's natural. And is there security
psychologically, which we want? We want security in our
relationship, however intimate or not, we want to be quite sure my
wife, my husband, remains with me. We are so terribly attached. If
one could understand the nature of attachment with all its
consequences, and see the very danger of such an attachment,
which denieslove, if onereally saw that and dropped it
immediately, then perhaps some change can take place. But we
don't. You hear this, that attachment in any form, to anything, is
very, very corrupting, destructive. The explanation, we can go into
it, when you are attached to somebody or to a principle, or to an
ideal, to a belief, you are not only separating yourself from another
but from that attachment to a belief, to a person, to an ideal, there
isfear, thereisjealousy, there is anxiety, a sense of possessive
pleasure, and therefore alwaysin a state of uncertainty inwardly.
One knows the consequences of attachment.

Now, would you change that immediately? Or just listen, fold
your hands most respectfully, and turn up the next day while we
talk about attachment. Y ou understand my question? Why? Why
are we so sluggish? You ask it, Sirs.

Onerealizes that basically, deeply, one doesn't want to change,
and therefore there are various forms of escape. There are not only
drugs, chemical drugs one takes in order to escape from one's
narrow, ugly, sloppy life, one takes them to have more experience
and have a different vision, through alcohol, LSD, marijuana, all

those things that are going on in thisworld. Why is our mind so



dull that we don't see danger and change immediately, why? Do
please, go on, sirs. Thisisreal sorrow. Y ou understand? This
incapacity to bring about a change in ourselves and therefore in
society, in our relationship, thisincapacity makes one not only
time-bound but we don't flower, we don't grow, we don't move. So
what is one to do? Do you want more shocks, more pain, more
suffering to make one change?

So there are those people who say, as human beings will not
change, therefore create a society that will control the human being
- the communist world, the totalitarian world, the socialist world.
The more we are uncertain, asis now taking place in the world,
more insecure, we turn to tradition, we turn to gurus, or join some
political party. All thisis going on, if you have realized. So at the
end of al this, why don't we change? Y ou understand? Why? Isit
the utter unwillingness, the utter stupidity?

When you observe al thisright through the world, it isavery
sad affair. Thereis marvellous technology, which is growing at
such immense speed, and man cannot keep up with it
psychologically, and so he is going to destroy human beings. |
don't know if you are aware of al this. So what are you going to
do? Carry on as before? Probably you will.

2nd QUESTION: Having been recently hurt, and having heard
you saying, when you tread on the image you have created for
yourself, about yourself, can we not record the hurt. Can we get rid
of the image? How can this be done?

Shall we go into it deeply, together? | hope the questioner is
here: one generally puts the question and goes away, because one

hasn't the time, the energy, the interest, but only the sense of being



hurt.

We are hurt from childhood. Thisis afact. The scolding of the
parents, the constant, 'do this, ‘don't do that', ‘it must be like this
and it must not be like that' - the constant reproach, that hurts the
child. And in schools, the constant comparison through
examinations; in college, university, the process goes on all the
time. And asyou get alittle older you are hurt by your wife, or
your husband, you are afraid of public opinion, you are hurt by a
gesture, by alook, by aword. And you carry this hurt throughout
life. And the questioner asks, how am | to be free of the hurt. It
may be recent, or long, deeply established. Are you interested in
this question? Do you know, sir, are you hurt? Or you are totally
unaware of it?

What is being hurt when you say, 'l am hurt' - not physically but
psychologically, inwardly, when you say, ‘I am hurt by what you
said, by not invited to lunch', by not having a good position and so
on, what isit that is hurt? Go on sir, we are investigating, don't go
to seep, it'stoo early in the morning. What isit that is hurt? Is it
you that is hurt? What is the 'you'? Please think together, work
together. What is the 'you' who is hurt? Y ou have an image about
yourself, that you are a Hindu, Brahmin, non-Brahmin, you know,
you have an image about yourself: you are very clever, or dull,
competing with somebody, you are a clever lawyer. Y ou follow,
you have got a certain image, a certain picture about yourself.
Right? That's obvious, isn't it? If | have a picture about myself, that
| am rather a great man, that | am very well known, that | am a
great something or other, somebody comes along and says, 'Y ou

are abit of an ass, you are rather silly', | naturally get hurt because



| think | am a big person. Y ou come and say, '‘Don't be silly, don't
beanidiot', | get hurt. What is the thing that gets hurt? Isit my
picture about myself? The image that | have built about myself,
that | am very clever, that | can do this or that, that | have alarge
audience, and somebody comes along and says, 'Y ou audienceis
old, gaga, a dead audience, you ought to consider bigger audience,
| get hurt. Y ou understand? Thisis the normal process that goes on
in life - rather, an unnatural process that goesonin life.

So we are asking, what isit that gets hurt? The picture, the
image, the concept | have about myself, which we all have,
therefore it gets trodden upon, somebody puts a pin into it,
somebody callsit by a name, and that image gets hurt. That image
isyou. Then you say, | am hurt. Right? Is this clear?

Then the questioner says, how am | to be free of the image.
Right? How am | not to record the hurt? How am | to be free so
that there can be no hurt whatsoever? The consequences of being
hurt are that | build awall round myself. Right? Because | don't
want to be hurt more, so | build awall. Building awall round
myself makes me more isolated. Right? And the consequences of
that isolation are that | have actually no relationship at all with
another. | may have a physical, sensuous response, or intimacy
with another, but actually | have no relationship. So when | am hurt
| build awall round myself which creates more fear, makes me a
little more vulnerable, and so | keep that hurt for the rest of my life.
Thisiswhat is happening. So what shall we do?

Why do we create images about ourselves? | am aPhD, | am
the president of some idiotic company, | am ahigh bureaucrat, or |

am the archbishop of something or other. Y ou see how society is



built on this principle. | do not know if you are aware of it in
yoursealf. And as long as you have that image somebody is going to
put apin into it. So the question is: not only how to be free of the
image, but also isit possible not to record? Y ou understand? The
brain is recording, recording that crow, the noise of the crow,
recording various thingsin life, all the time recording. | don't know
iIf you see. Thisisthe function of the brain. If you don't record you
are not able to continue in action. Y ou understand? So there must
be recording going on. We record in order to be secure. The
recording isto learn alanguage so that | can communicate. The
recording isto become alawyer, a surgeon, apolitician. Thereis
this constant process of recording. In that processthereis a sense
of security, which is, in becoming something one feels secure. |
wonder if you are following all this. It's your life, please follow al
this. So the brain is trained through millennia to record. And when
you call another an idiot, or afoolish person, it isrecorded. So that
is one of the problems: isit possible not to record; only record
what is necessary, and not to record anything else? | wonder if you
follow all this?

So the question is: when you are not invited to aluncheon
where important people are you get hurt, and not to record the
invitation, and not being invited there. Y ou follow? Not to record
it. Isthat possible? Y ou understand my question? It is possible only
when you have no image about yourself. Isthat possible? Living in
thisworld, which is very competitive, ruthless, totally indifferent to
what happens to another, merciless, to live in thisworld, go to the
office, agood lawyer, a good surgeon, etc., not to have an image

about oneself - isthat possible? If you have an image you are going



to be hurt. If you have an image somebody is going to smash it.

Y ou have an image that you are areligious person, and somebody
says, areyou really, or isit just alot of words. Y ou follow? Isit
possible not to have an image and live in thisworld? It is possible,
completely possible. Which means you are nobody. To livein this
world and be nobody, except to be a good lawyer, to be a good
engineer. Y ou understand? That's our livelihood, to be an excellent
teacher, excellent - efficiency of any kind, there you need a
capacity, not an image, to be efficient doesn't mean that you have
an image. But psychologically, inwardly, not to have asingle
shadow of image, then nobody can hurt you. Thereis no hurt.
Right?

This concept that you must become something, that is, in the
world you are a clerk, then you become a manager, you become an
executive, you become the top boss. An apprentice carpenter, then
learn, spend several years and then you can become a master
carpenter. Y ou are the priest, then you become the top priest, then
you become the higher priest, then you become, god knows what
else. So thisisthe process that is going on. That same processis
moved to the psychological world, that you must become
something - reach heaven. Y ou understand? That ultimately you
will attain, god knows what. So the same process has moved to the
psychological world. Right? The becoming. So aslong as you are
becoming something you are going to be hurt. Right?

Now, you have heard all this, logically, reasonably, sanely, put
before you. Y ou have exercised your mind, your brain, in looking
at it, in considering it. Now, will you drop your image? No, sir. If

you don't you are going to be hurt, and being hurt you are going to



be isolated, and inisolation there is greater fear, and in isolation
thereisno love. Soit's up to you.

3rd QUESTION: When | love someone | find myself deeply
attached. When | really love someone | am intensely concerned,
and deeply interested in the person, which always involves
attachment. How can we be so intensely concerned and yet not be
attached?

What do you mean when you love someone? Go on, Sir,
investigate it. Isit attraction? Don't be ashamed. We are going to
gointo this. Isit attraction, a sensual attraction, sexual attraction?
Y ou are young, all your glands are functioning, you are healthy,
and the natural urge, sexual urge for procreation and all the rest of
that, thereisthis'falling in love' asitiscalled. Right? And in that
love there is the sexual urge, there is the pleasure of
companionship. Am | telling you all this? Y ou already know all
this.

So there is the sexual attraction, the pleasure of companionship,
the escape from loneliness. Right? And you say, 'l love that person
intensely'. After afew years, you know what takes place. We are
not being cynical, we are just pointing out. And you get bored,
tired, the same old repetitive sexual reactions, seeing the same
person who was nice looking at the beginning, and now has
become coarse, vulgar, stupid. And you yourself are growing old,
ugly, stupid, and that love goes overboard. Right? And what are
you attached to? To the person, deeply concerned about the
person? Are you really deeply concerned about the person? Which
means what? Go on, sir, examineit, for god's sake, your lifethisis.

When you are deeply concerned about a person what do you do?



Y ou don't want to hurt her or him. Y ou won't nag, you won't get
angry, you won't scold, you won't bully, you won't use her for your
sexual purposes. Therefore one questions whether one is deeply
concerned about anything at all. Probably you are deeply
concerned with only one thing, money, position, power.

And the questioner says, in this so-called love | am attached.
Attached to what? To the person? Please watch it carefully. To the
person? Or to the image you have about that person? Go on, sir,
think it out. Y ou have built an image about that person: the sexual
image, the image of endless chattering. Right? The image of being